Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  general ions  on  library  shelves  before  il  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

Il  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  diflicult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parlies,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  plus  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  b<x>k  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 

countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  il  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  hooks  while  helping  authors  ami  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  I  lie  lull  text  of  this  book  on  I  lie  web 
at|http  :  //books  .  qooqle  .  com/| 


xxxiv  CONTENTS, 

SECTION  PAGE 

880.  Determination  of  Skill  Possessed  or  Want  of  Skill 758. 

881.  Engineer's  or  Architect's  Undertaking  when  He  Accepts  or  Solicits  an  Engage- 

ment   753 

882.  Professional  Man  must  Possess  Ordinary  Skill  and  Exercise  Ordinary  Care 754 

888.  Negligence  or  Failure  to  Exercise  Reasonable  Care  and  Diligence 754 

884.  Negligence  on  the  Part  of  an  A? cut 755- 

885.  Negligence  or  Want  of  Care  and  Skill  of  a  Professional  Man 755* 

836    Skill  Required  of  Specialists 756 

887  Skill  and  Care  Required  of  Engineers  or  Architects— Instances 756 

888  Owner  may  Offset  His  Damages  Against  Sum  Due  Engineer  or  Architect  for 

Services 75T 

889.  Architect  or  Engineer  must  Give  Such  Careful  Superintendence  and  Inspec- 

tion as  to  Prevent  the  Contractor  from  Making  Material  Omissions  and 
Variations 758- 

840.  Engineer  and  Contractor  or  Architect  and  Builder  Jointly  and  Severally 

Liable 760- 

841 .  Owner  Not  Linble  for  Misconduct  of  His  Architect 760 

842.  Engineer  and  Architect  are  Liable  to  their  Employer  and  to  Nobody  Else 762 

843.  Liability  foi  Acts  of  Assistants 768. 

CHAPTER  XXXI. 

LIABILITY    OP    ENGINEER    OK    ARCHITECT    WHEN    HIS    FUNCTIONS    ARE    JUDICIAL    OR 

DISCRETIONARY. 

844.  Not  Liable  for  Many  Acts  or  Omissions  when  His  Functions  Are  Judicial 764 

845.  Attempts  have  been  Made  to  Discriminate  between  Judges  in  Court  and  Judi- 

cial Officers 765- 

846  Engineer's  oi  Architect's  Judicial  Status 765 

847  Engineer  or  Architect  must  Not  Act  Fraudulently 767 

848  Engineer  is  Liable  to  His  Employer,  when  He  may  Not  be  Liable  to  Con- 

tractor  768 

849.  Engineer  or  Architect  may  Owe  a  Double  Dnty  to  His  Employer,  viz.,  as  an 

Arbitrator  and  a  Professional  Mau  '. 779- 

849a    Engineer's  or  Architect's  Knowledge  Is  the  Employer's  Knowledge 771 

;  CHAPTER  XXXII. 

LIABILITY    OF    AN    ENGINEER    OR    ARCHITECT    WHEN    A    PUBLIC    OFFICER. 

850.  Position  of  a  Public  Officer 778 

851.  County  Officers  and  Their  Liability 774 

852.  County  and  Municipal  Officers  Compared 774 

858.  Liability  of  a  Public  Officers  tor  the  Acts  of  his  Assistants 774 

854.  State  Employees  Held  Liable  for  Negligence 775 

855.  Public  Officers  and  Their  Liability  upon  Contracts  Executed  for  the  State  ...  776 
856   Officer  or  Employee  Is  Responsible  for  His  False  Representations 777 

857.  Engineer's  and  Architect's  Liability  when  Holding  Office  of  Public  Trust 777 

858.  A  Ci«y  Engineer's  Liability  foi  Mistakes  777 

859.  Commissioners  of  Public  Works  and  Their  Liability 779 

859a.  Situation  of  Engineer  or  Architect  in  Injunction  and  Mandamus  Proceedings 

—Liability  for  Contempt 779 

CHAPTER  XXXIII. 

COMPENSATION  OF  ENGINEERS  AND  ARCHITECTS. 

Protection  of  Lien  and  other  La  to*.     Free  Passes, 

860.  Architect's  or  Engineer's  Compensation 788 

861.  Rights  of  Engineers  and  Architects  to  a  Lien  for  Services 788 

862   If  Architect  or  Engineer  Supervises  and  Directs  Work  He  may  Have  a  Lien  in 

Some  8  ta  tea 784 


■ 
» 


At 


ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL 

JURISPRUDENCE 


A   PRESENTATION   OF  THE 

LAW  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

FOB 

ENGINEERS,  ARCHITECTS,  CONTRACTORS,  BUILDERS,. 
PUBLIC  OFFICERS,  AND  ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW. 


BY 

JOHN  CASSAN  WAIT,  M.C.E.,  LL.B.„ 

(M.O.E.  Cornell;   LUB.  Harvard,) 

Attorney  and  Counselor  at  Law  and  Consulting  Engineer  I 

Member  of  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers ; 

Sometime  Assistant  Professor  of  Engineering, 

Harvard  University. 


"All  laws  as  well  as  all  contracts  may  be  controlled  in  their  operation  and  effect  by  gen- 
eral, fundamental  maxims  of  the  common  law.  *  No  one  shall  he  permitted  to  profit  by  his 
own  fraud,  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  to  found  any  claim  upon  his  own  iniquity,  or 
to  aquire  propertyby  his  own  crime.'  "—Justice  Earl,  in  Riggs  v.  Palmer,  \\S  N.  Y.  Reports  6WL 
accord,  Angle  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  A  O.  Ry.  Co.,  151  U.  S.  Reports  1,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240. 


FIRST   EDITION. 
FIRST  THOUSAND. 


NEW  YORK  :  * 


JOHN  WILEY  &  SONS. 
London  :    CHAPMAN  &  HALL,  Limited. 

1898 


j 


Copyright,  180T, 

BY 

JOHN  0A88AN  WAIT. 


■OBSItT  DBUMMOITD,  ELBOTROTYPBR  A1TD  Funnel!.  WKW  TOrr 


PREFACE. 


In  the  autumn  ot  1887  the  author  found  himself  an  Instructor  in  Engi- 
neering at  Harvard  University,  with  some  leisure  time  and  with  every  op- 
portunity open  to  him  for  special  study  in  any  subject.  His  experience  had 
been  that  of  many  other  engineers.  He  had  had  a  good  preliminary  train- 
ing in  Engineering  at  Cornell  University,  and  had  devoted  several  years  to 
active  practice  He  had  prepared  specifications  and  contracts  for  engineer- 
ing works  by  copying  those  that  had  done  service  for  other  jobs,  had  found 
them  misfits,  and  had  been  through  more  or  less  litigation  in  consequence, 
and  had  felt,  as  have  thousands  of  other  engineers  and  contractors,  the  need 
of  some  advice  and  understanding  as  to  the  legal  rights  and  liabilities  of  the 
contractor  and  owner,  and  as  to  his  own  duties  and  responsibilities.  He 
had  consulted  older  members  of  his  profession  in  regard  to  these  matters, 
who  thought  they  were  questions  of  law  ;  and  from  lawyers  he  had  received 
the  reply  that  they  were  not  familiar  enough  with  the  duties  of  an  engineer 
or  architect  and  with  the  customs  and  usages  of  the  building  trades  to  ven- 
ture an  opinion.  Lawyers  invariably  answered  that  they  should  have  to 
inquire  more  especially  into  the  nature  of  an  engineer's  duties  and  his  rela- 
tions to  the  work,  and  to  his  employer  and  to  the  contractor,  before  they  could 
answer,  and  that  it  seemed  to  them  a  matter  for  a  specialist.  Specialists 
the  author  did  not  find,  and  he  determined  to  become  one  himself,  well 
knowing  the  meaning  of  the  term  in  its  modern  acceptation,  and  fully  real- 
izing the  labor  it  involved.  He  knew  that  to  become  a  specialist  required 
one  first  to  acquire  a  general  knowledge  of  the  subject,  to  accomplish  which 
he  entered  the  Harvard  Law  School  and  completed  a  three  years'  course  in 
the  study  of  law,  enjoying  special  privileges  in  the  libraries  of  the  School 
and  University  by  reason  of  his  position. 

During  and  subsequent  to  this  period  the  author  delivered  each  year  a 
brief  course  of  lectures  upon  the  subject  of  Engineering  Law  to  the  techni- 
cal students  in  engineering,  the  attendance  of  which  fully  satisfied  him  of 
the  interest  that  the  subject  had  fot  students  in  engineering,  and  gave  him 
some  impressions  of  its  value  to  the  profession.     The  outgrowth  of  those 

lectures  is  this  boo"k 

ill 


IV  PREFACE. 

The  subject  of  Architectural  Jurisprudence  is  not  a  new  one,  as  is  gen- 
erally supposed.  A  book  was  published  on  the  subject  as  early  as  182?  in 
England,*  and  the  French  law  of  Engineering  and  Architecture  has  been 
thoroughly  digested  in  several  volumes  published  in  1879.  f  Since  then  the- 
growth  and  development  of  the  industrial  professions  has  made  the  need  of 
such  works  more  imperative,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  surprise  that  the  subject  has 
not  long  since  received  the  attention  which  it  merits.  This  is  doubtless  due 
to  the  fact  that  to  undertake  such  a  task  required  a  preparation  and  expe- 
rience not  often  acquired  by  a  single  person. 

The  need  of  a  book  on  the  subject  of  Engineering  and  Architectural 
Jurisprudence  is  more  apparent  since  the  engineer's  and  architect's  field  of 
practice  has  been  extended.  Their  duties  are  no  longer  confined  to  design- 
ing and  supervising  the  construction  of  works,  but  they  have  become  coun- 
selors and  advisers  in  the  investigation  and  promotion  of  enterprises,  and  in 
the  examination  of  experts  and  the  rebuttal  of  their  testimony.  European 
engineers  have  long  since  enjoyed  this  practice,  while  the  general  employ- 
ment of  American  engineers  in  such  a  capacity  in  this  country  is  compara- 
tively recent.  In  preparing  this  book  the  author  has  hoped  to  enlarge  this 
practice,  and  to  create  a  better  understanding  between  attorneys  and  engi- 
neers or  architects.  If  the  engineer  understand,  fairly  well,  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  his  employer  and  the  contractor,  and  his  own  duties  and  obli- 
gations ;  if  he  appreciate  the  dangers  and  legal  liability  of  his  employer 
incident  to  construction  work,  and  be  fairly  informed  as  to  what  is  required 
in  the  conduct  of  a  trial, — his  services  will  without  doubt  be  more  valuable 
and  more  in  demand. 

Attorneys  at  law  are  not  often  familiar  with  the  difficulties  and  dangers 
attending  construction  work,  nor  the  methods  employed.  Even  the  terms 
employed  are  not  often  acquired  by  members  of  the  legal  profession,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  technical  knowledge  required  to  skillfully  conduct  the  exam- 
ination of  experts  in  science  and  mechanics.  To  undertake  such  cases  a* 
arise  in  manufacture  and  construction,  a  lawyer  must  make  a  special  study 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  case  in  hand,  as  best  he  may  in  the  short  time 
he  has  and  under  the  pressure  of  other  professional  duties.  He  attempts  in 
a  few  days  or  months  to  acquire  what  the  engineer  has  devoted  the  best 
years  of  his  life  to  accomplish,  and  with  what  success  he  knows  as  well  as 
anybody.  Lawyers  are  astute,  and  the  showing  that  they  frequently  make 
in  court  before  the  jury  is  truly  wonderful ;  but  their  technical  knowledge  is 
generally  superficial,  and  the  results  are  often  what  might  be  expected. 
They  justify  their  course,  however,  on  the  ground  that  engineers  are  ignorant 

#  Elmes'  Architectural  Jurisprudence.  1827. 

fNouvelle  Jurisprudence  et  Traits  Pratique  sur  la  Responanbilite  des  Arcbitectes,  In- 
I  g&iieurs.  Experts,  Arbltres  et  Entrepreneurs;  Honoraires  des  Arcbitectes;  Devis  D6 

I  passes  el  Traveaux  Supplementaires,  etc.,  pat  O.  Masseliu. 
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of  the  rules  of  evidence  and  court  procedure,  and  that  the  suggestions  they 
make  are  usually  shortsighted  and  impracticable, — which  cannot  be  denied. 
Lawyers  do  not  enter  into  the  study  of  specialties  from  choice,  but  from  what 
they  feel  is  a  necessity.  The  reader,  has  but  to  read  the  Chapter  on  expert 
testimony  to  appreciate  the  force  of  these  remarks,  and  to  feel  that  the 
author's  attempt  to  render  the  services  of  experts  of  greater  value  to  attor- 
neys should  not  be  in  vain. 

It  must  not  be  inferred  that  an  engineer  can,  by  a  few  weeks  or  months 
of  study  of  law-books,  undertake  the  practice  of  law  or  conduct  his  own  cases 
in  court,  or  even  give  advice  in  regard  to  matters  of  law.  The  author  wishes 
expressly  to  disclaim  any  such  purpose  in  the  preparation  of  this  work. 
The  lay  reader  should  keep  constantly  in  mind  that  this  work  is  not  in- 
tended to  enable  him  to  go  into  court  to  defend  an  action  at  law  or  to  prose- 
cute a  claim,  but  is  written  primarily  to  assist  him  in  avoiding  trouble  and 
litigation,  and  to  aid  him  in  protecting  his  employer's  and  his  own  rights 
when  they  are  assailed.  If  a  man's  rights  are  usurped,  he  had  best  consult 
a  man  who  makes  some  profession  of  knowing  what  his  rights  and  liabilities 
are;  if  they  involve  his  spiritual  as  well  as  his  legal  status,  he  will  consult  his 
pastor;  and  if  there  be  questions  involving  engineering  and  architecture,  he 
may  reasonably  be  expected  to  consult  his  engineer  or  architect. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  book  will  fulfill  another  mission — that  of  guiding 
and  strengthening  the  younger  and  inexperienced  members  of  the  indus- 
trial professions  in  a  proper  understanding  and  appreciation  of  business 
and  business  relations.  Young  men  in  the  engineering  and  architectural 
professions  often  obtain  in  their  technical -school  training  a  contracted  view 
of  their  professional  duties  and  labors  They  are  likely  to  narrow  their 
professional  work  to  the  ministerial  duties  of  the  drafting-room,  the  shop, 
or  the  field.  Too  many  well  trained  and  educated  men  remain  in  the  shop 
or  drafting-room,  while  less  skillful  men  from  the  accounting* room  and 
office,  but  with  a  good  business  experience,  become  superintendents,  man- 
agers, and  presidents  of  the  concerns  employing  them;  and  it  should  be 
said  that  frequently  the  latter  are  more  justly  entitled  to  the  place.  The 
education  of  an  engineer  should  fit  him  for  a  higher  sphere  than  that  of  a 
delineator  of  lines.  Supplemented  with  a  good  business  experience,  his 
training  eminently  fits  him  for  the  direction  and  superintendence  of  large 
works;  and  that  is  his  proper  field.  If  this  book  cultivates  iu  young  men  a 
better  appreciation  of  business  relations  and  business  principles,  and  a  due 
sense  of  their  duties,  liabilities,  and  responsibilities,  one  of  its  chief  missions 
is  accomplished. 

Another  benefit  that  the  author  has  hoped  to  confer  upon  engineers 
and  architects  is  to  assist  them  in  successfully  undertaking  contract  work. 
There  is  no  field  for  which  they  can  better  fit  themselves  and  that  is  likely 
to  prove  more  profitable.  A  good  knowledge  of  the  cost  of  work  and 
materials,  acquired  by  close  observation  while  in  charge  of  works,  together 
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with  the  necessary  qualification  possessed  by  ever;  engineer,  the  capacity  to> 
estimate,  design,  and  direct  works,  would  seem  to  be  all  that  one  would  re- 
quire  to  undertake  construction  work  and  become  a  successful  contractor  and 
builder  Yet  how  few  engineers  01  architects  are  to  be  found  in  the  rank 
and  file  of  contractors  and  builders.  For  this  there  must  be  reasons, — one 
oi  which  is,  that  professional  men,  being  ambitious,  start  at  contracting 
earliei  than  their  less- favored  colleagues,  and  before  they  have  had  the 
requisite  experience  to  foresee  and  guard  against  the  dangers  and  liabilities 
attending  construction  and  they  fail.  It  is  believed  that  the  experiences 
related  in  this  work,  together  with  the  decisions  given,  will  better  qualify 
its  readers,  be  they  engineers,  architects,  or  mechanics,  to  become  prudent,, 
judicious,  and  thrifty  contractors  and  builders;  and  it  is  confidently  ex 
pected  that  an  engineer  oi  architect  who  has  supervised  work,  with  some 
understanding  of  his  own  duties  and  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  owner 
and  contractor,  will  be  better  able  to  undertake  the  duties  of  the  latter. 

To  attorneys  and  counselors  at  law  the  author  offers  this,  his  first  law- 
book, with  some  apprehensions,  and  a  full  appreciation  that  it  will  be  sub- 
ject to  criticism;  The  author  believes  that  the  book  will  be  found  a  con- 
venient and  ready  means  of  ascertaining  the  law  as  decided  in  the  several 
thousand  cases  cited.  In  the  small  space  of  one  volume  it  is  impossible  to 
go  very  exhaustively  into  all  the  subjects  taken  up  in  the  book;  but  in  the 
subjects  bearing  expressly  upon  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  the  engineer 
and  architect,  and  the  decisions  rendered  by  the  courts  upon  the  special 
provisions  common  to  construction  contracts,  the  author  confidently  be- 
lieves that  he  has  compiled  the  largest  and  best  collection  of  cases  yet 
made.  He  regrets  that  he  has  not  been  able  always  to  give  the  references 
to  the  official  State  reports,  but  many  are  given  in  the  table  of  cases  that 
are  not  cited  in  the  foot-notes,  and  the  reader  is  recommended  to  refer  to 
the  table  of  cases,  if  he  has  not  ready  access  to  the  reports  referred  to  in 
the  foot-notes.  It  may  save  time  in  any  case  to  verify  the,  citation  by  ref- 
erence to  the  table  of  cases.  The  year  and  State  in  which  the  case  was- 
decided  is  usually  given,  which  will  assist  in  finding  the  cases  in  any  report 
containing  them.  The  number  of  citations  is  large,  there  being  more  than 
five  thousand,  which  are  collected  in  a  table;  and  thousands  of  other  cases 
are  indirectly  referred  to  in  text-books,  treatises  on  law,  and  in  the  first 
edition  of  the  American  and  English  Encyclopaedia  of  Law.  In  referring 
to  standard  works  of  very  large  circulation,  like  the  latter,  the  author  has 
not  deemed  it  advisable  nor  necessary  to  add  to  those  already  colleoted,  but 
has  been  content  to  refer  the  reader  to  such  standard  books  and  to  the  cases 
there  collected. 

Though  the  number  of  oases  is  very  large  as  it  stands,  it  contains  only 
about  one  third  of  the  number  collected  in  the  preparation  of  the  book.  In 
the  original  plan  of  the  work  the  author  misjudged  the  number  and  extent 
of  the  subjects  fairly  to  be  treated  under  the  title  adopted,  and  has  had  to- 


PREFACE  vii 

omit  one  whole  Part  and  to  abbreviate  several  Chapters  for  which  he  bad 
collected  materials. 

The  Part  in  question,  on  "  Surveys  and  Surveyors;  or,  Field  Operations 
and  The  Law  of  Boundaries/9  will  be  the  subject  of  a  later  volume;  while 
the  Chapters  mentioned  are  those  upon  the  subjects  of  Mechanics'  Liens, 
Injunctions,  Strikes  and  Boycotts,  Assessments,  and  other  subjects  which, 
though  of  much  interest  to  the  reader,  are  too  cumbersome  to  include  in 
any  one  volume  The  author  has  had  to  be  content  to  briefly  mention 
these  subjects,  and  to  refer  his  readers  to  excellent  books  specially  treating 
them  and  already  published. 

Scrutinizing  and  discriminating  as  lawyers  are,  the  author  expects  that 
some  will  take  exception  to  the  plain  and  unqualified  statements  of  the  law 
frequently  made  A  plain  statement  of  the  law  or  oi  a  party's  rights  in 
any  case  is  well-nigh  impossible,  because  they  are  subject  to  so  many 
technical  considerations,  conditions,  and  circumstances.  In  perusing  the 
different  parts  of  the  book  statements  will  be  found  which  are  seemingly 
contradictory,  but  it  is  submitted  that  frequently  they  will  be  reconciled  by 
reading  to  the  end-  The  author  would  warn  the  reader  that  he  must  not 
read  a  line  nor  a  sentence  nor  a  page,  and  then  draw  conclusions,  which  the 
rest  of  the  text  on  the  same  subject  may  disclose  to  be  erroneous.  If  he 
read,  he  should  read  all  that  has  been  written  on  any  subject,  including  the 
sections  referred  to  at  the  bottom  of  the  pages.  The  author  has  made 
plain  statements  of  the  law  under  the  circumstances  described  and  under 
the  conditions  which  usually  exist  (if  not  described),  in  the  belief  that  it 
will  meet  the  approval  of  the  reader  better  than  if  he  surrounded  every 
statement  with  a  confusion  of  facts,  refinements,  and  technicalities  that 
exist  perhaps  not  once  in  a  thousand  cases.  So  far  as  the  courts  have  made 
exceptions,  the  author  has  endeavored  to  present  them  in  as  brief  a  space  aa 
possible.  Lawyers  rarely  make  unqualified  statements  of  the  law  without 
knowing  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  then  often  they  find  it 
necessary  or  convenient  to  qualify  them  with  "if s"  or  conditions,  so  that 
their  clients  get  little  idea  of  their  legal  rights  and  liabilities.  Especially  is 
this  true  of  conscientious  lawyers  and  profound  scholars,  but  it  is  not  what 
the  average  business  man,  engineer,  or  contractor  wants.  What  is  given 
in  these  pages  is  confidently  believed  to  be  the  practical  application  of  the 
law  to  the  case  presented. 

The  contract  stipulations  given  and  discussed  have  been  chosen  from  a 
collection  of  several  thousand  specifications  and  contraots  made  by  the 
author,  and  which  have  been  in  use  by  the  governments,  principal  cities, 
and  largest  corporations  of  the  United  States,  Canada,  England,  and  Scot- 
land The  contract  clause*  have  been  selected  foi  the  double  purpose  of 
furnishing  matter  for  discussion,  and  as  examples  to  be  employed  in  draft 
ing  construction  contracts  In  many  instances  they  are  more  full  and  com- 
prehensive than  would  be  recommended  for  general  use,  but  short  forms 
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have  also  been  given  so  that  the  draftsman  may  have  a  selection.  The  full 
phraseology  has  been  given  to  furnish  the  reader  the  variety  of  language  in 
which  the  provisions  have  been  expressed.  These  stipulations  have  been 
indented  and  made  solid,  so  that  they  may  be  distinguished  readily. 

Many  of  the  contract  clauses  adopted  for  discussion  in  the  book  have 
been  divided  into  parts  so  that  the  condition  might  be  separately  discussed, 
And  such  forms  of  a  contract  are  to  be  preferred  to  those  in  which  several 
conditions  or  covenants  are  mixed  up  in  one  sentence  or  paragraph,  even  at 
the  expense  of  brevity.  When  stated  separately,  it  removes  all  doubt'that  the 
stipulation  was  considered. 

The  author  has  refrained  from  giving  a  full  contract  form  for  general 
use  in  construction  work,  and  he  would  warn  his  readers  of  the  mischief 
that  often  results  from  the  adoption  of  such  forms  for  special  cases.  The 
adoption  of  a  single  clause,  without  the  careful  consideration  that  the  ques- 
tions presented  deserve,  is  discouraged.  Much  trouble  and  litigation  are  the 
result  of  adopting  loosely  or  carelessly  prepared  contracts  for  construction 
work. 

The  author  wishes  to  express  his  heartfelt  thanks  to  the  owners  and  offi- 
cers of  the  libraries  to  which  he  has  had  access  in  the  preparation  of  this 
work  for  the  many  courtesies  which  he  has  received,  and  especially  to  the 
Harvard  Law  School  Library  of  Cambridge,  the  Social  Law  Library  and 
the  Massachusetts  State  Library  of  Boston,  the  Law  Institute  Library  of 
New  York  City,  the  Library  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  at  Syracuse,  and  the 
private  Library  of  Justice  D.  L.  Follett  of  Norwich,  N.  Y.  Without 
the  free  use  which  the  author  has  enjoyed  of  these  large  libraries  the  com- 
pletion of  the  book  in  its  present  state  could  not  have  been  accomplished. 

The  author  has  necessarily  made  a  legitimate  use  of  other  works,  and  he 
has  made  frequent  reference  to  text-books  and  other  treatises;  but  special 
acknowledgment  is  due  to  the  several  works  upon  Railroad  Law  by  Red- 
field,  Pierce,  Wood,  Hodges,  Godefroi  and  Shortt,  and  to  Lacey's  Digest ;  to 
Phillips' Mechanics'  Liens:  to  the  respective  works  of  Story,  Evans,  and 
Meechem  on  Agency;  to  Meechem  on  Public  Officers;  to  Lawson's  works 
on  Expert  Evidence  and  Custom  and  Usage;  to  Dillon's  Municipal  Cor- 
porations; to  Emden  on  Building  and  Building  Leases;  and  to  the  Ameri- 
can and  English  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  which  is  frequently  referred  to  for 
collections  of  cases.  These  works  are  to  be  found  in  almost  every  library, 
and  the  author  has  had  to  refer  the  reader  to  them  for  more  detailed  infor- 
mation of  some  subjects  than  could  possibly  be  given  here. 

To  his  many  friends  in  the  engineering  professions  and  numerous  indus- 
trial vocations  who  encouraged  him  in  his  earlier  efforts  to  undertake  and 
complete  such  a  work  the  author  sends  greetings,  and  earnestly  hopes  that 
the  book  may  prove  to  be  all  that  they  had  hoped  for  and  anticipated.  The 
task  proved  more  arduous  than  was  anticipated.  The  words  Architect, 
Engineer,  Contractor,  and   Builder  are  rarely  found  in  the  indices  of  law- 
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books,  and  the  cases  cited  herein  have  been  discovered  and  gathered  together 
only  after  a  diligent  and  prolonged  search  through  reports,  digests,  and 
periodicals,  guided  and  directed  by  referring  to  legal  terms  quite  foreign  to 
the  subject-matter  of  this  book.  This,  together  with  the  fact  that  the 
author  has  been  almost  constantly  engaged  in  professional  work,  accounts 
for  the  delay  in  bringing  out  the  book.  It  is  hoped,  however,  that  the  book 
is  better  for  the  delay. 

100  Broadway,  New  York, 
September  15,  1807. 
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LA  W  OF  CONTRACTS  IN  GENERAL. 


CHAPTER  I. 

LAW  OP  CONTRACTS  IN  GENERAL. 

B8SENTIAL  ELEMENTS  OF  A   CONTRACT.      LEGAL   AND   ILLEGAL  CONTRACT*. 

THE   PARTIES  TO   A   CONTRACT. 

1.  Introduction. — Engineering  and  architectual  construction  is  rarely 
undertaken  by  the  owners  or  proprietors  of  the  structure.  Works  of  mag- 
nitude or  importance  require  the  services  of  engineers,  architects,  and  skilled 
mechanics  who  have  had  practical  experience.  Structures  are  not  erected 
by  the  parties  who  own  them  and  are  to  control  them,  but  by  parties  who 
have  no  interest  in  them  except  what  they  assume  for  hire,  or  the  profit 
that  they  can  make  out  of  the  job.  The  relations  created  are  those  of  an 
employ^  or  of  an  independent  contractor,  and  whichever  r61e  is  assumed, 
they  are  relations  and  obligations  growing  out  of  an  agreement  or  under- 
standing called  a  contract.  All  work  of  importance  is  the  subject  of  a  con- 
tract, and  it  is  manifest  at  the  beginning,  that  a  clear  understanding  of  the 
legal  status  of  the  parties  engaged  upon  construction  will  require  some 
knowledge  of  the  law  of  contracts.  The  reader  is  first  introduced,  there 
fore,  to  the  principles  underlying  the  law  of  contracts. 

To  assume  contract  obligations,  the  law  requires  that  the  parties  shall 
observe  certain  formalities  and  that  their  intentions  shall  be  evidenced  by 
overt  acts,  which  may  be  made  a  matter  of  record.  Part  of  the  requirements 
are  fundamental  principles  of  the  English  common  law,  some  are  the  effect 
of  statutory  limitations,  while  others  are  the  result  of  court  procedure,  and 
not  a  few  rest  upon  that  broad,  yet  vague,  ground  of  "public  policy." 

2.  Essential  Elements  of  a  Contract. — Every  binding  contract  must  con* 
tain  four  essential  elements,  viz.:  1.  Two  parties  with  capacity  to  contract*. 
2.  A  lawful  consideration:  a  something  in  exchange  for  its  legal  equivalent, 
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%  quid  pro  quo.  3.  A  lawful  subject-matter,  whether  it  be  a  promise,  an 
act,  or  a  material  object.  4.  Mutuality:  a  mutual  assent,  a  mutual  under- 
standing, and  a  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties.1  These  elements  of  a 
simple  contract  are  of  the  foundation  of  the  English  common  law,  and  no 
agreement,  so  called,  is  a  binding  contract  unless  it  embodies  each  and  all  of 
these  essentials.  Without  them  our  courts  decline  to  recognize  the  binding 
effect  of  the  agreement  and  the  parties  are  free  to  fulfil  their  obligations  or 
not  at  their  pleasure.1 

The  order  in  which  these  elements  are  given  was  adopted  because  it 
seems  the  safest  and  most  rational  treatment  of  the  subject  of  contracts 
A  contract  requires  that  there  shall  be,  first,  two  competent  parties;  secondly, 
a  lawful  consideration;  thirdly,  a  lawful  subject-matter;  and  lastly,  a  meet- 
ing of  the  minds  of  the  parties  with  regard  to  the  parties,  the  subject-mat- 
ter, and  the  consideration.  If  these  essentials  were  considered  in  the  order 
given,  there  would  be  fewer  cases  of  hardships  and  less  litigation  over  con- 
tract rights.  The  mischief  frequently  results  from  the  parties  mutually  con- 
senting to  be  bound  and  exchanging  the  considerations  before  the  questions 
of  competency  of  the  parties  and  the  legality  of  the  act  undertaken  have 
oeen  considered.  The  order  adopted  is  that  usually  followed  in  written  con- 
tracts. The  author  has  followed,  as  closely  as  a  liberal  treatment  would 
seem  to  permit,  the  lines  of  an  engineering  and  architectural  construction 
contract,  and  throughout,  so  far  as  possible,  he  has  cited  cases  that  have 
arisen  under  such  contracts. 

3.  The  Introduction  to  a  Contract. — Contracts  are  generally  begun  by 
introductory  clauses  peculiar  to  the  law,  though  no  special  form  is  required. 
The  forms  employed  are  as  various  and  eccentric  as  the  persons  who  frame 
them;  but  of  them  all,  it  is  submitted  that  either  of  the  following  forms 
'will  answer  in  any  contract  for  construction  work : 

[Heading.]* 

"  THIS  AGREEMENT,  made  and  entered  into  [concluded]  this 
day  of in  the  year  by  and  be- 
tween  etc.,  etc.," 

is  a  concise  and  direct  introduction,  and  it  is  the  most  common  form  used 

in  all  contracts. 

"  [THESE]  ARTICLES  OP  AGREEMENT,  made  and  entered  into 
between of and of on  this day 

of »- 

is  a  good  and  popular  clause.  These  are  mere  forms,  and  their  selection 
ft  mere  matter  of  taste  with  the  draftsmen. 

1  i*  the  contract  be  a  written  instrument  void  is  equivalent  to  finding  that  there  was 

it  must  be  delivered.    Leonard  v.  Eeblcr's  no    written    contract  at  all.    Rebman  v. 

Adm'r  (Ohio  Sup.),  84  N.  E.  Rep.  659.  San  Gabriel  Val.  Land  &  Water  Co.  (OaL), 

1 A  finding  that  a  written  contract  was  30  Pac.  Rep.  564. 

•  Sm  Sec.  300,  Chap.  VIII,  infra. 
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4.  Designation  of  the  Parties.— 

— "  by  and  between .' (name  of  owner,  company,  board,  city,  university, 

or  other  corporation). ,  of  the  City  of  [Town  of  ] ,  County 

of. ,  State  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and 

(name  of  contractor  or  compauy)  of  the   City  of ,   Oounty  of , 

State  of ,  party  of  the  second  part." 

The  parties  of  a  contract  are  designated  as  party  of  the  first  part  and 
party  of  the  second  part,  the  former  being  conventionally  applied  to  the 
person  who  contracts  to  sell,  to  lease,  or  to  have  performed  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  contract,  and  the  latter  title  to  the  person  agreeing  to  take  or 
purchase  the  article  or  to  perform  the  contract.  These  terms  are  frequently 
avoided  by  using  instead  the  names  of  the  parties,  referring  to  them  as  the 

Said ,  the  Said  Contractor,  the  Said  Owner,  the  Said  Board,  City, 

Company,  University,  etc.  This  avoids  confusion  and  the  danger  of  the 
parties  forgetting  to  which  party  he  or  they  belong.  A  man  will  hardly 
fail  to  recognize  his  own  name  or  that  he  is  a  contractor,  when  he  might  not 
remember  that  he  is  the  party  of  the  second  part.  When  reference  is  made 
to  the  parties  as  the  City,  Board,  Company,  etc.,  or  as  the  Contractor  or  the 
Engineer,  it  is  customary  and  prudent  to  insert  a  clause  explaining  who  is 
intended  and  included  within  the  terms,  as  in  the  following  clauses: 

"  That  whenever  and  wherever  in  this  contract  the  phrase  '  party  of 
the  second  part/  or  the  word  '  Contractor/  or  a  pronoun  in  place  of 
either  of  them  is  used,  the  same  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  mean  and 
intend  the  party  of  the  second  part  to  this  agreement  (his  [their]  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns). 

"  That  whenever  the  word  '  Engineer '  is  used  in  these  specifications, 
or  in  this  contract,  it  refers  to  and  designates  the  Chief  Engineer  of 
the  owner,  company,  or  city  for  the  time  being,  acting  either  directly 
or  through  the  Deputy  Chief  Engineer  or  any  Assistant  or  Division 
Engineer  having  general  charge  of  the  work,  or  through  auy  Assistant 
or  any  Inspector  having  immediate  charge  of  a  portion  thereof,  limited 
by  the  particular  duties  entrusted  to  him. 

"  That  whenever  the  word  *  Owner/  '  Company/  or  '  City '  is  used  in 
these  specifications,  or  in  this  contract,  it  refers  to  and  designates  the 
parties  of  the  first  part  to  this  agreement  (his  [their]  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns)  (or  its  successors  or  assigns)." 

AS   REGARDS  THE   PARTIE8. 

5.  Parties  to  the  Contract. — There  must  be  two  parties  to  every  con- 
tract, the  one  who  is  bound  to  perform  the  contract  and  the  other  who 
is  entitled  to  have  it  performed.1    A  person  cannot  contract  with  him- 

1  A  contract  may  be  made  to  ray  some  though  by  the  law  of  merchants'  bills  and 

unknown  party  to  be  ascertained  a  some  notes  are  placed  upon  a  footing  peculiar  to 

future   time    upon    a    contingent   event  themselves.     An  advertisement  offering  a 

Notes  payable  to  t>earer,  or  to  an  indorser,  reward  is  an  offer  only,  and  is  not  a  con- 

amy   be    mentioned  as  such   contracts,  tract  until  accepted  by  the  person  who  per* 
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self  ;'  and  a  promise  to  pay  money  to  oneself  is  not  a  promissory  note.1  One 
and  the  same  person  cannot  be  party  to  a  contract  on  both  sides;  such  an  in- 
strument can  create  no  liability  or  right  to  a  contract.  Companies  are  some- 
times formed  into  departments  and  their  accounts  kept  separate  and  distinct 
but  such  departments  cannot  enter  into  agreement  between  themselves,  nor 
assume  obligations  that  can  be  enforced.  The  departments  must  each 
be  independently  incorporated  and  have  a  separate  existence/  The  same 
person  cannot  be  party  to  both  sides,  although  other  parties  are  joined  with 
him  on  one  side  or  the  other;  and  an  agreement  in  such  a  form  creates  no 
legal  right  or  liability.  The  reason  of  this  is  that  it  is  impossible  for  a  man 
to  sue  himself.4  Notes  or  contracts  made  by  several,  jointly  or  severally,  can- 
not, however,  be  avoided  for  this  reason.4  For  the  same  reason  it  has  been 
held  that  a  partner  cannot  contract  with  his  firm,  and  that  two  firms 
having  a  common  partner  could  not  incur  liability  by  contract.4  It  has 
been  held  (1824)  that  the  engineer  of  a  bridge  who  .was  a  shareholder  in  a 
bridge  firm  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  his  firm,  being  himself  a 
partner/  The  tendency  to-day  is  to  regard  a  partnership  in  the  same  light 
as  a  corporation,  to  treat  it  as  an  entity,  an  artificial  body  independent  of 
the  partners  who  comprise  it.  On  this  theory  it  has  been  held  that  firms 
having  a  common  partner  can  sue  each  other  in  equity  or  in  those  states 
where  the  code  is  established.*  Agreements  between  partners  have  been 
allowed  in  equity  as  matters  of  account  in  settling  affairs  of  the  partner- 
ship.7 It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  one  company  may  contract  with 
another  even  though  there  are  directors  in  one  that  hold  a  like  office  in  the 
other;  the  company  or  corporation  being  regarded  as  a  creation  of  itself, 
independent  of  the  persons  who  represent  it. 

6.  Only  Parties  to  Contract  are  Bound. — Generally  speaking,  the  legal 
effect  of  a  contract  is  restricted  to  the  parties  and  no  right  or  liability  can 
result  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  party.8  When  a  contract  is  made  with  two 
or  more  persons  for  some  act  to  be  done  or  payment  to  be  made  to  one  of 
them  only,  the  right  to  have  it  done  or  paid  accrues  to  all  the  persons,  who 
must  all  join  in  suing  upon  it,  although  only  one  is  to  have  the  benefit.* 

7.  Legal  Representatives  of  the  Parties. — In  drafting  construction  con- 
tracts it  is  usual  to  provide  for  the  death  or  incompetence  of  either  party 
by  making  the  party's  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  a  per- 
son, or  the  successors  and  assigns  of  a  corporation,  parties  to  the  contract, 
after  the  following  manner: 


forms  the  services  for  which  the  reward  Is  4  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  440. 

offered.  *  Money-penny  v.    Hart  land,   1    Oar.  & 

1 2  Wall.  78,  86  Fed.  Rep.  218.  Payne  352. 

•  Commonwealth  v.  Dallinger,  118  Mnss.  •  Ames'  Cases  on  Partnership,  chap.  ?i 

489;  other  ea$e$  in  Ames'  Cases  on  Bills  *  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  440. 

and  Notes  188.  •  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  868. 

•Grey  ».  Ellison,  1  Giff.  488.  •  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  442. 
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"  The  said  Party  of  the  Second  Part  [the  said ,  or  the  said  Builder, 

or  the  said  Contractor]  does  hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said 

Party  of  the  First  Part  [the  said ,  or  the  said  owner,  company,  or 

city],  his  (their)  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  [or  its  successors 
and  assigns],  that  he,  the  said  . . . .,  his  (their)  executors,  administra- 
tors, etc.,  shall  or  will,  for  the  considerations  hereinafter  mentioned, 
etc.,  erect,  build,  etc."  * 

In  case  of  death  or  assignment  these  parties,  who  may  be  called  second- 
ary parties,  become  the  representatives  of  the  principal  party  and  take  his 
place,  so  far  as  is  possible. 

8.  The  Representatives  after  Death,  or  Changes  Effected  by  Law. — 
Executors  and  administrators  are  the  personal  representatives  of  a  party  as 
to  his  personal  estate  after  his  death.  The  right  to  enforce  certain  con- 
tracts of  the  party  whom  they  represent  has  been  recognized  from  the 
•earliest  times.1  This  right  belongs  exclusively  to  the  executor,  or  adminis- 
trator, or  successors,  and  it  cannot  be  transferred  to  other  parties  by  words 
introduced  into  the  body  of  the  contract.  The  personal  representative  may 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  money  payable  to  the  person  he  represents, 
though  the  contract  failed  to  make  the  money  payable  to  his  executor  or 
administrator.  If  the  contract  made  it  payable  to  the  contractor  or  his 
assigns,  or  to  his  heirs  or  executors,  the  personal  representative  may  recover 
without  even  averring  that  the  money  has  not  already  been  paid  to  the 
heirs.*  So,  too,  the  personal  representative  is  liable  on  the  contract,  although 
not  named  in  the  terms.4  The  executor  or  administrator  has  been  held 
liable  even  when  the  heirs  were  named  and  the  executors  were  not.*  If  a 
house  is  to  be  completed  before  a  certain  time,  the  contractor's  executor  or 
administrator  is  bound  to  perform  the  contract,  or  to  enforce  its  perform- 
ance on  the  part  of  the  owner.  The  heir  cannot  enforce  its  performance 
even  if  the  profits  are  partly  in  lands.*  In  the  interests  of  the  estate  the 
personal  representative  may  rescind  the  contract  of  his  decedent,  with  the 
consent  of  the  company  or  other  party.7  It  is  a  presumption  of  law  that 
parties  to  a  simple  contract  intend  to  bind  not  only  themselves  but  their 
personal  representatives.* 

9.  Executor  or  Administrator  Takes  Benefits  and  Burdens  of  Contract.— 
An  executor  becomes  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  contracts  of  a  deceased 
contractor  for  the  supply  of  materials,  or  for  the  execution  of  works  remain- 
ing incomplete  at  his  death  that  do  not  involve  the  personal  skill  and 
ability  of  the  contractor;  and  he  is  entitled  as  executor  to  complete  the 

1  The  representative  may  be  mentioned  •  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  262. 

as  in  the  form  given  in  Sac.  4,  pnge  8,  4  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  "Fncy.  Law  826. 

which  is  simpler  in  tHat  it  avoids  the  con-  *  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  827. 

stant  repetition  of  the  words   '« heirs,  ex-  •  Crans  v.  Kans.  Pac.  R.  Co.,  181  (J.  S. 

editors,  administrator,  or  assigns  "  in  the  clxviii  (1879). 

text  of  the  contract.  *  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  827. 

•  Pollock  on  Contracts  206.  •  2  Parsons  on  Contracts  (6th  ed  )  580. 


6  ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  10. 

works,  and  to  recover  their  value  for  the  benefit  of  the  contractor's  estate. 
In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  building  contract  undertaken  and  commenced 
by  the  deceased  builder,  the  executor  may  complete  it  and  recover  the  price 
in  his  representative  character.1  A  contract  to  build  a  lighthouse  was  held 
to  be  discharged  by  the  death  of  the  contractor,  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
a  matter  of  personal  skill  and  science.1 

10.  Contracts  for  Personal  Skill  of  Contractor. — Whether  or  not  the 
executor  or  administrator  of  an  estate  can  carry  out  and  receive  the  benefits 
of  the  contractor's  contracts  depends  upon  the  character  of  the  work.  It 
may  well  be  doubted  that  the  representative  of  a  physician,  lawyer,  or 
engineer  would  be  allowed  to  step  into  the  shoes  of  the  deceased.  A  con- 
tractor or  builder  may  have  acquired  a  reputation  in  the  construction  of 
a  particular  kind  or  class  of  work,  in  which  his  personal  skill  and  proficiency 
are  the  important  consideration  in  employing  him.  If  this  can  be  proved, 
then  the  contract  cannot  be  performed  by  the  executor,  administrator,, 
or  the  assignee.*  If  the  contract  is  not  founded  upon  personal  relations, 
or  does  not  require  personal  skill,  it  survives  to  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor, and  the  estate  may  be  held  liable  for  a  breach  committed  after  as  well 
as  before  the  death  of  the  contractor.4  It  has  been  held  in  New  York 
State  that  a  contract  to  do  certain  repairs  on  a  building  for  a  specific 
sum  is  not  a  personal  contract,  which  is  terminated  by  the  death  of  the 
owner,  but  the  contractor  can  recover  of  the  administrator  for  work  done 
thereunder  after  the  death  of  the  owner,  though  the  owner  devised  the 
property  and  the  devisee  directed  the  contractor  to  continue  the  work. 
Ordinary  contracts  for  engineering  and  architectural  work  pass  to  the  con- 
tractor's legal  representatives,  who  take  the  burdens  as  well  as  the  bene- 
fits.- A  coat  ordered  of  a  tailor,  who  began  to  make  it  and  died  before 
completion,  was  completed  and  delivered  by  his  administrator,  who  re- 
covered the  price  in  his  representative  character.7  * 

11.  Executor  Named  in  Contract. — It  is  not  necessary  that  the  executor 
or  administrator  be  named  in  terms;  if  the  contract  be  of  such  a  character 
that  it  survives,  the  personal  representative  of  the  contractor  is  liable  upon 
it.8  If  the  executor  be  named,  it  is  evidence  that  the  parties  did  not  con- 
sider the  contractor's  services  as  personal.     If  the  contract  is  between  a  city 

Stellman  v.  Northup.  109  N.  Y.  473;  Pol-  Siboni  t>.  Kirkman,  1M.&W.  418. 

lock  on  Contracts  206;  126  N.  Y.  45.  At  to  what  contracts  will  be  considered 

1  Leake's  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Contracts,  personal,  see  Robinson  v.  Davidson,  L.  II. 

1264.  6  Exch.  269,  274;  Cooper  v.  Jarnian,  L  R. 

'  Wentworth  v.  Cock,  10  A.  &  E.  45.  3  Eg.  Cas.  98;  Dickinson  «.  Callahan,  19 

8  Robinson  t>.  Davidson,  L.  R.  6  Exch.  Pa.  St.  227. 

269;  and  see  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building,  §  12.  The  contract  of  an  author  to  write  a  book 

4  Cooper  v.  Jarnian,  L    R.  8  Eq.  98;  7  is  discharged   by  his  death      Marshall   v. 

Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  826.  Broadhurst  (Eng.),  1  C  &  J.  408 

■  Russell  v.  Bnokhoiit  (Sup.),  84  N.  Y.  'Werner*.  Humphreys,  2  M.  &G.  858. 

Supp.  271,  Dykman.  J.,  dissenting.  8 Quick  v.  Ludburrow,  I  Bulstr.  80;  7 

•Wentworth  v.  Cock,  10  A.  &  E.  45;  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  826. 

*  See  Sec.  12,  infra. 
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and  a  corporation,  "  its  successors  and  assigns/'  for  erecting  waterworks 
and  furnishing  water  to  the  city,  it  is  assignable  by  the  corporation/  If  a 
party  contract  for  himself  and  his  executors  to  build  a  structure  and  die, 
the  executors  must  go  on  or  they  will  be  liable  for  damages  for  not  com- 
pleting the  work.  If  they  do  go  on,  they  may  recover  as  executors  and  the 
money  when  recovered  will  be  assets  in  their  hands.*  Hence  the  advis- 
ability of  a  contractor's  making  his  executor  or  administrator  a  party  to  his 
contract."  Contracts  founded  on  personal  qualifications,  as  skill,  ability,  or 
integrity,  such  as  the  employment  of  an  agent,  a  servant,  an  artist,  an 
author,  an  architect,  and  an  engineer,  terminate  with  the  death  of  the 
employer  or  employee  in  the  absence  of  express  stipulation.4 

A  contract  for  the  employment  of  an  agent  by  a  partnership  is  dis- 
charged by  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners.6  Therefore  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives cannot  enforce  such  agreements;  and  frequently,  if  the  contract 
be  for  a  completed  structure  or  piece  of  work,  the  representatives  cannot 
recover  for  the  services  performed. 

12.  Executor's  Liability  on  Contracts  and  for  Torts  of  Party.— An  exec- 
utor or  administrator  has  power  to  complete  a  contract  made  by  the  person 
he  represents,  but  he  cannot  by  virtue  of  the  general  powers  of  his  office 
make  contracts  which  shall  bind  the  decedent's  estate.  The  effect  of  such 
contracts  is  to  bind  the  representative."  For  goods  or  materials  purchased 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  he  incurs  a  personal  liability.*  This  would  not 
apply  probably  to  materials  purchased  in  the  execution  of  a  building  con- 
tract of  decedent,  as  executor  or  administrator. 

At  common  law  no  action  could  be  brought  against  the  executor  or 


»Carly1e  L.  W.  &  P.  Co.  t.  City  of 
Carlyle  (111.  Sup.),  29  N.  E.  Rep.  556. 

*  Marshall  o.  Broadhursr,  1  C.  &  J.  408. 

*  It  may  be  asked  why  the  word  •'  heir  " 
is  employed,  as  if  it  were  possible  for  a 
party  to  bind  his  heirs  to  perform  cove- 
nants to  build,  or  to  assume  contractual 
obligations,  since  the  courts  have  held 
that  the  executor  is  the  one  who  is  liable 
though  he  be  not  mentioned  in  the  con- 
tract. By  the  common  law  contractual 
rights  went  to  the  executor  and  adminis- 
trator on  death  of  the  contractor,  with  all 
personal  property,  choses  in  action,  etc. 
His  estates  in  fee  simple  were  liable  in  the 
hands  of  the  heir  only,  for  debts  by  spe- 
cialty in  which  the  heir  was  named.  4 
Gray's  Cases  on  Real  Property  642.  It 
therefore  was  necessary  that  the  heir  should 
be  named  in  the  contract,  and  thnt  it  should 
be  under  seal,  if  the  owner  or  company 
Would  have  any  claims  on  the  real  estate; 
by  which  it  is  probable  that  it  became  the 
custom  to  draw  c  instruction  contracts  ns 
specialties  In  the  United  States  gener- 
ally, a  man's  properly,  real  and  personal, 
is   liable   for  his   debts,  and  the  distinc- 


tion between  real  and  personal  assets 
is  not  so  marked  in  considering  contract 
obligations.  4  Gray's  Cases  on  Real  Prop- 
erty 643.  There  is  little  use  of  the 
word,  but  it  is  and  will  be  used,  fur  law- 
yers are  slow  to  make  changes  in  old  and 
established  forms.  Like  the  expression 
"work  and  labor"  in  the  common  counts, 
it  is  used  because  others  have  used  it.  but 
It  would  be  difficult  to  distinguish  between 
work  and  labor.  To  be  safe  and  avoid 
unforeseen  complications  both  the  worda 
are  used,  and  it  is  recommended  that  the 
word  "heirs''  be  inserted,  as  it  is  good 
usage.  The  reader  may  reasonably  ex- 
claim, What  a  blessing  it  would  be  if  some 
profound  scholar  of  law  would  come  for- 
ward and  explain  away  the  abundance  of 
meaningless  words  that  pervade  legal 
documents,  and  expunge  the  surplusage 
imposed  by  ancient  laws  and  practice  that 
still  pervades  our  legal  instruments ! 

4  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  262  and 
826. 

'  7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  826. 

*  7  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency.  Law  299. 
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administrator  for  a  tort  committed  by  the  deceased  person  whom  he  might 
represent.  The  word  "  tort "  includes  acts  of  trespass,  trover,  false  impris- 
onment, assault  and  battery,  slander,  deceit,  etc.  Under  that  law  it  has 
been  held  that  a  complaint  alleging  that  a  contractor  was  prevented  by 
owner  from  performing  work  under  his  contract  and  asking  damages  result- 
ing from  the  loss  of  profits  which  he  expected  to  make  was  an  action  in  tort, 
which  did  not  survive  the  death  of  the  owner.1  It  has  been  held  that  if  by 
reason  of  a  tort  the  estate  of  the  deceased  person  has  derived  pecuniary  profits, 
that  the  representative  could  be  compelled  to  account  to  the  party  injured." 

13.  Assignee  of  Contractor  or  Owner. — The  word  "assigns"  is  in  common 
use  and  is  a  desirable,  though  perhaps  not  a  necessary  word.  It  should  be 
omitted  if  the  contract  is  a  contract  for  personal  skill  or  if  it  contains  a 
clause  forbidding  an  assignment,  as  it  tends  to  show  a  contrary  intention. 
An  assignee  would  probably  be  bound  without  being  named  in  the  contract, 
or  at  least  he  could  take  no  benefit  without  assuming  the  burdens.'  An 
assignment  of  a  contract  in  express  violation  of  a  positive  prohibition  is 
void,  and  the  party  claiming  through  such  an  assignment  is  entitled  to  no 
relief  in  equity.4  * 

Contracts  for  the  performance  of  personal  duties  or  services  are  not  assign- 
able so  as  to  confer  the  right  upon  the  owner  to  command  the  services  or  to 
•compel  him  to  accept  performance  by  the  assignee.  One  who  has  con- 
tracted to  perform  work  which  requires  skill  and  science  cannot  impose 
another  in  his  place  without  consent  of  the  other  party.  *  If  the  contract 
is  given  to  the  contractor  because  of  his  peculiar  proficiency  and  skill  in 
executing  the  work  required  to  be  done,  then  it  can  be  assigned  only  by 
consent  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  which  may  be  properly  established  by 
facts  and  circumstances  showing  his  assent.  Evidence  tending  to  show 
such  assent  is  admissible.* 

A  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  lighthouse  has  been  held  one  for  per- 
gonal services  which  could  not  be  completed  by  the  representatives  of  the 
•contractor. ' 

The  introduction  of  the  word  assigns  in  the  instrument  may  be  evi- 
dence that  the  parties  anticipated  the  possibility  if  not  the  probability  of 
its  assignment,  and  it  is  therefore  sometimes  omitted  rather  than  to  raise 
such  a  presumption.  Thus  an  agreement  or  promise  to  a  company,  its 
assigns  or  successors,  will  enable  the  assigns  and  successors  to  complete 
works  started  by  the  company,  and  to  enforce  promises  made  to  it,  when  the 
execution  of  the  work  is  the  essence  of  the  agreement.8 

•Jenkins  v.  Bennett  (S.   C),  18  S.  £.  McCarty,  45  Mo.  106;  Bethlehem  v.  Armis, 

Rep.  929.  40  N.  ft.  84;    Haskell  t>.  Blair,   8  Cush. 

* 7  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  888.  (Mass.)  534. 

»  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  978.  •  Crawford  «.  Wolf.  29  Iowa  567  [1870], 

4  Griggs*.  Lnndis,  19 N.  J.  Eq.  850[1868].  '  Wentworth  t>.  Cock,  10  A.  &  E  45. 

*1  Amer.  &  Enir.  Ency.  Law  882;  Mun-  "Michigan  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bacon,  88 

•ell  v.  Temple,  8  Gillman  93;  Lnnsden  v.  Mich.  44«  [1876]. 

•  See  Sees.  289-296,  infra. 
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14.  What  Contracts  and  Claims  are  Assignable.— Construction  contracts 
are  in  general  assignable,  if  there  be  no  clause  contained  expressly  forbid- 
ding an  assignment,  and  if  the  statute  authorizing  the  work  does  not  pro- 
hibit it,  and  such  an  assignment  is  valid.  Any  executory  contract,  not 
necessarily  personal  in  its  character,  and  which  is  consistent  with  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  adverse  party,  may  be  as  fairly  and  sufficiently  executed 
by  the  assignee  as  by  the  original  contractor,  if  the  contractor  has  not  dis- 
qualified himself  from  its  performance.  A  contract  to  do  work  on  a  street 
can  therefore  be  assigned,  and  if  the  assignee  fulfills  the  conditions  of  the 
■contract  he  can  enforce  it  and  recover  the  contract  price.1  The  assignment 
of  a  contract  for  cleaning  streets  is  not  against  public  policy  so  long  as  the 
<rity  retains  the  personal  obligation  of  the  original  contractor  and  his  sure- 
ties/ and  an  assignee  can  maintain  an  action  in  equity  for  a  division  of  the 
profits  of  a  building  contract  if  he  has  performed  his  undertakings.4  A  con- 
tract to  put  on  a  gravel  roof,  to  be  done  in  first-class  shape  and  guaranteed 
for  a  certain  time,*  and  a  contract  to  drill  an  oil-well/  have  been  held 
«uch  contracts  as  might  be  sublet  or  assigned,  when  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  contractor  was  specially  fitted  to  do  the  work  and  was  employed  on 
•account  of  his  knowledge,  experience,  or  pecuniary  ability. 

15.  Contracts  Awarded  to  Lowest  Bidder  may  be  Assigned. — Contracts 
•awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder  after  advertising  for  proposals  are  not  of  a 
personal  character,  requiring  rare  genius  or  extraordinary  skill,  but  may  be 
assigned.  The  public  are  invited  to  bid  for  and  take  these  contracts  regard- 
less of  professions,  trades,  or  occupations.  Aside  from  the  discretion  usually 
vested  in  the  board  to  reject  all  bids  when  they  deem  it  for  the  public 
good,  or  the  bid  of  any  party  who  may  have  proved  delinquent  or  unfaithful 
in  any  previous  contract,  there  is  no  restriction  upon  the  capacity  of  the 
contractor.  He  is  not  expected  or  required  to  do  the  work  in  person. 
Whether  he  knows  anything  about  the  work,  or  can  tell  the  difference 
between  a  mud  turnpike  and  a  Nicholson  pavement,  or  whether  a  sewer 
should  be  constructed  in  the  shape  of  a  longitudinal  section  of  an  egg-shell, 
or  which  end  of  the  section  should  be  uppermost,  is  of  no  consequence,  for 
the  contract  is  not  awarded  him  because  of  his  superior  knowledge  or  skill, 
but  because  his  bid  is  the  lowest  and  his  bond  for  the  performance  of  the 
work  in  a  workmanlike  manner  and  according  to  the  specifications  is  good. 
Moreover,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  work  is  to  be  performed  under 
the  direction  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer;  it  is  his  skill  and  genius 
therefore  which  gives  form  and  excellence  to  the  work,  and  it  is  there- 

1  Bates  v.  Lumber  Co.  (Minn.),  57  N.  W.  4  Dougherty  t>.  Grouff  (Neb.).  86  N.  W. 

Rep.  218.  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  Rep.  851,  [18881. 

U78,  and  eases  cited.  '  Cumin  v.  Clifford  (Colo.  A  pp.),  40  Pac. 

•  Taylor  9.  Palmer,  81  Cnl.  241.  Rep.  477. 

*  Devlin  c.   Mavor  et  al.,  63  N    Y.  8  »Galey  v.  Mellon  (Pa.  Sup.),  83  Atl.  Rep. 
11875];  and  «*  Little  v.  Ciiy  of  Portland  560. 

<Ore).  87  Pac.  Rep.  911. 


10         ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  16. 


fore  in  his  genius  and  skill,  if  anywhere,  that  trust  and  confidence  are 
reposed.1* 

In  New  York  State  everything  that  could  be  transmitted  to  the  assignor's 
personal  representatives  is  assignable.  The  test  is,  whether  or  not  the  thing 
assigned  would  pass  to  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  assignor  at 
his  death.* 

16.  What  Interest  does  an  Assignee  Take. — Where  the  assignees  of  a 
contract  to  construct  a  railroad  agree  to  save  the  assignor  harmless  from  all 
liability  by  reason  of  subcontracts  previously  let  by  him,  a  failure  to  pay 
the  amounts  due  on  such  subcontracts  is  a  breach  by  the  assignees  for  which 
the  assignor  can  recover  without  first  showing  payment  by  himself.8 

An  assignment  of  money  due  and  to  become  due  on  a  building  contract 
effects  an  immediate  and  present  transfer  to  the  assignee  of  a  right  to 
demand  and  receive  the  money  assigned  without  notice  to  the  debtor.* 

To  complete  the  assignment  notice  should  always  be  given  the  debtor  to 
establish  priority  o  claims  of  the  assignee  over  those  of  materialman,  other 
assignees,  and  creditors.  Until  informed  of  the  assignment  the  debtor  may 
regard  the  contractor  or  assignor  as  the  creditor  and  may  pay  him  and 
accept  a  release,  or  settle  the  claim  with  him,  or  purchase  a  debt  which  he 
owes  and  use  it  as  set-off.6 

When  a  contractor  assigns  his  contract  with  a  city  to  build  a  structure 
it  seems  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  his  part  of  its  validity,  and  if  it 
turns  out  to  be  invalid  and  worthless  the  assignee  cannot  avoid  the  payment 
of  notes  he  has  given  in  consideration  of  such  assignment,  there  being  no 
misrepresentation,  concealment,  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  contractor.* 

The  cases  are  common  where  contractors  have  assigned  to  subcontractors/ 
and  the  latter  may  maintain  an  action  on  such  assignment,  but  subject  to 
defenses  existing  against  the  assignor  or  principal  contractor.  Moneys  not 
yet  earned,  but  expected  to  be  earned  in  the  future  under  an  existing  con- 
tract, may  be  assigned,8  as  can  the  lien  of  a  mechanic  or  materialman,'  but 
the  lien  must  have  been  perfected  first.  An  assignment  of  claims  lor  work 
done  or  materials  furnished  was  held  to  give  no  right  to  the  assignee  to  a 
lien.10  The  assignment  by  a  subcontractor  of  his  account  for  work  performed 


1  Emery  v.  Bradford,  29  Cal.  75;  Taylor 
t>.  Palmer,  3t  Cal.  240  [1886]. 

9  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  882. 

1  Mills  v.  Alleu,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418. 

4  Board  of  Education  v  Duquewet  (N. 
J.  Ch.),  24  Atl.  Rep.  922:  Union  Phc.  Rv. 
Co.  v.  Douglas  Co.  Bank  (Neb.),  60  N.  W. 
Rep.  886.    » 

6 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  840. 

For  a  case  where  notice  was  given  in 
English  to  one  who  could  not  rend  English, 
§ee Kenton  «.  Mounter,  77  Cal.  449. 

•  Gould  v.  Bourgeois,  51  N.  J.  Law  861 


T1889];  but  see  Humphreys  v.  Jones,  5 
Exch   952. 

T  Chambers  v.  Lancaster  (Sup.),  38  N.  Y. 
Supn.  258:  Di rim  pie  «.  State  Bank  (Wis ), 
65  N.  W.  Rep.  501. 

8  Perkins  v.  Butler  Co.  (Neb.),  62  N.  W. 
Rep.  308;  Tracy  r>.  Waters  (Mass.),  39  N. 
E.  Rep.  190. 

•Milwaukee  Mechanics  Ins.  Co.  «. 
Brown  (Kans.  App.),  44  Pac.  Rep.  85. 

"Jenckes  v.  Jenckea  (lnd.  Sup.),  44  N* 
E.  Rep.  682. 


*  See  Sees.  182-200,  499-507,  infra. 
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as  collateral  security  does  not  defeat  his  right  to  perfect  a  mechanic's  lien 
therefor.1 

17.  Third  Parties,  Strangers,  and  Beneficiaries.— Persons  not  parties  to  a 
contract  may  subsequently  acquire  rights  under  it  by  assignment  and  opera- 
tion of  law,  as  the  right  of  administrators,  receivers,  and  successors  in  office, 
but,  as  a  general  rule,  strangers  can  not  sue  on  a  contract.  If  the  contract,, 
not  under  seal,  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  party,  it  has  been  repeat- 
edly held  that  the  third  party  can  bring  an  action  to  recover  what  he  is  fairly 
entitled  to  under  the  contract.  Evidence  may  be  introduced  to  show  that  a 
written  contract  was  made  in  behalf  of  parties  other  than  those  named,  and 
to  charge  such  other  persons.'  A  third  person,  who  is  only  indirectly  or 
incidentally  benefited  by  the  contract,  will  not  be  allowed  to  sue  upon 
it.  For  example,  a  stipulation  in  an  engineering  contract,  by  which  the 
contractor  is  to  indemnify  the  owner  for  damages,  does  not  give  to  a  party 
injured  a  cause  of  action  against  the  contractor.'  *  A  provision  in  a  contract 
that  a  city  may  retain  money  until  the  contractors  shall  have  paid  his  labor- 
ers, does  not  give  the  laborers  any  rights  against  the  city  when  the  contrac- 
tor has  been  paid  in  full.4  \ 

A  provision  that  the  owner  shall  retain  a  certain  percentage  of  the  con- 
tract price  till  the  completion  of  the  work  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner, 
and  does  not  afford  a  ground  of  personal  liability  by  the  owner  to  sub- 
contractors.6 

The  third  party  cannot  sue  on  the  contract,  unless  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  both  parties  to  the  contract  intended  it  for  his  benefit.  The  mere  fact 
that  the  third  party  might  be  benefited  is  insufficient.6  It  has  been  held, 
however,  that  a  bond  to  a  city  by  contractors,  providing  that  they  will  pay  for 
all  labor  and  materials  furnished,  is  a  promise  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons 
furnishing  labor  and  materials,  and  such  persons  may  sue  on  it,7  especially 
when  the  city  or  county  is  required  by  statute  to  secure  its  laborers  and 
material  men  by  a  bond  that  the  contractor  will  pay  them.*  If  the  bond  be 
to  pay  for  all  materials  furnished,  the  contractor  is  not  liable  either  under 
his  contract  or  on  the  bond  to  creditors  of  subcontractors  for  materials  fur- 
nished,  and  the  contractor's  assignee  is  no  more  liable.*    It  has  frequently 

1  Ittner  v.  Hughes  (Mo.  Sup.),  34  S.  W.  '  Lyman  t>.  Lincoln  (Neb  ),  57  N.  W.  Rei>. 

Rep.  1110.  531;  Kauffman  v.  Cooper  (Neb.)  65 N.  W. 

*  Ropes  v.  Arnold,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  997.  Rep.  796;  St.  Louis  v.  Von  Puhl  (Mo.),  84 

3  French  v.  Vix  (N.  Y.  App.),  87  N.  E.  S.  W.  Rep.  843. 

Rep.  612.  Bd.  of  Ed.  v.  Grant  (Mich.),  64  N  W. 

4 Old  Dom.  Gran.  Co.  v.  District  of  Co-  Rep  1050;  Gilmore«.  Westerman  (Wash.), 

lumbia,  20  Ct.  of  Claims  127;  Sayre  Lurab.  43  Pac.  Rep.  345 ;  Wilson  t>.  Webber  (Sup.), 

Co.  u.  Union  Bank  (Colo.  App.),  41  Pac.  86    N.   Y.   Supp.   550;     but   eee   contra, 

Rep.  844;  Lawrence  v.  United  States  (C.  Buffalo  Cement  Co  *.  McNaughton  (Sup.), 

C  ),  71  Fed.  Rep.  228.  35  N.  Y  Sunp.  45  ;  $ee  17  Arner.  &  Eng. 

•Steele  v.  McBurney  (Iowa).  65  N.  W.  Enry.  Law  527-9 

I*ep.  882;  Weller  v.  Goble,  66  Iowa  113.  *Brower    v.    Thompson    Lumber    Co*. 

•Wright  tj.  Terry  (Fla.).  2  8o.  Rep.  6  (Oreg.),  43  Pac.  Rep.  659. 
[1887]. 

*  See  Sec.  638,  infra.  f  See  Sec.  758,  infra. 
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been  held  that  the  right  of  a  third  party  to  a  contract  to  sue  npon  it  does 
not  extend  to  the  case  of  a  contract  under  seal. ' 

For  like  reasons,  a  subcontractor  is  not  liable  to  the  owner  for  negligently 
and  unskill fully  doing  his  work  by  which  the  owner  is  injured,  there  being 
no  contract  between  them.  The  owner  should  bring  suit  against  the  prin- 
cipal contractor.  *  A  subcontractor  can  not  hold  a  company  or  proprietor  liable 
on  their  contract  with  the  principal  contractor  ;  nor  can  the  theory  that  the 
contractor  was  an  agent  of  the  company  be  a  ground  on  which  to  hold 
it  liable.'*  A  wife  is  not  liable  for  a  contract  for  sinking  a  well  upon  her 
property,  made  by  the  husband,  without  her  authority,  as  his  own  enterprise 
and  in  his  own  interest.4  A  third  party  is  not  liable  to  a  contractor  for 
work  done  on  the  representation,  by  the  owner  and  employer,  that  the  said 
third  party  would  pay  for  the  work,  the  contractor  never  having  communi- 
cated such  representation  to  the  third  party  nor  having  obtained  his  assent  to 
it.*  A  property  owner  on  a  street  is  not  a  party  to  a  contract  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  street  made  between  the  contractor  and  the  superintendent  of 
the  streets  ;  *  and  where  a  city  has  entered  into  a  contract  to  furnish  certain 
things  to  its  citizens,  the  city,  and  not  a  citizen,  is  the  proper  party  to  bring 
action  against  the  company  for  a  breach  of  such  contract.' 

Where  one  buys  at  sheriff's  sale  the  property  of  a  contractor  who  has  failed 
and,  taking  the  place  of  the  contractor,  under  a  partly  performed  building 
contract,  completed  the  work  for  him,  he  is  entitled  only  to  the  amount  which 
would  have  been  due  the  contractor,  who  had  been  overpaid  for  the  work 
already  done  by  him.' 

18.  Third  Party — Sureties. — When  the  contractor  fails  or  refuses  to  com- 
plete his  contract,  it  frequently  happens  that  the  surety  of  the  contractor 
assumes  the  contract  and  completes  the  work,  in  which  case  he  takes  the  place 
of  the  contractor,  assumes  all  the  burdens,  and  takes  the  benefits.  He  may 
be  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  contract  as  a  party,  or  he  may  assume  the 
work  under  an  assignment  from  the  contractor,  or  by  permission  of  the  owner 
of  the  works. 

While  not  strictly  a  party  to  the  contract,  as  contracts  are  usually 
-expressed,  yet  the  surety  is  frequently  the  responsible  party  behind  the  con- 
tractor, and  the  party  to  whom  the  company  or  owner  looks  for  the  ultimate 
performance  and  completion  of  the  contract.  The  contractor  is  employed  for 
his  skill  and  competence  to  do  the  work,  and  the  surety  is  regarded  as  the 
backer  who  will  see  to  it  that  it  is  completely  performed.     It  is,  therefore, 

1 8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  866.   Seethe  »8tidham  v    Sanford,  86  N.   Y.  Super. 

codes  of  several  states,  which  allow  actions  Ct.  841  [1878]. 

itlven  the  common-law  practice  would  not.  •  Dyir  v.  fiarstow,  50  Cal.  652  [1875]. 

•Bissel  v.  Roden,  84  Mo.  68  [1864].  *  Cleburne    W.   I.  &  L.  Co.  «.  City  of 

*  Blandinp  v.  Davenport  (la.),  55  N.  W.  Cleburne  (Tex.),  85  8.  W.  Rep.  788. 

Rep    81;    Epeneter  «.   Montgomery  Co.  "Marshall  «.  Brick  (Pa.  Sup.),  84  AtL 

ilown),  67  N.  W.  Rep.  98.  Rep.  520. 

*  Devine  v.  McMillan,  61  111.  App.  571. 

*  See  Sec.  765,  infra. 
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important  that  the  relations  of  the  surety  to  the  parties  and  the  contract  be 
understood.  The  suretyship  of  a  party  is  created  usually,  not  in  the  contract, 
but  in  a  separate  instrument,  called  a  bond.  Frequently  there  is  no  mention 
of  the  surety  in  the  contract,  yet  upon  the  execution  of  the  contract  may 
depend  the  binding  effect  of  the  bond. 

19.  Third  Parties,  Sureties  are  Not  Liable  to  Them.— If  the  bond  guaran- 
ty that  the  contractor  shall  pay  for  all  labor  and  materials  furnished  him 
in  executing  the  contract,  it  seems  that  laborers  and  materialmen  have  cer- 
tain rights.1  A  contract  of  guaranty  that  a  contractor  should  perform  hia 
contract  to  erect  buildings,  and  to  pay  for  the  materials  and  labor  so  that 
there  should  be  no  liens,  does  not  give  a  materialman  a  right  to  sue  the 
guarantor.*  *  Sureties  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  the  building  should  be 
turned  over  to  the  owner  free  from  all  liens  for  labor  and  materials,  are  not 
liable  for  labor  and  materials  furnished  to  the  contractor  and  subcontractors. . 
on  their  individual  credit.1  f  A  surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  the  con- 
tractor shall  pay  all  debts  incurred  by  the  contractor  is  not  liable  to  subcon- 
tractors for  labor  and  materials  furnished.4  For  a  creditor  of  the  contractor 
to  recover  from  the  surety,  it  must  appear  that  the  creditor  knew  of  the 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  surety  to  pay,  before  he  performed  the  work  or 
furnished  the  materials.*  In  other  words,  he  must  have  trusted  the  contrac- 
tor on  account  of  or  by  reason  of  the  additional  security. 

20.  Surety  Released  by  Unauthorized  Changes  in  the  Contract. — A 
surety  is  one  who  has  assumed  certain  obligations  in  relation  to  a  contract 
but  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract.  He  is  bound  in  the  manner  and  to 
the  extent  provided  in  the  obligation  and  no  further.  If  be  has  under- 
taken to  guaranty  the  performance  of  an  express  contract  under  certain 
circumstances,  he  cannot  be  held  to  fulfill  his  obligation  with  respect  to  a 
different  contract  or  under  different  circumstances.  A  variation  or  altera- 
tion made  in  the  contract  by  the  parties  thereto  without  the  surety's  con- 
sent is  fatal  to  his  obligation/  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  sustain 
injury  in  consequence  of  the  change;  he  may  stand  upon  its  terms,  and  if  a 
change  is  made  without  his  consent  it  is  fatal  to  his  liability,7  even  if  the 
change  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  surety." 

1  Doll  v.  Cnime  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  Watriss  «.  Pierce,  32  N.  H.  550;  Gen'l  St. 

806.  Nmv.  Co.  v.  Rolt.  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  550. 

•  Weller  v.  Goblc,  66  Iowa  118;  accord  '  Simonson  v.  Thori  (Minn.),  81  N.  W. 
Stetson  «.  McDonald,  82  Pac.  Rep.  108;  Rep.  861  [1887]:  Berks  Co.  r.  Ross,  SBInn. 
see  also  Kelly  t>.  Kellogg,  79  III.  477;  Mc-  (Pa.)  520  ;  24  Amer  &  Eng  Ency.  Law 
Chesney  *.  Syracuse.  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  507  ;  888  ;  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Luw  796; 
and  Bell  v.  Paul  (Neb.),  52  N.  W.  Rep.  but  see  contra,  Hnone  v.  Dambach,  4  Pa. 
1110.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.   838;  Commissioners,  etc..  v. 

•  Stetson  v.  McDonald,  McChesney  v.  Ross,  8  Bin noy( Pa.)  520;  Miller  v.  Stewart, 
Syracuse,  Bell  v.  Paul,  supra,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  26 ;  per  Storv  in  Miller  v.  * 

4 Swindler  v.  State  (Ind.  App.),  44  N.  E.  Stewart,  9  Wl  eat.  680  [18241. 

R«-p  60.  «  Weir  Pl»w  Co.  «.  Walmslev.  110  Ind. 

•Ball*.  Newton,  7  Gush.  (Mass.)  599.  242;   but  see    Hamilion    v.     Woodworth 

•  St.  Albans  Bk.  «.  Dillon,  80  Vt.  122;  (Mont.),  42  Pac.  Rep.  849. 

*  See  Sec.  71,  infra.  f  See  Sees.  761  5,  infra. 
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A  departure  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  by  making  payments  on 
•orders  of  the  contractor  without  reference  to  the  state  of  the  work  or  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  or  in  excess  of  the  installments  or  percentage  due 
under  the  contract,  is  sufficient  variation  to  discharge  surety  from  bis 
•obligation.1  The  provision  that  the  last  of  several  installments  shall  be 
paid  when  the  structure  is  completed  operates  as  a  security  to  the  owner, 
and  the  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof.  If  deprived  of  any  part 
of  such  security  he  is  discharged  from  liability  to  that  extent.1  The  con- 
•tractor  should  not  be  overpaid  nor  should  his  compensation  be  increased.' 

The  enforced  payment  or  deduction  of  claims  of  creditors  against  the 
•contractor  held  by  the  owner  as  attorney  for  said  creditors  is  not  such  a 
breach  of  contract  as  will  release  the  sureties  on  the  contractor's  bond.4  It 
does  not  matter,  it  seems,  that  the  overpayment  was  made  on  the  fraud- 
ulent representations  of  the  contractor  that  the  work  was  half  done,  when 
the  contract  provides  that  the  payments  shall  be  estimated  by  the  engineer. 
The  sureties  are  discharged.5  If  the  contract  stipulates  that  payments 
shall  be  made  as  the  work  progresses,  on  the  estimates  of  the  architect,  pay- 
ments must  not  be  made  without  such  estimates  or  in  excess  of  them,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  surety/  The  payments  maybe  made  without  the 
architect's  certificates,  it  seems,  if  not  in  excess  of  what  the  architect's 
•estimates- would  have  been/ 

If  by  the  contract  the  architect's  estimate  is  made  conclusive  and  a  certain 
per  cent,  of  such  estimate  is  reserved  until  completion,  it  is  as  much  for  the 
indemnity  of  the  surety  as  for  the  owner.  If  the  surety  has  executed  a 
written  guaranty  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  contract  by  the  con- 
tractor, the  surety  is  bound  by  the  engineer's  estimate,  and  is  not  released  by 
the  fact  that  the  owner  has  paid  more  than  the  agreed  per  cent,  of  the  work 
done  according  to  the  contract  price,  but  not  more  than  the  correct  per  cent, 
of  the  architect's  estimate.8 

However  it  has  been  held  that  the  making  and  giving  to  a  material- 
man of  an  order  by  the  contractor,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  same  by  the 
owner,  for  an  amount  greater  than  the  estimate  of  amount  due  to  con- 
tractor, did  not  constitute  an  advance  payment  which  would  release  the 
surety.* 


1  Slmonson  v.  Grant,  36  Miun.  489  [1887] ; 
and  bee  39  Minn.  493  ;  Evans  v.  Graden 
(Mo.),  28  S.  W.  Rep.  489;  Bell  v.  Paul 
(Neb.),  52  N.  W.  Rep.  1110;  General  S. 
Nav.  Co.  v.  Rolt,  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  550; 
Gordon  t>.  Rne,  8  El.  &  B1.  1065;  but  see 
Kauffman  v.  Cooper  (Neb.),  65  N.W.  Rep. 
796. 

1  Pickard  v.  Schantz  (Miss.),  12  So.  Rep. 
•544. 

*  Warden  «.  Ryan,  87  Mo.  App.  466. 

4  DeMattos  t>.  Jordan  (Wa«h.),  46  Pac. 
Rep.  402. 


•  Board  of  Commissioners  v.  Branham 
(C.  C).  57  Fed.  Rep.  179. 

•Bell  t>.  Paul  (Neb.),  52  N.  W.  Rep. 
1110;  Enne  v.  Thuener,  1  Mo.  App.  725; 
Gato  f>.  Warrington  (Pla.).  19  So.  Rep.  883, 
receipted  weekly  pay-roll*  and  materials  de- 
livered. 

1  Smith  v.  Molleson  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N. 
E  Rep  669  ;  but  tee  Brennan  v.  Clarke,  29 
Neb.  885. 

•  Finney  v.  Condon,  86  111.  78  [1877]. 

'  De  Mattos  «.  Jordan  (Wash  ),  46  Pac 
Rep.  402. 
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When  the  obligation  of  the  contractor  was  to  furnish,  prepare,  and  set 
.granite,  and  the  owner  was  to  make  monthly  payments  of  a  certain  per 
cent,  of  the  estimated  value  of  the  work  "  performed  on  the  building,"  pay- 
ment for  granite  prepared  as  well  as  granite  actually  put  in  the  building 
was  held  not  to  release  the  contractor's  sureties.1 

Payment  in  full  to  a  contractor  upon  completion  of  his  contract,1  or 
partial  payments  when  the  work  has  been  substantially  completed  to  the 
required  stages,'  or  payment  to  contractors  who  have  fraudulently  concealed 
defective  work,4  will  not  discharge  a  surety  even  though  the  owner  paid  the 
contractor  without  retaining  enough  to  cover  the  claims  of  lienmen,  when 
his  contract  authorized  him  to  do  so.  * 

,  Many  changes  made  in  a  construction  contract  for  a  consideration  and 
without  the  consent  of  the  surety  have  been  held  to  discharge  or  release  him 
from  liability — thus  an  extension  of  the  time  for  completion.'  To  obtain 
his  discharge  the  surety  must  plead  the  extension  in  his  answer  and  he  must 
prove  it  at  the  trial.7  It  has  been  held  that  an  extension  of  time  and  over- 
payment did  not  release  a  surety  on  a  bond  providing  that  the  contractor 
should  pay  for  all  labor  and  materials  furnished  him,  as  to  the  rights  of  labor- 
ers and  materialmen."  The  extension  of  time  of  payment  must  be  for  a 
definite  time,  and  on  a  sufficient  consideration  to  discharge  the  surety.* 
The  act  of  materialmen  in  allowing  a  contractor  thirty  days  in  which  to 
pay  for  materials  furnished  does  not  release  a  surety  obligated  to  pay  for  all 
materials  furnished.10 

Failure  of  the  owner  to  insure  property  as  agreed/1  or  a  change  in  the 
person  of  the  architect  without  the  surety's  knowledge  or  consent; "  or  a 
refusal  by  the  owner  to  have  the  price  of  alterations  fixed  as  provided  in  the 
contract,  by  arbitrators;  "  or  if  certain  matters  are  to  be  determined  by  arbi- 
tration and  certain  other  matters  are  afterwards  included  in  the  submission 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  surety,1*  then  the  surety  may  be 
discharged. 

Sureties  are  released  by  a  departure  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  in 
respect  to  plan  and  materials,  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 


1  Smith  f>.  Molleson  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N. 
E.  Rep  669. 

■  Duluth  t>.  Heney,  43  Minn.  155. 

» Stimson  Mill  Co.  «.  Riley  (Cal.)f  42 
Pac.  Rep.  1072. 

4  Kingston  v.  Harding,  2  Q.  B.  404 
tl892]. 

*  Casey  v.  Gun,  29  Mo.  App.  49. 

•Todd  f>.  School  Dist.,  40  Mich.  294; 
and  see  61  Mich.  426;  Hall  v.  Johnston 
(Tex.).  24  S.  W.  Rep  861;  Samuell  v. 
Howarth.  8  Mer.  Ch.  272;  Hill  «.  Wit- 
mer,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  72;  Mayhew  «.  Cricket, 
3  Swanst.  Ch.  185. 

1  Hayden  v.  Cook  (Neb.\  52  N.  W.  Rep. 


165  ;  but  see  Hanks  v.  Gerbracht,  26  N.  T. 
Siipp.  1097. 

8  Doll  ©.Crime  (Neb).  59  N.  W.  Rep. 
806 ;  Conn  v  State,  125  Ind.  514 ;  Steffes 
v.  Lemke,  40  Minn.  27. 

•  Houston  i>  Brad  en  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  87 
S.  W.  Rep.  467. 

»°  Wilson  v.  Webber  (Sup.),  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  550. 

11  Watts  v.  Shuttlewortb.  5H.&N.  285. 

19  Kane  v.  Thuener,  1  Mo.  App.  Rep.  725. 

11  Truckee  Lodge  t>.  Wood,  14  Nev.  298. 

14  Cooke  i>.  Odd  Fellows  (Sup.),  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  496. 


16  ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  21 


surety.1  Au  agreement  between  the  owner  and  contractor  to  add  another 
story  to  a  building;*  to  substitute  steam  heat  for  stoves  and  a  gravel  roof 
for  a  tin  roof;  '  to  increase  the  cost  of  plastering  by  $221,  and  adding 
to  the  expense  a  bulkhead  for  sewer  connections,  and  changing  the  arrange- 
ments of  the  closets;4  an  interlineation  in  the  specifications  and  addition 
of  the  words,  "sliding  doors  between  hall  and  parlor"  and  "bath-room/'* 
have  each  been  held  to  release  the  surety  on  the  contractor's  bond. 

An  agreement,  endorsed  on  a  building  contract  by  the  owner  and  con- 
tractor, providing  for  additional  work  for  additional  compensation,  has  been 
held  not  such  an  alteration  of  the  contract  as  will  release  the  contractor's 
sureties.'  A  surety  for  a  subcontractor  between  him  and  the  contractor  ia 
not  released  by  changes  made  in  the  specifications  and  plans  by  the  sub- 
contractor under  an  agreement  with  the  owner  and  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  contractor; 7  and  alterations  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
owner  will  not  discharge  the  surety  on  the  bond.8  If  the  contractor  simply 
consent  to  certain  changes  in  the  minor  details  of  the  work  but  without 
binding  himself  to  conform  to  such  changes  and  without  any  agreement  as 
to  the  modification  of  the  original  contract,  it  will  not  discharge  the  surety/ 
Such  agreements  to  change  the  terms  of  a  contract,  by  which  the  surety  will 
be  discharged,  need  not,  it  seems,  be  in  writing  nor  in  any  precise  form  of 
words,  nor  even  in  express  language;  they  may  be  inferred  from  acts, 
declarations,  circumstances,  and  facts.10 

If  the  contract  provide  that  the  contractor  should  make  any  alterations 
or  additions  required  by  the  owner,  the  price  to  be  subject  to  addition  or 
deduction  therefor  as  might  be  agreed  on,  the  sureties  cannot  defend  against 
liability,  because  the  owner,  in  completing  the  building  after  its  abandon- 
ment by  the  contractor,  as  was  authorized  by  the  contract,  deviated  from 
the  specifications,  nor  because  changes  were  made  before  the  abandonment 
with  the  assent  of  the  contractor.11 

21.  Changes  which  Will  Not  Release  the  Surety.— When  the  contract 
provides  that  the  owner,  at  any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  shall 
have  the  right  to  make  alterations,  changes,  or  additions  to  the  structure, 
and  that  the  same  shall  not  invalidate  the  contract ;  changes  and  additions 
made   by  him  will   not  release  the  surety  on  the  contractor's  bond."     If 


1  Erickson  r.  Brandt  (Minn.),  55  N.  W. 
Rep.  62. 

*  Judah  v.  Zimmerman,  22  loci.  888. 

*  Evans  t>.  Graden  (Mo. ),  28  8.  W.  Rep. 
489. 

4  Beers  v.  Strimple  (Mo.  App.),  22  S.  W. 
Rep.  620. 

*  Lancaster  v  Barrett,  1  Pa.  Sup  Ct. 
Rep.  9. 

•Barclay  «.  Alsip  (Pa.  Sup.),  24  Atl. 
Rep   1067. 

1  Hinricua  «.  Euglert  (N.  Y.  App),  88 
tf .  E  Rep  550. 


8  Conaaul  t>.  8heldon  (Neb.),  52  N.  W. 
Rep.  1104. 
*  Henrietta  «.  Englert.  supra. 

10  Brooks©.  Wright  (Mass.),  18  Allen  72; 
Mil  er  v.  Stewart,  4  Wash   C  C.  26. 

11  De  Mattos  «.  Jordan  (Wash.),  46  Pac. 
Rep.  402. 

15  Hayden  «.  Cook.  84  Neb  670;  Moore  v. 
Fountain  (Miss.),  8  So  Rep.  509  [1891]: 
Smith  v.  Molleson  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N. 
E.  Rep.  669;  McLennan  t>.  Wellington. 
48  Kaiis.  756. 
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the  owner  refuses  to  have  the  prices  of  such  changes  determined  in  the 
manner  provided-  by  the  contract,  then  the  sureties  will  be  released.1  The 
changes  must  be  reasonable,  and  not  materially  increase  the  cost  of  the 
structure  beyond-  the  contract  price.1  A  change  in  the  plan  of  a  building 
by  moving  the  wall  out  two  inches,  and  in  the  specifications  by  substitut- 
ing walnut,  cherry,  and  poplar,  instead  of  pine,  in  certain  parts  of  the  build- 
ing, has  been  held  reasonable,  and  that  the  sureties  were  not  released  by 
reason  thereof.*  A  change  from  stone  window-lintels  to  railroad  iron  has 
been  held  not  to  affect  the  obligation  of  the  surety/  nor  a  change  of  the 
fronting  of  a  building  when  the  sureties  had  never  seen  the  original  plans/ 

When  the  contract  provides  that  no  new  work  shall  be  considered  as 
extra  work  unless  a  separate  estimate  be  submitted  by  the  contractor,  and 
signed  by  the  engineer  and  owner,  and  that  only  such  work  shall  be  paid  for 
as  has  been  authorized  in  writing,  the  owner  may  waive  compliance  with  the 
provision,  and  the  sureties  on  the  contractor's  bond  have  been  held  not  to 
be  discharged  because  the  provision  had  been  disregarded/  A  different 
view  seems  to  have  been  taken  where  the  contract  provided  that  the  super- 
intendent might  make  alterations  without  invalidating  the  contract;  that 
any  difference  in  the  expense  should  be  determined  by  him,  and  that  in  case 
of  any  such  alteration  the  expense  must  be  agreed  on  in  writing,  and  signed 
by  said  parties  and  the  superintendent  before  the  work  was  done,  and  any 
allowance  made  therefor;  it  was  held  that  the  superintendent  had  no 
authority  to  make  alterations  without  consulting  the  surety/  A  surety  for 
the  owner  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  provision  in  the 
contract  that  the  final  payment  shall  not  be  paid  until  thirty  days  after  the 
work  is  completed,  and  only  on  the  certificate  of  the  engineer/ 

22.  Surety  Discharged  by  Other  Causes.— A  surety  may  be  discharged 
from  his  obligation  by  the  death  of  the  contractor;  but  where  the  con* 
tractors  make  a  partnership,  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  does  not  re- 
lease the  surety  on  a  bond  to  pay  for  all  labor  and  materials  furnished,*  nor 
does  the  assignment  of  one  contractor  to  the  other  joint  contractor  without 
notice  to  the  surety  release  him.10  The  fact  that  the  performance  of  the 
contract  has  become  impossible,  without  any  neglect  or  fault  of  the  con- 
tractor, will  release  the  sureties.  An  instance  of  the  latter  case  is  where 
the  particular  subject-matter  is  dead,  or  has  been  destroyed,  and  cannot  be 
rebuilt  or  replaced,  as  the  delivery  of  an  animal  which  has  died.11 

"Truckee  Lodge  t>.  Wood,  14  Nev.  293.  App.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  669. 

•Consaul  f>.  Sheldon  (Neb  ),  52  N.  W.  1  Beers  v.  Strimple  (Mo.),  22  8.  W.  Rep. 

Rep.  1104.  620. 

*  McLennan   v.  Wellington   (Kan.)t   80  "Beharrell  v.  Quimby  (Mass.),  89  N.  R. 

Pac.  Rep  183.  Rep.  407. 

4 Howard  Co. «.  Baker  (Mo.),  924  8.  W.  fKauffmnn  t>.  Cooper  (Neb.),  65  N.  W. 

Bep.  200.  Rep.  796. 

•Dorsey  «.  McQee.  80  Neb.  657.  ,0  Abbott «.  Morrissette,  46  Minn.  10. 

•Consaul  f>.  Sheldon  (Neb  ).  52  N.  W.  "  Steele  «.  Buck,  61  Ills.  848  ["1871]. 
1104;  tembU,  Smith  t>.  Molleson  (N.  Y. 
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PBB80K8  A8  PASTIES. — WHO   MAY  CONTRACT. 


S3.  Disabilities  to  which  Persons  are  Subject — The  rights  of  parties  to 
enter  into  and  enjoy  the  rights  of  a  contract  are  modified  by  the  special 
condition  or  status  of  the  parties.  Natural  persons  may  be  affected  by 
various  private  conditions:  such  as  infancy,  marriage,  and  conditions  affect- 
ing the  mind,  or  by  their  political  and  social  status;  while  the  powers  of 
artificial  persons,  known  as  corporations,  are  defined  and  limited  by  the  law 
of  their  creation.  The  extent  of  the  latter  must  be  sought  in  the  act  of 
sovereign  power,  by  which  they  exist.  The  incapacities  created  by  the  pri- 
vate conditions  of  persons  are  subjects  of  greater  practical  importance  than 
those  of  the  political  and  social  standing  of  the  parties.1 

They  are  based  upon  the  fundamental  principle  that  a  contract  cannot 
be  created  unless  there  is  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  and  an  intelligent 
understanding  of  its  terms.  Any  mental  infirmity  of  either  or  both  parties 
that  precludes  the  possibility  of  a  jnst  apprehension  of  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  or  of  an  intelligent  assent  to  them,  destroys  one  of  the  essential 
elements  of  a  contract.' 

24.  Infants. — Persons  under  twenty-one,  and,  in  some  states,  women 
under  eighteen  years  of  age,  commonly  known  as  infants,  are  regarded  by 
the  law  as  lacking  in  judgment  and  understanding  sufficient  to  enable  them 
to  guard  their  own  interests,  and  the  law  protects  them  against  their  own 
improvidence,  or  the  designs  of  others,  by  allowing  them  to  avoid  acts,  con- 
tracts, or  conveyances  to  which  they  are  parties,  and  that  are  not  manifestly 
to  their  interests.  Before  that  age  the  law  presumes  their  faculties  to  be 
immature  and  incompetent,  and  seeks  to  guard  against  the  artifice  and  cun- 
ning of  the  world.  This  protection  is  afforded  by  allowing  them  certain 
privileges  of  avoiding  their  acts  and  agreements,  or  by  declaring  them  void- 
able and  not  binding.  The  privileges  are  entirely  personal,  and  the  infant 
alone  can  take  advantage  of  them.  If  the  other  party  to  the  contract  be 
an  adnlt,  the  reason  which  permits  the  infant  to  escape  its  force  does  not 
apply  to  the  adult,  and  he  is  bound  thereby,  despite  the  want  of  reciprocal 
responsibility  on  the  infant's  part.  The  adult  is  bound  by  the  agreement, 
though  the  infant  may  avoid  it.  This  may  not  seem  strict  justice,  but  it  is 
founded  upon  the  theory  that  the  adult  has  entered  into  the  contract  with 
all  the  experience  and  knowledge  requisite  to  avoid  fraud  and  imposition, 
which  it  is  presumed  the  infant  has  not.  For  tho  same  reason  a  third  per- 
son not  a  party  to  the  contract  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  infancy  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  avoid  it  unless  it  be  void  from  tho  beginning. 

An  infant's  contract  is  not  necessarily  void  and  without  binding  force; 
some  contracts  are  voidable  at  the  option  and  discretion  of  the  infant,  and 

1  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts,  p.  687.  •Siory  on  Contracts,  chap   3. 
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others  are  binding.  If  the  agreement  be  positively  injurious '  to  him,  and 
can  only  operate  to  his  prejudice,  it  is  absolutely  void,  for  it  is  self-evident 
that  unfair  advantage  and  influence  has  been  exercised  over  him.  Such  is 
a  bond  executed  by  him  as  a  surety. 

Contracts  that  are  for  his  benefit  may  be  affirmed  or  avoided  by  him 
when  he  arrives  at  age,  when  he  is  presumed  to  have  arrived  at  years  of  dis- 
cretion. Executory  contracts  of  an  infant  are  generally  voidable,  and  he 
may  refuse  to  perform  during  infancy,  or  disaffirm  them  when  he  becomes 
of  age,  and  leave  the  other  party  without  remedy.  But  if  a  contract  is  com- 
pletely executed,  and  it  is  beneficial  to  the  infant,  and  was  entered  into  in 
good  faith,  the  infant  cannot  rescind  it  unless  he  can  restore  what  he  has 
received  and  put  the  other  party  in  the  same  position  that  he  occupied  be- 
fore the  contract.  An  infant  is  also  liable  for  the  fair  value  of  necessaries 
supplied  to  him,  not  on  his  express  contract,  but  on  a  contract  implied  by 
law,  which  gives  a  reasonable  price  to  those  who  furnish  necessaries,  "since 
an  infant  muse  live,  as  well  as  a  man/'9 

Though  an  infant  may  not  contract  for  himself,  he  may  act  as  agent  for 
another,  and  his  acts  are  as  binding  upon  the  principal  as  an  adult's.'  He 
cannot  appoint  an  attorney,  nor  sue  or  be  sued,  except  by  next  friend  or 
guardian,  and  in  general  has  no  legal  capacity  to  act  for  himself.4  An  in- 
fant is  liable  for  injuries  to  property  or  persons  wrongfully  committed  by 
him.  As  is  often  said,  "his  privilege  of  infancy  is  given  to  him  as  a  shield, 
and  not  as  a  sword/'  He  is  not,  however,  liable  for  the  evil  consequences 
of  a  breach  of  contract.5 

25.  Imbeciles,  Inebriates,  and  Lunatics.— For  the  same  general  reasons 
a  contract  made  by  an  idiot,  a  lunatic,  or  drunkard  may  be  avoided  in  the 
same  ways  as  those  recited  for  infants,  if  it  can  be  proved  that  the  party  is 
incapable  of  reasoning  and  judging  of  what  is  for  his  benefit.  Much 
that  has  been  said  of  the  infant  may  be  repeated  for  them.  Their  con- 
tracts  are  voidable  only  and  may  be  ratified  upon  their  returning  to  reason. 
If  a  person  has  agreed  to  sign  a  contract  when  sober,  the  fact  that  he  was 
intoxicated  at  the  time  he  did  sign  it  will  not  excuse  him  from  liability." 
And  the  contract  of  an  habitual  drunkard  is  good  if  made  in  a  sober  inter- 
val/ 

"  Mere  weakness  of  mind  is  no  ground  for  incapacity,  and  does  not  afford 


1 A  later  doctrine  exists  that  all  contracts 
of  an  infant  are  voidable  which  reliev  s  the 
court  of  the  responsibility  of  deciding 
what  is  necessarily,  injurious  to  the  in- 
fant. 10  Ainer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  629 
etseq( 

'  Story  on  Contracts  103-130.  As  to  what 
are  and  what  are  not  necessaries  is  some- 
times a  nice  question,  not  perfectly  well 
settled. 

*  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  834. 


4  Bobbins  «.  Mount.  83  How.  Pr.  24  [  1 867]. 

•10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  674-8 

•Pajre  v.  Kreky  (Sup.),  17  N  Y.  Supp. 
764  r  1892]. 

'  Hitters*  Appeal  ft  P  P.  Sin.  9:  Oaulkfns 
d.  Pry,  85  Conn.  170:  Evans  *.  Hortui,  53 
M  D.  602;  Wait  «.  Maxwell,  5  Pick  217; 
Elston  t>.  Jasper,  45  Texa«  409;  Breckin- 
ridge *.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  286.  For 
more  about  the  insane,  or  idiots,  see  Pollock 
on  Contracts,  p.  419,  and  notes. 
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sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  a  contract,  but  it  may  support  an  infer- 
ence of  fraud  and  unfair  practice  when  the  contract  is  entirely  to  the  disad- 
vantage of  the  weaker  party.  A  contract  obtained  by  fraud  will  be  void  in 
any  case,  whatever  be  the  comparative  intelligence  of  the  parties,  but  a 
court  of  equity  will  set  aside  a  contract  where  it  is  evident  that  advantage 
has  been  taken  of  a  weak-minded  person,  when  it  would  not  give  relief  to 
the  same  contract  between  parties  of  sound  understanding/4  As  in  the  case 
of  an  infant,  if  the  mind  of  one  party  had  become  impaired  by  age,  the  con- 
tract ic  none  the  less  operative  against  the  other  party  if  the  latter  be  in  full 
possession  of  his  faculties.1 

The  ground  of  relief  in  all  these  cases  is  based  upon  two  principles  r 
First,  that  of  mutuality — a  capacity  to  comprehend  the  agreement  into 
which  they  have  entered,  and  an  understanding  of  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment;  secondly,  that  no  fraud  be  practised  or  unlawful  advantage  be  taken 
of  either  party.  This  protection  is  given  to  all  parties,  infants  or  adults,, 
sane  or  insane,  intelligent  or  idiotic,  sober  or  drunk,  and,  in  the  language  of 
a  prominent  English  jurist,  "it  is  unaccountable  that  a  man  shall  not  be 
able  to  excuse  himself  by  the  visitation  of  heaven,  when  he  may  plead 
duress  from  men  to  avoid  his  own  acts."  Justice  will  not  permit  the  strong 
to  take  advantage  of  the  weak.  It  is  sufficient  to  invalidate  any  contract  if 
it  clearly  appear  that  the  party  contracting  did  not  at  the  time  understand 
what  he  was  about. 

Intoxication  may  afford  relief  from  a  contract  only  when  the  party  is  so- 
drunk  that  he  cannot  exercise  his  judgment.  It  must  be  so  excessive  and 
absolute  as  to  suspend  the  reason.  "  The  merriment  of  the  cheerful  cup,, 
which  rather  revives  the  spirits  than  stupefies  the  reason,  is  no  hindrance  to- 
the  contracting  of  just  obligations."  If  the  lunatic  contract  during  a  lucid 
period,  or  the  idiot  when  his  reason  is  restored,  or  a  drunkard  when  he 
knows  what  he  is  about,  the  contract  may  be  established,  and  will  be  sus- 
tained.* 

Many  fine  questions  arise  upon  this  subject  upon  which  volumes  have 
been  written — questions  as  to  what  constitutes  a  ratification  or  new 
promise  of  an  infant  at  his  maturity,  what  are  necessaries,  what  degree  of 
weak-mindedness,  or  insanity,  or  intoxication  will  afford  relief,  etc.,  but 
they  are  too  cumbersome  to  treat  at  length  in  this  work." 

Generally  speaking,  each  and  all  are  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  in 
good  faith,  and  on  executed  contracts.  To  escape  liability  they  must  restore 
to  the  other  party  what  they  have  received  on  the  contract.  If  a  contract 
shows  on  its  face  good  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  imbecile  as  a  shrewd 

1  Harmon  v.  Harmon  (Cir.  Ct.),  51  Fed.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  (subjects).  Pollock  on 

Rep.  118.  Contracts,  Leake's  Digest  of  Law  of  Con- 

*8j6  Sands  «.  Potter  (111.  Sup.),  46  N.  E.  tracts,  and  other  standard  works  on  the 

Rep.  282.  subject. 

*8ee  Story  on  Contracts,  Part  2;  Amer. 
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bargain,  and  it  is  to  his  benefit,  the  rale  ought  not  to  apply.  Parties  who 
have  been  adjudged  insane  or  idiotic  by  a  court  and  a  guardian  has  been 
appointed,  are  wholly  incapacitated  from  contracting,  and  contracts  entered 
into  by  them  are  void.1  To  enforce  a  contract  with  a  person  habitually 
insane  there  must  be  proof  that  the  same  person  was  sane  and  capable  of 
contracting  at  the  time  of  the  transaction.* 

26.  Married  Women. — At  common  law  a  married  woman  could  not  con- 
tract, sue,  or  be  sued  in  her  own  name.     To  prevent  domestic  discord  and 
create  a  legal  unity,  the  will  of  the  husband  was  made  paramount.     Man 
and  wife  were  regarded  as  one  person  in  their  legal  status,  and  whatever  a 
married  woman  did  her  husband  should  join  in  it.     The  common  law 
still  prevails  in  some  parts  of  the  United  States,  but  in  most  states  it  is 
modified  by  statutes,  which  are  so  different  in  the  several  states  that  it  is 
thought  inadvisable  to  attempt  to  discuss  them.    Suffice  it  to  say  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  should  not  be  made  a  party  to  a  contract,  without  the  statutes 
of  the  state  expressly  grant  the  power  to  contract,  independent  of  her  hus- 
band, and  then  the  requirements  of  the  statute  should  be  carefully  studied  and 
explicitly  followed.    Much  trouble  and  loss  have  been  experienced  by  con- 
tractors by  neglecting  to  inquire  into  the  marital  relations  of  parties  and 
the  law  governing  them,  peculiar   to   the   jurisdiction.    Contracts  have 
been  made  and  structures  erected  for  which  no  recovery  could  be  had, 
because  the  contract  was  void  or  the  structure  has  been  erected  upon  land 
owned  by  the  wife  when  the  husband  has  assumed  the  obligation  to  pay. 
For  like  reasons  it  has  been  held  that  a  woman  cannot  contract  with  her 
husband,  and  such  contracts  have  generally  been  held  not  binding.    In  the 
absence  of  a  statute  giving  such  authority,  the  legal  incapacity  to  contract 
remains  as  at  common  law.    At  common  law  a  contract  or  promissory  note 
between  husband  and  wife  was  absolutely  void.'    And  the  same  has  been 
held  in  New  York  state,  where  no  statute  had  been  passed  as  late  as  1889. 
But,  although  contracts  between  husband  and  wife  are  invalid  in  a  court  of 
law,  courts  of  equity  may  give  effect  to  agreements  and  transactions  between 
them  so  far  as  they  are  just  and  fair  and  equitable  and  ought  to  be  enforced. 
The  agreement  should  not  be  voluntary,  but  should  be  for  some  considera- 
tion.4   The  difficulty  doubtless  has  been  that  such  contracts  could  not  be 
enforced,  as  the  courts  would  entertain  no  action  on  tbem.    The  law  has 
been  modified  in  many  states. 

A  woman  may  employ  her  husband  to  act  as  her  agent  to  transact  any  and 
all  of  her  business,  and  it  has  been  held  that  she  might  contract  with  him 
to  do  all  her  work  ;  that  she  could  contract  with  him  for  the  construction 
of  a  building  or  any  part  of  it  for  a  stipulated  price  and  by  the  job.  If  he 
employed  subcontractors  to  perform  the  work  he  had  undertaken,  it  was 

1 11  Amer.  &  Eog.  Ency.  Law  134.  and  eases  cited. 

•tticketta  v  Jolffff,  62  Miss.  440  [18841.         4Heudricks  «.   Isaacs,   117  N.  T.  411 

1  Kneil  v.  Egeston,  140  Muss.  202  [1885],      [1889]. 
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intimated  that  the  subcontractor  must  look  to  the  husband  for  bis  pay, 
even  though  he  supposed  the  husband  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property  ;  but 
that  for  work  the  subcontractor  had  done  with  the  wife's  knowledge  that 
was  not  a  part  of  the  husbands  contract  work,  she  must  pay  him  for  as  if  it 
were  in  fact  her  work.1  A  contract  between  a  husband  and  wife  who  had  parted 
has  been  held  not  void.*  In  most  states  a  woman  has  the  legal  right  to  bind 
herself  by  a  contract,  and  she  and  her  own  property  will  be  liable  for  debts  so 
incurred.  She  may  contract  for  the  erection  of  buildings  upon  her  prop- 
erty.' A  married  woman  may  contract  as  an  agent  of  her  husband  or  as 
agent  of  third  parties.  She  may  contract  for  necessaries  and  bind  her  hus- 
band to  pay  therefor,  but  it  is  on  his  behalf  and  she  asoriiies  no  responsi- 
bility herself. 

27.  Other  Conditions  Affecting  a  Person's  Capacity  to  Contract.— Dis- 
abilities and  forfeitures  incurred  on  account  of  political  and  social  con- 
ditions of  parties  are  nearly  obsolete  in  this  country.  Outlawry  is  almost 
wholly  unknown.  Attainder  is  prohibited  by  our  constitution,  and  in  timea 
of  peace  a  contract  made  and  obligations  assumed  by  an  alien  or  foreigner 
will  be  enforced  by  our  courts.  If  war  be  declared  by  or  against  the  country 
of  which  ho  is  a  citizen  he  becomes  an  alien  enemy  ;  his  legal  right  to  sue 
upon  the  contract  is  suspended  until  peace  is  declared.  A  contract  entered 
into  during  war  between  an  alien  and  citizen  is  utterly  void,  for  the  law 
declares  such  contracts  illegal,  because  if  permitted,  an  enemy  would 
thereby  be  enabled  to  disturb  a  nation's  finances  and  wage  war  on  the  inter- 
nal business  and  credit  of  a  country,  to  the  destruction  of  its  resources. 
The  law  of  nations  prohibits  every  kind  of  trading,  commercial  dealing,  or 
contract  between  citizens  of  two  countries  at  war  which  tends  to  increase 
the  resources  of  the  enemy  or  weaken  the  power  of  home  government. 

Seamen  are  special  wards  of  the  law.  The  general  recklessness,  thought- 
lessness, and  ignorance  of  this  class  of  men  is  considered  and  specific  favor  is 
shown  them.  The  law  of  the  United  States  protects  them  from  recovery  of 
any  debt  greater  than  one  dollar  incurred  during  a  voyage,  and  a  sailor  need 
only  produce  his  shipping  papers  to  be  dismissed  from  court.  Contracts 
of  seamen  for  services  constitute  the  bulk  of  this  class  of  cases,  and  as  they 
are  remote  to  engineering,  the  profession  is  referred  to  books  specially  treat- 
ing the  subject. 

In  some  jurisdictions  bankrupts  receive  the  special  protection  of  the  law. 
Since  the  solvency  of  a  person  or  corporation  is  one  of  the  most  necessary 
things  to  inquire  into,  it  can  hardly  be  thought  that  any  one  will  undertake 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  a  bankrupt  without  first  ascertaining  his 
resources  or  requiring  a  bond  as  security. 

The  infirmities  of  a  contract  arising  from  the  parties  not  being  sui juris 

1  Fairbanks  f>.  Mothersell,  60  Barb.  406         *  Duryea  v.  Bliven,  122  N.  T.  567. 
[1871].  *  Greenleaf  «.  Beebe,  80  111.  520  [1875]. 
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and  capable  of  contracting  are  not  cured  by  an  assignment  of  his  interest 
by  one  of  the  parties  thereto.1 

28.  Either  Party  Under  Duress. — Neither  party  to  a  contract  should 
have  been  under  duress  of  person  or  goods/  nor  under  great  excitement,  or 
fear,  or  compulsion  when  the  contract  was  made.9  Mere  angry  or  profane 
words,  or  strong  or  earnest  language  will  not  constitute  such  duress  as  will 
relieve  a  party  from  his  contract.  Duress  by  threats  which  will  avoid  a 
contract  only  exists  where  such  threats  excite  or  may  reasonably  excite  a 
fear  of  some  grievous  wrong,  as  bodily  injury  or  unlawful  imprisonment.4 
To  make  a  payment  compulsory  such  pressure  must  be  brought  to  bear 
upon  the  person  paying  as  to  interfere  in  some  way  with  the  free  enjoyment 
of  his  rights  of  person  or  property.*  The  imprisonment,  threatened  or 
feared,  must  have  operated  on  the  mind  so  far  as  to  deprive  the  contract  of 
the  character  of  a  voluntary  act.'  So  it  has  been  held  that  a  contract  was 
not  signed  under  duress  when  a  contractor  who  had  commenced  work 
under  a  parol  contract  for  grading  one  mile  of  roadbed  was  required  to  sign 
a  contract  for  one-half  a  mile  only,  and  on  his  refusal  to  sign  the  contract  the 
owner  said  to  contractor's  men :  "  I  will  stand  good  for  no  more  work 
you  do  for  contractor."  Contractor  being  unable  to  continue  the  work 
unless  the  owner  paid  the  men,  he  signed  the  contract.7  A  wife  may  avoid 
her  contract  extorted  by  a  threatened  criminal  prosecution  of  her  husband 
on  the  ground  of  duress.  The  fact  that  the  husband  has  destroyed  the 
forged  papers  incriminating  him,  which  papers  had  been  surrendered  when 
the  wife  gave  her  note,  does  not  prevent  the  wife  from  avoiding  her  note 
extorted  under  threats  of  prosecuting  her  husband.8  Threats  of  lawful 
arrest  of  a  person  justly  amenable  to  criminal  prosecution  without  circum- 
stances of  oppression  or  frand  do  not  constitute  duress  or  menace,  for  which 
a  deed  executed  under  pressure  of  such  threat  can  be  cancelled.* 

29.  Agency — Parties  Acting  by  or  through  their  Agents. — 

— "  by  and  between .  .  .(name  of  owner  or  corporation.) 9 

acting  by  and  through President,  Treasurer,  Engineer, 

Attorney,  Agent,  by  virtue  of  the  power  vested  in  him  by  power  of 

attorney  of  the day  of 18 

a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed ;"  or  "acting  by  and  through  the 

Commissioners Board  of  Public 

Works,  by  virtue  of  the  nower  vested  in  them  by  chapter of 

the  Laws  of  18 of  tne  State  of and  the  amendments 

1  McCorkle  «.   Goldsmith,  1  Mo.  App.  All.  Rep.  8. 
Rep.  172.  «  Adams  t>.  Stringer,  78  Ind.  175  n881]. 

•  6  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law.  pp.  57. 92,  •  Stover  v.  Mitchell,  45  111.  218  H8671. 

93 ;  Miller  v.  Miller.  68  Pa.  St.  486  [1871] ;  fBerrett  t>.  Weber.  125  N.  Y.  18  T1890]. 

Adams  9.  Scheffer  (Col.),  17  Pac  Rep.  21 ;         'McCormick  v.  Daltoa  (Kan.),  85  Pac. 

Jordan  v.  Elliott  (Pa.),  15  Cent.  L.  J.  282  Rep.  1113. 
[1882].  •City   Rink    t>.    Kusworm  (Wis.),    59 

1 6  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.   Law    57-S9  ;  N.  W.  Rep.  564. 
McCarthy*  Hampinn  Bld#.  Assn  ,  61  Iowa         •  Gregor  «.  Hyde  (C.  C.  A.),  62 Fed.  Rep. 

287;    Lomerson   t>.  Johnson  (N.  J.),    18  107. 
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thereto ."  "  or  a  Board  authorized  by  virtue  of  an  act  of 

stockholders  of  said  company,  to  construct  a " 

These  are  clauses  that  should  never  be  omitted  where  the  contract  is 
executed  by  parties  other  than  those  on  whose  behalf  it  is  made.  It  is  a 
clause  that  will  protect  the  engineer,  agent,  or  board,  and  will  afford  the 
contractor  information  by  which  he  can  learn  the  duties,  powers  and 
resources  with  which  the  parties  propose  to  act.  This  is  imperative  with 
the  contractor,  for  if  the  contract  is  executed  by  an  engineer,  officer,  or 
board  who  has  not  the  requisite  authority,  the  contract  is  void,  and  the 
contractor  finds  he  has  done  work  unauthorized  by  the  principal  and  for 
which  he  may  not  recover. 

SO.  Principal  should  be  Made  the  Party '—  If  Agent  Assumes  the 
Obligation  He  will  be  Liable. — The  principal  or  proprietor  should  be  made 
the  party  to  the  contract,  and  his  [its]  name  be  signed  at  the  end.  If 
the  contract  is  executed  by  or  through  an  engineer,  officer,  or  agent,  the 
intention  must  be  perfectly  plain.  The  proper  form  for  such  a  contract  is 
the  one  given  above,  although  other  forms  may  be  binding  and  the  engineer 
or  agent  escape  liability.  Thus  in  an  agreement  in  the  form  "  Memoranda 
of  agreement  between  G.  [the  contractor]  and  E.  [the  engineer]  on  the  part 

of  A  [the  company],  the  said  E.  hereby  agrees signed  E,"  E.  was 

held  liable.1    In  another  case,  the  contract  read :  "  On  behalf  of  B.  we 

hereby  consent money  to  be  paid  to  A.  and  E.;  E.  to  supervise 

certain  work.  [Signed,  A.  and  EJ"  A.  and  E.  were  held  liable  because  A. 
and  E.  were  to  receive  payment.*  This  case  has  been  criticised  by  good 
authority,  but  it  nevertheless  stands  on  record. 

In  a  contract  of  sale  where  E.  as  agent  for  A.  agrees [signed]  E., 

E.  was  held  personally  liable  on  the  contract.*  The  tendency  seems  to  be 
to  get  away  from  these  precedents,  and  to  interpret  the  contract,  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties,4  but  they  are  established  decisions  and  may 
be  followed.5 

A  mere  description  in  the  body  of  an  instrument  of  a  person  as  agent, 
without  words  or  necessary  implications  showing  that  he  signs  as  agent  only, 
will  not  exempt  him  from  liability  on  the  contract.  So  it  was  held  that  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  wheat  in  the  following  form:  "  Sold  C.  200  quarters 
wheat  [as  agents  for,  etc.],  and  signed  E. ,"  made  E.  liable  upon  the  contract.* 
An  engineer  or  agent  who  uses  his  own  name  instead  of  that  of  his 
principal  (company)  when  he  intends  to  bind  the  latter,  renders  himself 
liable.    The  word  "  engineer  or  agent "  appended  to  his  name  is  universally 

»  Norton  t>.  Horron.  Ryan  A  Moon>  329.  •  Haskell  «.  Cornish.  13  Oal.  47;  Quig- 

•  Tnnner  «.  Christian.  4  E.  A  B  590.  ley  «•   De   Hass,  82  Pa  Sr.  2«7  ;  see  also 

•Puloe  *.  Walker    L.  R    5  Bzeh.  173;  HntrMson  t>.  Eaton.  18  Q  B.  D.  861. 

Stone  v.  Wood,  7  Cowcn  453.  •  Pnice  *.  Walker.  L    R.  5  E\ch.  178 

«Decring  «.   Thora  (Miun.),    13  Rep.  [1870],  and  sse  Fuiriee  ».  Fenlou,  L.  R.  5 

757.  Exca.  169. 
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keld  a  mere  description  of  the  person.  It  is  held  to  afford  no  relief  from 
personal  liability,  but  amounts  to  no  more  than  if  he  affixed  the  abbrevia- 
tions of  his  collegiate  degrees,  as  C.E.,  M<E.,  or  B.  Arch.1 

If,  on  a  note,  the  name  of  the  corporation  be  signed  followed  by  the 
name  of  an  individual  with  "Prest."  after  it,  thongh  without  the  word 
"  per  "  between  the  names,  it  is  the  promisory  note  of  the  corporation  and 
not  a  joint  note.*  If  the  president  had  signed  his  own  name  and  written 
"  Prest. "  after  the  signature,  it  would  not  have  relieved  him  from  personal 
liability.*  If  he  does  not  disclose  the  name  of  his  company  he  is  personally 
liable,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  instru- 
ment was  made  on  behalf  of  another  unless  there  be  something  on  the  face 
of  the  instrument  to  indicate  it.4 

81.  Proof  of  Agenoy. — Some  proof  it  seems  may  be  offered  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  agent  to  bind  his  company  and  not  himself.*  Evidence 
may  be  given  that  it  was  known  to  the  one  party  that  the  other  party  was 
an  agent,  and  evidence  may  be  admitted  on  the  other  hand  to  show  that  in 
this  particular  case  he  was  acting  as  a  prinoipal,  having  agreed  to  pay  for 
the  work  done  out  of  his  own  money.* 

A  distinction  has  been  made  between  contracts  with  public  agents  and 
officers  who  act  on  behalf  of  their  governments  and  those  made  by  agents 
of  a  private  corporation  or  a  person.  If  a  public  officer  fails  to  bind  his 
government  and  no  action  can  be  had  against  it,  yet  the  officer  is  not  per- 
sonally liable,  the  public  faith  being  the  only  security.  In  the  ease  of  a 
private  corporation,  the  law  requires  the  agent  to  see  that  his  employer  «r 
principal  is  legally  bound  by  his  act,  or  it  holds  him  personally  responsible/ 
Agency  cannot  be  proved  by  the  declaration  of  one  assuming  to  act  m  that 
capacity  nor  by  declarations  of  one  claiming  to  act  as  agent.8  The 
extent  of  his  authority  cannot  be  shown  by  proving  his  declarations 
thongh  accompanied  by  acts,  unless  such  declarations  or  acts  were  brought 
home  to  the  principal*     Evidence  that  there  was  a  general  understanding 


1  Hough  v.  Manzanos,  4  Ezch.  Div.  104; 
flayer  «.  Nichols,  5  Oal.  487;  see  Hill  t>. 
Miller,  76  N.  Y.  82  [18791  ;  Haskell  «. 
Cornish.  13  Cal.  47  [1859]  Sharp  t>.  Smith, 
83  III.  App.  836,  "  Directors  '•  Pnire  t>. 
Walker.  L.  R.  5  Exch.  173  [1870];  Fullam 
v.  West  Brookfield,  9  Allen  (Mass.)  1, 
"Committee"  ;  8perry  t>.  Farming,  80  III. 
871  [1875].  "Trustee";  Penning  v.  In- 
dustrial Co.  (Minn).  59  N.  W.  R  p.  1084; 
see  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  863, 
note. 

•  Deere  v.  Bank  (N.  J.),  28  Alt.  Rep. 
668. 

•  Heffner  *.  Brownell,  81  N.  W.  Rep. 
*47h887j. 

4  See  collection  of  cases  and  references  in 


8  N.  E  Rep.  686.  note,  and  nieo  Mid  Oe. 
Bk.  v.  Hirsh  Bros.,  4  N.  Y  Supp.  385 
[1889]. 

•  Deerlng  «.  Thorn  (Minn.)  18  Rep.  767 
ri882]:  and  eeealeo  18  Minn.  106,  187:  14 
Minn.  214 

•  He  west*.  Andrews  (Colo.),  20  Pae  Rep. 
888  f*.  889]. 

1  Randall  «.  Van  Veen  ten,  19  fohna. 
(N.  Y.)60. 

•  Brady  *.  Nagle(Tex.  C\r.  App.).  29  8. 
W.  943;  Bnrke  t>.  Frye  (Neb  ).  62  N.  W. 
Rep.  476;  Fullerton  «  McLaughlin  .(Sup), 
24  N.  Y.  Snpp.  280 ;  Dowden  <*.  Cryder 
QX.  J).  26Atl.  Rep.  941. 

•  Richardson  Co.  e.  School  Dirt.  <2feo.), 
64  N.  W.  Rep.  218. 
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among  business  men  that  an  agency  existed  has  been  held  admissible/  and 
the  agency  may  be  proven  by  letters  and  telegrams  from  the  principal.' 

32.  Barnes  of  Parties  in  Body  of  Contract  should  Correspond  with 
Signatures. — The  names  of  the  parties  in  the  introduction  should  corre- 
spond strictly  with  the  signatures  and  seals  at  the  end  of  the  contract,  for 
a  variance  may  be  fatal  to  the  contract.'  A  contract  made  in  the  name  of 
a  railroad  corporation  for  grading  its  roadbed  was  signed  by  its  engineer, 
who  used  his  own  private  seal,  subscribing  to  his  signature  and  seal  "  Chief 
Engineer  of  T.,  etc.,  K.  Co.,  and  as  such  its  authorized  agent  to  make  this 
agreement."  And  the  court  held  it  was  not  the  corporation's  sealed  con- 
tract; but  as  the  engineer  had  authority  to  make  a  simple  contract,  that  the 
seal  should  be  disregarded  and  the  contract  held  a  simple  contract.4  This 
has  not  been  the  universal  interpretation  of  such  contracts,  and  unless  it  can 
be  shown  that  a  simple  contract  was  entered  into  preliminary  to  the  sealed 
instrument,  it  is  submitted  that  the  contract  would  fail.  It  is  difficult  to 
impose  upon  the  parties  a  contract  which  they  never  contemplated  or  in- 
tended, but  if  they  have  undertaken  to  merge  an  existing  simple  contract 
into  a  specialty  and  have  failed,  then  the  simple  contract  remains  and  the 
written  document  is  evidence  of  the  terms  of  that  contract.  It  is  very  un- 
safe to  draw  contracts  in  such  a  form;  the  party  who  covenants  should  be 
the  party  to  sign  and  seal.  If  the  covenantor  does  not  sign  and  seal,  then 
he  is  not  liable  because  it  is  not  his  seal;*  and  the  party  who  has  signed 
and  sealed  is  not  liable,  for  it  is  not  his  covenant.  It  is  important  to  dis- 
tinguish between  simple  contracts  and  contracts  under  seal  in  determining 
whether  the  engineer  [agent]  or  principal  is  liable.  In  simple  contracts  the 
intention  of  the  parties  should  prevail ;  in  contracts  under  seal  the  question 
is,  who  signed  and  sealed  the  specialty  and  who  made  the  covenant.  There- 
fore a  deed  made  in  the  name  of  a  corporation  authorized  by  law  to  have  a 
common  seal,  signed  by  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  corporation,  but 
without  authority  from  the  board  of  trustees  and  not  sealed  with  the 
corporation  seal,  was  held  void/  It  seems  that  a  public  officer  does  not  bind 
himself  to  pay  the  debt  of  his  principal  when,  in  a  sealed  instrument,  he 
imposes  the  obligation  upon  himself/  * 


1  Gregory.  Hu  son  (Tex  ),  80S.W.  Rep. 
489. 

*  Farrell  d.  Edwards  (8.  D.),  66  N.  W. 
Rep.  812 

As  to  the  prop  r  manner  for  corpora- 
tion officers  to  sign  and  indorse  negotiable 
instruments  nnd  ihe  liabilities  created 
thereby.  Me  89  N.  W.  Rep.  640,  note,  and 
8N.  Y.  Supp.  771.  note. 

3  Mott  f>.  Danville  Seminary  (111.),  21 
N.  E  Rep.  927. 

4  S»xton  1?.  T«  xas,  8.  F  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(N.  M.),  16  Pac.  Rep.  851  [1888] ;  Haskell 


«.  Garnish,  18  Cal.  47  [1889]:  Dickerman 
f>.  Ashton.  21  Minn   538  [1875] 

1  Bee  Whitford  t>.  Laidler,  94  N  Y.  145  ; 
Appleton  v.  Binks,  5  Enst  148:  Townsend 
v.  Hubbard,  4  Hill,  851;  McCauhy  «. 
Jenny.  5  Houston  (Del.)  132. 

•Mott  v.  Danville  Seminary  (111.),  21 
N.  E  Rep.  927  [18891. 

1  Kniirht  v.  Clark  (N  J.),  2  Atl  Rep  780 
[1885];  Huthstnge.  Bnusquet,  12  The  Re- 
porter 225;  but  tee  Wing  v  Qlick,  46  Iowa 
478  [1881]. 


*  Bee  Sees.  789  and  855,  infra. 
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33.  Agents  should  be  Duly  Authorized  to  Contract. — "  by  or  through 

,  President,  Treasurer,  Engineer,  or  other  officer  or  agent." 

Every  person  who  enters  into  a  contract  with  officers  or  agents  of  a  public 
corporation  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  their  authority.1 
He  must  know  the  extent  of  their  power  conferred  by  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  notice  all  public  limitations  on  their  authority.  Rales  and  regu- 
lations of  a  private  corporation  made  and  signed  by  the  officers  cannot, 
however,  affect  contracts  made  by  third  parties  with  their  agents  without 
notice  of  such  rules.* 

34.  Unauthorized  Acts  of  Agent  may  be  Ratified  or  Adopted.— A  private 
corporation,  like  an  individual,  may  ratify  the  acts  of  its  officers  or  agents 
done  in  excess  of  authority,  if  it  could  have  authorized  the  act  itself.*  It  is 
submitted  that  if  a  contract  with  a  private  corporation  or  individual  were 
declared  void  for  want  of  authority  in  the  agent  to  contract,  that  the  con- 
tractor could  recover  on  an  implied  contract  to  pay  for  the  benefit  it  had 
received,  but  not  upon  the  contract  under  which  the  work  was  begun. 

35.  No  Claims  or  Obligations  are  Created  by  Contract  of  Public  Officer  or 
Agent  who  Acts  without  Authority. — Contracts  by  public  officers,  or  officers 
and  agents  of  public  corporations,  must  be  strictly  within  the  authority  dele- 
gated by  the  act  of  incorporations.4  Contracts  made  in  excess  of  such  power 
conferred  by  the  sovereign  power  will  not  bind  the  corporation,  nor  is  there 
any  guaranty  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  that  the  forms  of  law  have 
been  complied  with  because  its  officers,  without  authority,  attempt  to  con- 
tract.* Those  dealing  with  cities  and  other  public  corporations  must  see  to 
it  that  its  agents  have  power  to  act,  for  no  liability  is  incurred  for  work  done 
under  a  void  contract.*  They  must  ascertain  at  their  peril  that  officers  are 
acting  within  the  scope  of  their  lawful  powers.  They  must  ascertain  and 
take  notice  of  the  extent  and  power  of  a  building  committee  to  bind  the 
city.*  Likewise  a  party  who  undertakes  work  under  an  order  of  a  court 
must  see  to  it  that  the  order  as  entered  by  the  clerk  in  the  records  is  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  his  agreement,  or  run  the  chances  of  not  recov- 


1  Davis  t>.  The  City,  8  Phil*.  874  [1859]; 
1  Dillon  Munic.  Corp.  (Ed  1878).  §  872; 
Baltimore  e.  Reynolds.  20  Mri.  1;  Hiimefl. 
United  Stales.  132  U.  S.  Rpp.  406;  Wells 
9.  Mich.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co  (W.Va.),  23  8. 
E.  Rep.  527;  Pearce  v.  Madison  &  J.  R. 
Co.,  21  How.  (U  B.>  441;  Smith  v.  Co-op- 
erative D.  AsVn,  12  Dalv  (N.  Y.)  804;  Lit- 
tle v.  K«»rr (N.  J).  14 Atl.  Rep.  618. 

•Walker  u.  Wilmineton,  C.  &  N  R.  Co. 
(N.  Car.),  1  S.  E.  Rep.  866;  Griffins  t>. 
Land  Co.,  3  Phila.  447  (1859):  Blandinir 
v.  Davenport,  etc.,  N.  R  Co.  (la.).  55  N. 
W.  Ren.  81;  R.  R.  AB'king  Co.  t>.  Skellie, 
16  S.  E.  Rep  657. 

*4  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  247,  and 
oate*  cited. 


4  Wallace  v.  Mayor  of  San  Jose,  29  Cal. 
181. 

•Dnly  t>.  San  Francisco,  18  Pac.  Rep. 
821;  Hume  t>.  United  Slates,  132  U.  8. 
Rep.  406.  and  fee  Dhrew  v.  Altooua,  121 
Pa.  St.  411;  McDonald  v.  Mnyor,  68  N. 
Y.  27;  Smith  v.  City  of  Newburg,  77  N. 
Y.  136:  Davis  t>. City.  8  Phila.  874;  Miller, 
v.  Goodwin,  70  111.  659;  Batemano.  Mayor, 
8  H.  &  N.  823. 

•Cheeney  v.  Brookfleld,  60  Mo  53,  17 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  157,  15  Ainer. 
&  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  507-509;  Keating  v. 
Kansas  City,  84  Mo.  415;  Boston  E.  L.  Co. 
«.  Cambridge  (Mass.),  89  N.  E.  Rep.  787; 
Osgood  o.  Boston  (Mass.),  43  N.  E.  Rep. 
108. 


28         ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  36. 

ering  for  his  work.  This  was  a  contract  to  survey,  subdivide,  map,  and 
classify  school  lands  by  a  person  who  had  no  personal  fitness  to  perform  the 
work,  which  the  commissioners  of  the  court  knew.  Though  it  was  under- 
stood  that  the  person  was  to  employ  substitutes  to  perform  the  work,  it  was 
held  that  an  order  entered  in  the  records  which  fails  to  mention  the  fact 
that  the  contractor  was  to  employ  substitutes,  could  not  be  corrected.1  Con- 
tracts made  by  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  company  for  materials  and  supplies 
in  excess  of  the  needs  of  the  road  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  receiver. 
It  was  held,  however,  that  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for 
expenses  incurred  in  good  faith  under  such  contracts.' 

36.  Public  Agents  Not  Liable  for  Blunders.— A  contractor  cannot  be 
too  cautious  and  careful  in  taking  public  work.  Commissioners  and  boards 
of  public  works,  city  engineers,  supervisors,  and  other  officers  are  likely  to 
mistake  the  extent  of  their  powers,  and  to  contract  for,  and  order  things, 
for  which  the  contractor  can  never  recover.  The  innocence  and  honesty 
with  which  the  officer  oversteps  the  limit  of  his  authority  seem  to  afford  no 
excuse  to  the  contractor's  neglect  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  his  powers.' 
The  corporation  is  not  liable,  and  if  the  officer  has  exercised  his  honest  judg- 
ment, and  is  guilty  of  no  negligence  or  abuse/  he  is  not  liable  for  innocent 
blunders  or  mistakes.'  * 

37.  Agent's  Authority  must  Come  from  His  Principal.— Contractors  will 
ask  "\Vith  whom  can  I  safely  contract  ?"  The  answer  to  this  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  each  case  If  the  contractee  be  an 
incorporated  company  it  will  be  well  to  have  access  to  its  charter,  in  which 
its  powers  and  purposes  will  be  set  forth,  and  a  copy  of  its  by-laws  will  shed 
some  light  upon  the  powers  of  the  persons  exercising  authority.  If  a  stock 
company  there  will  be  a  board  of  directors,  who,  in  a  strict  legal  sense,  are 
agents  and  representatives  of  the  corporation  and  trustees  of  the  stock- 
holders, but  in  a  practical  sense  the  board  of  directors  become,  so  far  as  the 
company's  relations  to  the  public  are  concerned,  the  corporation  itself.* 
Whatever  authority  officers,  agents,  and  employees  have  they  must  derive 
from  the  board  of  directors  or  governing  power,  unless  they  are  conferred 
by  the  charter  of  the  corporation  or  the  legislative  act  creating  the  body 
politic.  The  authority  to  contract  must  be  given  either  expressly,  impliedly, 
or  by  ratification/  Contracts  which  a  corporation  may  legitimately  make, 
the  manner  of  the  making  of  which  is  not  directed  otherwise,  may  be  made  by 
its  board  of  directors  without  the  consent  or  ratification  of  stockholders  ; 

1  Gano  v  Palo  Pinto  Co.  (Tex.).  8  8.  W.      phrey  «.  Jones,  71  Mo.  62;  Dillon's  Mun. 
684 [1888].  Corp.,  vol.   2  (Sd  ed.),  §§  588,  078  and 

•  Little  v.  Yanderbilt  (N.   J.)f  26  Atl.      979. 

Rep.  1025.  •  Board  of  Com'rs   «.  L.  M.  6  B.  R 

*  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp..  §  872.  Co..  7  Araer.  Corp.  Cas.  26. 

4 State «  Earn,  81  N  J.  Law  259.  'The  L.  B  &  St.  L  Ry.  Co.  •.  McVay, 

•Hall  1.  Craudnll,  29  Cul.  567;  Hum-      98  Ind.  Rep.  891  [1884]. 


*8eeal*>  Sees.  826-859.   "Engineers'  Personal  Liability. 
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and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  they 
are  binding  on  the  corporation.1  If  the  contractee  be  a  municipal  corporation, 
then  the  governing  body  is  a  board,  council,  or  mayor  elected  by  the  people, 
whose  powers  and  duties  are  defined  in  the  charter,  subject  to  such  restric- 
tions and  modifications  as  the  legislature  may  have  made  since  the  city's 
incorporation.  The  powers  of  the  general  government  and  its  officers  must 
be  ascertained  in  the  same  manner  from  the  constitution,  the  laws  enacted, 
and  the  rules  and  customs  of  departments. 

38.  Authority  cannot  be  Inferred  from  Business  or  Family  Relations. — 
From  the  simple  fact  that  a  person  is  an  officer  of  a  corporation  one  cannot 
infer  authority  to  contract  on  its  behalf.*  The  president  of  a  company  has 
no  power  by  virtue  of  his  office  simply  to  enter  into  a  contract  on  behalf  of 
his  company  as  for  the  construction  of  its  works.'  Nor  can  the  president 
and  secretary  of  the  company  together.4  Tho  assents  of  a  director,  the  com- 
pany's land  committee,  its  civil  engineer  and  a  stockholder  altogether  do  not 
establish  the  president's  authority  or  make  the  contract  valid/  It  has  been 
held  that  an  engineer  charged  with  the  duty  of  engrossing  the  contract  and 
procuring  the  signature  of  the  contractors,  for  which  no  particular  time  was 
fixed  and  no  limitation  was  imposed  upon  his  power,  may  consent  to  a  delay 
of  a  month  in  the  execution  of  a  written  contract,  and  the  company  cannot 
repudiate  the  contract  on  account  of  such  delay,  even  if  unreasonable.* 

If  it  appeared  that  the  president  was  the  officer  with  whom  alone  all 
the  negotiations  were  had  which  resulted  in  the  execution  of  both  contracts; 
that  he  was  its  managing  and  controlling  man;  that  he  was  present  as  its 
manager  at  the  time  of  the  arbitration,  when  the  mistake  in  the  latter 
contract  was  discovered,  and  that  attention  being  called  to  it,  he  acknowl- 
edged it,  and  consented  to  the  change,  so  that  the  truth  might  be  set 
forth,  it  was  held  that  such  officer  had  power  to  bind  his  company  by 
consenting  to  a  change/  If  the  president  and  secretary  have  executed 
and  sealed  a  contract  in  the  name  of  a  corporation,  though  not  with  the 
express  consent  of  the  directors,  it  is  binding  on  a  corporation  which  has 
received  the  benefits  of  the  contract,  and  has  conducted  its  business  in 
compliance  therewith  and  in  such  a  manner  that  the  directors  must  have 
had  knowledge  of  it.*  If  the  president  or  the  executive  officer  of  a  corpora- 
tion cannot,  by  virtue  of  his  position,  contract  on  behalf  of  the  company,  it 


»Beveridge  *.  N.  T.  EI.  R.  Co.,  112 
N.  Y.  1 118891. 

•Bisley  t>  J.  B.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Hun 
202  [1874];  Ry.  E.  &  P.  Co.  t>.  Bank  (Sup.), 
.81  N.  Y.  Supp.  44. 

» Templine  t.  Chicago,  B.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(la.).  86  N.  W.  Rep  684  {18371:  Griffith  *. 
C,  B.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (In.),  80  N.W.  Rep.  901 
[18881;  Bi-Spool  8.  M.  Co.  «.  Acme  Mfg. 
Co.  (Mars  ).  26  N.  E.  Rep.  991  [1891];  but 
tee  LoebFdy.Co.  9.  Stout.  61  111.  App.  166, 
and  State  *.  Heckart,  62  Mo.  App.  427. 


4Mott  *.  Danville  Seminary  (111.),  21  N. 
E.  Rep.  927  [1889]. 

6  Stanley  v.  Sheffield  &  Co.  (Ala.),  4  So. 
Rep.  84  [18881. 

•Pratt  t>.  Hudson  R.  R.  Co.,  21  N.  Y. 
806. 

'Nichols  ft.  Scmnton  Steel  Co.  (N.  Y. 
App),  88  N.  E.  Rep  661;  eemble  Loeb 
Fdy.  Co.  e.  Stout,  61  III.  App.  166. 

•Jourdnn  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  115 
New  York  880  [1889]. 
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would  not  be  expected  that  any  of  the  subordinate  officers  would  have  such 
powers.  Such  acts  may  be  ratified  by  the  board  of  directors,  or  such  powers 
may  be  presumed  and  established  by  proof  of  previous  adoption  of  similar 
acts. 

If  a  contractor  enters  into  a  contract  with  an  agent  he  should  have 
proof  of  that  agent's  authority  or  he  does  so  at  his  peril.1  *  In  general,  an 
agent  may  do  such  business  only  as  is  ordinarily  within  the  scope  of  his 
business,  but  the  making  of  contracts  does  not  in  general  belong  to  anybody 
but  the  parties  themselves,  unless  express  authority  is  shown,  and  then  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  authority  conferred.*  So  it  has  been  held  that  presidents 
(see  ante),  general  managers,  secretaries,  attorneys,8  engineers,4  and  officials 
in  general"  cannot  contract." 

The  mere  proof  of  family  relationship  does  not  establish  agency  between 
the  parties.  A  son  has  no  authority  to  act  for  his  parents  merely  because  of 
the  relation  existing  between  them.  To  establish  agency  other  evidence  is 
required.7  The  same  is  true  of  husband  and  wife,  father  and  son,  or  brother 
and  brother. 

No  power  exists,  either  in  the  commissioner  of  public  works  or  in  the 
mayor,  or  in  both  acting  together,  to  enter  into  a  contract  on  behalf  of  the 
city  for  the  erection  of  water-pumping  machinery,  without  previous 
authority  of  the  city  council,  or  an  appropriation  therefor.8  Authority  to 
borrow  money  for  a  public  work  is  not  authority  to  undertake  the  work.8 

39.  Boards,  Committees,  and  Councils  in  Their  Representative  Capacity. — 
A  very  common  and  most  unfortunate  circumstance  for  contractors  is  to 
work  under  a  committee  or  board  whose  members  attempt  to  act  individ- 
ually. Members  of  boards  or  committees  visit  the  works,  give  directions, 
order  changes,  and  authorize  new  works  which  only  the  body  or  board  as  a 
whole  have  authority  to  direct.  If  a  contractor  obeys  such  individual  instruc- 
tions he  runs  the  risk  of  losing  the  price  of  the  work,  for  such  work  ordered  by 
individual  members  of  a  committee,  board,  or  council  are  unauthorized,  and 
generally  no  recovery  can  be  had  agaiust  the  corporation  or  its  officials,  f 
Good  business  men  would  not  undertake  such  methods,  but  circumstances 


1  Cases,  29  Aracr.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Lnw, 
861    note  2. 

*  Stnt<*  v  MH-fgnn  City  rind.),  87  N  E. 
Rep.  1041;  Ciiica^o  Gen'l  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Chi- 
enffo  City  Ry.  Co..  62  111.  App  502. 

'Chicago  Gen'l  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chicago  City 
Rv.  Co    supr't. 

''Jjickson  t>  The  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  1  Hall& 
TweiOe  Rep  75  [1*48],  En- inter.  Ashue- 
lot  Mfir.  Co.  v  Marsh.  1  Cush.  (Miss.) 
507  Lvndon  M  Co  v.  Lyndon  Lit.  Inst., 
68  Vt.  58  f. 

»Dol)8on  u.  More.  62  111   App.  485. 

%8ee  4  Anvr.  k  Enir  Ency.  Lhw  859; 
18  S.  W.  Rep.  1189;  Little  v.  Kerr  (N. 

*  See  Sec.  85,  supra. 


J.).  44  N.  J.  268  pP88];  but  see  Rv.  E. 
&  P.  Co.  v  Bank,  81  N  Y.  Snpp.  44;  Lo- 
cnn  Mr.  W.  Co.  t>.  Yorgey  (Ph.).  13  All. 
Rep.  95T  p883]  by  an  engineer;  Dwen- 
ger  v.  C.  &  G.  T.  Ry.  Co..  98  Iud.  153 
fl6841;  The  L .,  E.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  t>.  Mc- 
Vay.  98  Ind.  891  [18841,   general  manager. 

''Walsh  v.  Cnrley  (Crnn.  PI.).  16  N.  Y. 
Snpp.  871;  Gibson  v.  Hardware  Co.  (Ala  ), 
10  So.  Rep.  804. 

8  City  of  Chicago  t>.  Fra«er,  60  111.  App. 
404. 

•Goddard  v.  Hnrpswell.  88  Me.  228  but 
see  Damoa  v.  Granby.  2  Pick  (Mass.)  845. 

t  See  Bees.  29-89,  supra. 


§40.] 


LAW  OF  CONThACTS. 


31 


arise  which  make  such  acts  very  common.  Such  orders  or  instructions  may 
be  adopted,  ratified,  and  authorized  by  the  body  when  they  become  binding, 
and  recovery  for  work  done  under  them  may  be  had.1  A  committee  appointed 
by  a  town  to  take  charge  of  the  erection  of  a  building  are  agents  of  the  town, 
and  can  act  by  agreement  of  the  members  separately  obtained,  and  need  not 
be  in  session  as  an  organized  body.9  So  when  a  contractor  furnished  a  differ- 
ent stone  in  the  place  of  stone  called  for  in  the  contract  it  was  held  that  testi- 
mony of  one  of  the  committee  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  building  was 
competent  to  show  that  a  majority  of  the  committee  had  agreed  to  the 
change,  and  that  the  architect,  a  member  of  the  committee,  had  so  stated  to 
the  contractor  in  presence  of  the  witness.*  *  A  board  of  public  works  may 
exceed  its  power  and  its  acts  or  contracts  be  ultra  vires  and  void.  For  that 
reason  a  request  by  such  a  board  that  the  contractor  suspend  work  on  a  street 
pending  an  injunction  suit  by  an  abutting  owner  will  not  make  the  city 
liable  for  delay.* \  The  object  and  authority  of  a  board  of  improvement  or 
commissioners  being  limited  to  construction  and  the  paying  for  sewers,  the 
commissioners  after  completion  of  the  sewers  cannot  bind  the  district  or 
themselves  as  a  board  by  a  contract  for  water  for  flushing.4 

40.  Public  Officers  are  Presumed  to  Do  Their  Duty. — In  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary  there  is  a  presumption  that  the  public  officers  do  their 
duty.*  This  may  be  an  advantage  to  the  contractor  if  the  legality  of  his 
claims  be  contested  on  account  of  any  dereliction  of  duty  or  excess  of  power 
on  the  part  of  the  officers.*  Where  the  record  shows  the  letting  of  a  con- 
tract for  building  a  bridge  in  a  city  at  a  price  greatly  exceeding  ten  thou- 
sand dollars,  but  does  not  show  whether  a  tax  was  imposed  or  bonds  issued 
in  excess  of  that  sum  in  any  one  year,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  council 
did  its  duty  in  that  respect.  The  council  having  acted  upon  plaintiff's 
account  for  the  whole  of  the  work  embraced  in  said  contract,  and  having 
ordered  it  to  be  paid,  except  as  to  a  single  item  of  work  which  the  parties 
agreed  to  defer,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  record 
upon  the  subject-matter,  that  said  account  was  verified  in  the  manner 
required  by  the  charter.  In  the  absence  of  proof  showing  that  work  was  not 
completed  according  to  contract  it  will  be  well  presumed  that  the  city  engi- 
neer in  reporting  a  final  estimate  and  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  the 
city  council  in  approving  the  report  and  ordering  the  payments,  did  their 
duty/    The  one  who  attempts  to  show  irregularities  must  prove  that  the 


1  Albnnv  Ciy  Natl.  Bk.  !>.  Albany,  92  N. 
Y.  868  [1883]. 

•  Bhi-a  t>.  Town  of  Mllford  (Mass.),  14 
N.  E  Rep.  704  [1888]. 

*Malihewson  v.  Grand  Rnpids  (Mich.), 
50 N.  W.  Rep.  651. 

4  Pino  Bluff  Water*  Light  Co.  *.  Sewer 
District  No.  1  (Ark),  19  &  W.  Rep. 576. 

*  See  Sees.  48  and  555-557,  infra. 


•Valley  Tp.  v.  Kin?  Iron  Bdge.  Oo. 
(Kan.  App.i,  45  Pac.  Rep.  660. 

•  Howard  v.  Onhkosh,  83  Wis.  809  [18731. 

'  tiohnll  *.  Neiwall  (la.),  80  N.  W.  R  p. 
217  [1888];  also  Jcnk'na  t>.  Sietler  (Ind.),  8 
N.  E.  Rep.  7  [18891;  N.  Chicapo  St.  R 
Co.  o.  Cheetham,  58  111.  App.  818. 

f  Bee  Sees.  826  and  689,  infra. 
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public  officers  did  not  do  their  dnty»2  Contracts  of  public  corporations,  made 
through  their  officers  without  authority  of  law,  are  void,  and  the  corporation 
may  successfully  interpose  the  plea  of  ultra  vires,  setting  up  as  a  defense  its 
own  want  of  power,  under  its  charter  or  constituent  statute,  to  enter  into  the 
contract.  •  Where  one  has  contracted  with  an  alleged  corporation,  and  is 
sued  for  failure  to  perform  the  contract,  he  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  the 
corporation  had  no  existence,  and  for  that  reason  no  contract  was  made/ 

41.  Means  of  Obtaining  Information. — Cautious  contractors  will  ascer- 
tain the  powers  of  individuals,  boards,  and  committees  in  as  quiet  a 
manner  as  possible.  The  self-esteem  of  some  officials,  and  the  indignant 
spirit  in  which  they  resent  any  doubts  expressed  as  to  their  authority 
to  undertake  and  carry  out  projects,  are  enough  to  convince  a  shrewd  man 
of  the  impropriety  of  seeking  information  directly  from  office-holders. 
Usually  the  documents  of  incorporation  are  public  property,  and  access 
may  be  had  to  them  at  the  government  offices.  The  commercial  stand- 
ing of  a  corporation  may  be  had  at  the  commercial  agencies,  and  a  well 
informed  local  attorney  may  be  employed  to  give  a  reasonably  safe  opinion 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  act,  or  the  liability  of  the  company,  or  the  extent  o/ 
the  duties  and  powers  of  its  officers.  A  successful  contractor  will  not  sacri- 
fice any  honest  means  to  obtain  and  keep  the  favor  of  officials  of  large  cor- 
porations, nor  will  he  stupidly  demand  information  of  them  which  may 
offend  when  he  can  indirectly  and  discreetly  inform  himself  through  other 
channels,  whether  outside  or  inside.  To  secure  such  information  is  the 
legitimate  business  of  attorneys  and  counselors  at  law,  and  they  need  not 
divulge  the  name  of  their  client  nor  in  whose  interest  they  are  at  work.  An 
engineer  should  appreciate  that  the  contractors  require  such  information, 
and  he  should  provide  copies  of  the  act  or  charter  under  which  the  work  is 
undertaken,  so  that  bidders  and  contractors  may  make  such  inquiries  as  seem 
pertinent  to  their  interests  and  acquire  information  of  the  work  to  be  done 

Complicated  questions  come  up,  and  many  a  contractor  has  performed 
work  only  to  find  when  too  late  that  his  labor  has  been  for  nothing.  An 
instance  of  the  authority  of  a  public  officer  is  given  in  the  following  case: 
Where  the  legislature  or  congress  directed  a  public  officer,  the  secretary  of 
the  navy,  to  contract  for  the  construction  of  public  works  according  to  a 
plan  submitted  previously  and  on  file,  and  the  officer  directed  changes  in 
the  plan  and  contract,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  congress  directing  the 
officer  to  enter  into  the  contract  was  not  the  contract  itself,  but  that  the 
officer  who  made  the  contract  might  vary  the  details,  and  that  the  rule 
regarding  the  effect  to  be  given  a  contract  with  the  United  States  was  the 
game  as  in  a  contract  between  man  and  man.4 

1  Hcllman  t>.  Shoulters  (Cal.),  44  Pac.  *  Fresno  Canal  6b  Irrigation  Co.  t>.  War- 
Rep.  915.  ner  (Cal.).  14  Piic.  Rep.  37. 

*  Miller  t.  Goodwin,  70  El.  659  [1878]  ;  *  Gilbert  v.  United  States,  1  Ct.  of  Claim* 

accord  Ryan  *.  Lynch,  63  111.  160;  Byrne  28  [1863];  Lord  v.  Thomas,  64  N.  T.  107. 
e.  E.  Carroll  (La.),  12  So.  Rep.  521. 
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42.  An  Agent  or  Fiduciary  Can  have  No  Interest  in  the  Contract— A 

director,  public  officer,  trustee,  executor,  receiver,  engineer,  or  other  agent 
or  fiduciary  can  have  no  personal  interest  in  the  contract  of  the  company, 
city,  principal,  or  cestui  which  he  represents.    A  director  cannot  become  a 
contractor  with  his  company,  nor  become  a  member  of  a  company  with  whom 
the  board  of  directors  has  made  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  works,  nor  share 
in  the  profits  of  such  a  contract.    If  such  contracts  are  made  they  will  be 
held  to  have  been  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  company  which  the  director 
represents,  and  a  court  of  equity  may  compel  him  to  account  for  the  profits 
realized  under  such  an  agreement.1    Such  a  contract  may  be  ratified  by  the 
stockholders  and  they  may  insist  upon  the  advantages,  or  they  may  disaffirm 
it  entirely.    A  president  of  a  corporation  who  takes  an  assignment  of  a 
contract  for  the  construction  of  its  works  acts  as  a  trustee  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  corporation,  and  not  as  an  assignee  of  the  contractor.'    A 
contract  made  by  a  city  council  in  which  one  of  its  members  is  interested 
may  be  avoided  by  the  city,  and  if  the  contract  has  not  been  performed  any 
taxpayer  may  restrain  its  enforcement.'    It  does  not  matter  that  the  mem- 
bers who  are  interested  in  the  contract  voted  against  awarding  the  contract 
to  themselves  or  their  company.4    The  mayor  should  not  act  as  attorney  or 
solicitor  for  the  city  of  which  he  is  an  officer  when  the  city's  charter  forbids 
any  interest,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  any  contract,  office,  or  appointment.* 
The  city  cannot  accept  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage 
held  by  the  city  solicitor  when  the  statutes  prohibit  any  public  officer  from 
becoming  interested  in  any  contract  for  the  purchase  of  property  by  the 
state,  county,  or  municipal  corporation/    An  allowance  to  a  public  officer 
by  a  contractor  or  employee  out  of  the  profits  of  a  contract  with  the  city  or 
government,  however  small  it  may  be,  is  such  evidence  of  fraud  as  wHl 
invalidate  the  contract/  *    A  contract  by  a  freight  agent  to  allow  a  contractor 
a  low  freight  rate  in  consideration  of  a  share  of  the  profits  of  his  contract,* 


'Port*.  Russel,  86  Ind.  00:  Covington, 
etc.,  R.  Co  «.  Bowler,  9  Bush  468;  Euro- 
pean Ry.  Co.  ©.  Poor,  59  Me.  877;  Paine  u. 
L.  E.  A  L.  R.  Co.,  1  Am.  Corp.  Cas.  886, 
81  Ind.  288  [18691;  Guild  v.  Parker,  48  N. 
J.  Law  480;  G.  C.  &  B.  R.  Co.  «.  Kelly, 
77  111.  436  [1875]. 

*  Risley  v.  1.  B.  A  W.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Hun 
903  [1874]:  and  w*  19  Am.  &  Bog.  Ency 
Law  878,  874. 

*  McElhinney  t>.  City  of  8.  (NebA  49  N. 
W.  Rep.  705  [1891];  Gas  Co.  v.  West,  38 
Neb.  852,  followed 

«  Kennet  Elec.  Lt.  Co.  t>.  Kennet  Sq.,  4 
Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  707  ;  Foster  v.  Cape  May 
(N  J.),  86  Atl.  Rep.  1089  [1897]. 

*  For  cases  where  engineer  was  interested  ue  Sees.  512-518,  infira ;  as  to  executors,, 
administrators,  etc.,  $66  anU  Sees.  7-16. 


•West  v.  Berry  (G*.\  25  S.  E.  Rep.  506; 
but  9ee  Spearman  v.  Tezarkana  (Ark.),  24 
S.  W.  Rep.  888,  where  a  member  of  a  board 
of  health  was  allowed  tc  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit  for  services  as  a  physician* 

It  seems  the  father,  brother,  or  wife  of  a 
mayor  may  have  an  interest  In  a  contract 
with  the  city.  Devlin  v.  New  York  (Com. 
PI.).  28  N.  T.  Supp.  888. 

•  Marsh  v.  Hartwell,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  889. 

'  Lindsey  d  The  City,  2Phila.  212  [18581; 
Robinson  t>.  Patterson  (Mich.),  89  N.  W. 
Rep.  21  [1888]. 

•Barclay  v.  Williams,  26  111.  App.  218 
[1887]. 
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or  an  agreement  by  a  bookkeeper  to  disclose  the  financial  condition  of  hi* 
employer's  business/  *  are  against  public  policy  and  not  enforceable. 

A  principal  who  furnishes  his  agent  money  for  investment  is  entitled  to 
follow  not  only  the  property  bought,  but  its  proceeds,  if  sold,  so  long  as 
they  can  be  traced  and  identified.' 

Injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  a  school  board  from  executing  a  contract 
with  one  of  its  own  members  to  furnish  supplies  after  the  board  has  passed 
a  resolution  to  purchase  from  said  member;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait 
until  the  contract  is  executed.'  Injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  a  public 
officer  from  entering  into  a  contract  with  himself  individually  to  furnish 
supplies  to  a  public  institution.* 

ARTIFICIAL   PARTIES.      CORPORATE   BODIES. 

43.  Charter  and  8tatnte  Limitations. — Contracts  of  corporations  are 
limited  to  the  powers  given  by  their  charters.  The  act  creating  the  body 
politic,  the  articles  of  incorporation,  and  the  charter  given  by  the  state 
should  therefore  be  consulted  and  carefully  studied.  A  corporation  is  a 
creature  of  the  law.  It  has  no  powers  except  those  expressly  granted  or  that 
are  necessary  to  the  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  those  expressly  granted.4 
The  acts  and  undertakings  must  not  exceed  the  powers  and  privileges 
granted  by  the  charter,  for  such  acts  will  be  ultra  vires  and  without  effect. 
It  is  not  vested  with  all  the  capacities  of  a  natural  person  or  of  an  ordinary 
partnership,  but  with  such  only  as  its  charter  confers.  If  it  exceeds  its 
charter  powers  not  only  may  the  government  take  away  its  charter,  but 
those  who  have  subscribed  to  its  stock  may  avoid  any  contract  made  by  the 
corporation  in  clear  excess  of  its  powers.'  A  corporation  is  confined  in  its 
operations  to  projects  expressly  enumerated  in  its  charter  or  that  are  strictly 
necessary  to  their  performance. 

A  contract  ultra  vires  the  charter  of  a  corporation  is  void.  It  cannot 
be  made  valid  by  any  subsequent  act  of  the  corporation ;  •  that  which  it 
cannot  make  or  do  it  cannot  ratify/  The  state  or  sovereign  power  alone 
can  ratify  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  public  corporation  which  is 
ultra  vires,  and  make  it  valid  and  binding."  The  value  of  work  done  for 
a  municipal  corporation  not  pursuant  to  the  charter  cannot  be  recov- 
ered.' 


1  Davenport  v.  Hulne,  82  N.  Y.  8upp. 
803 

* Hirding  v.  Field  (Sup.),  87N. T.  Supp. 
899. 

*  Alexander  v  Johnson  (Ind.  Sup.),  41 
N.  E  Rep.  811. 

4 Board  of  Tipp  Co.  t.  Railroad  Co.,  7 
Amer.  Corp.  Cm.  26;  Davis  v.  Old  Colony 
R.  Co.,  7  Amer.  Corp.  Cas.  549. 

'Davis  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  7  Amer. 


Corp.  Cas.  549. 

•Sault  Ste.  Maro  o.  Van  Deusan,  40 
Mich.  429. 

1  Board  of  Commissioners  «.  The  L.  M. 
&  B.  R.  Co.,  7  Amer.  Corp  Cas.  26. 

8  Brown  t>.  Mayor.  63  N.  Y.  239 

•Wallace  c.  Mayor  of  8.  J.,  29  Cal.  181; 
ue  alio  Zottman  v.  San  Franciaoo  and  20 
Cal.  497,  20  Cal.  96.  and  1  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.,  §872  [1878  ed.]. 


*  8>e  Sec  85,  infra. 
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The  contractor,  therefore,  should  not  only  satisfy  himself  that  the  officers 
or  agents  acting  are  the  proper  persons  to  enter  into  the  contract  on  behalf 
of  the  corporation,  bnt  he  must  also  take  notice  of  the  lawful  limits  of  the 
company's  capacity,  that  the  contract  is  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
conferred  by  the  act  of  its  incorporation,  and  that  the  powers  granted  to  it 
have  uot  been  surpassed.1  He  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  take  notice  of  the 
lawful  limits  of  its  capacity/  especially  where  all  acts  of  incorporation  are, 
or  are  deemed  to  be,  public  acts;  for  every  corporation  organized  under 
general  law  is  required  to  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  a  certifi- 
cate showing  the  purpose  for  which  the  corporation  is  constituted.' 

Some  cases  of  interest  to  engineers  will  illustrate  the  import  of  this  law. 
A  water  company  in  England  had  been  duly  incorporated  for  the  supply  of 
a  certain  district  with  water  from  certain  sources  within  the  district,  and  to 
do  all  other  acts  necessary  to  supply  water  to  the  inhabitants  according  to 
the  true  intent  of  the  act.  In  consequence  of  the  increase  in  population, 
the  supply  within  the  district  became  insufficient  both  in  quantity  and 
quality.  The  water  company  employed  a  consulting  engineer  to  make 
surveys  and  plans,  and  to  report  on  the  feasibility  of  obtaining  a  sufficient 
supply  from  a  certain  stream  of  water  beyond  the  company's  district,  the 
same  plans  and  report  to  be  used  by  the  company  in  its  application  to  par- 
liament for  powers  to  enlarge  its  works  and  to  embrace  this  stream  of  water 
in  its  district.  When  the  engineer  brought  suit  for  the  value  of  his  services 
the  water  company  resisted  payment  on  the  ground  that  the  act  of  employing 
the  engineer  for  the  work  done  was  beyond  its  powers.  It  was  held  by 
the  majority  of  the  court  that  the  contract  made  for  the  plans, and  report 
essential  to  its  application  to  parliament  were  not  necessarily  illegal  nor  the 
contract  void,  but  a  strong  dissenting  opinion  was  delivered  by  the  minority 
of  the  court.  The  case  is  given  to  show  how  strictly  the  courts  may  define 
the  powers  of  corporations.  Probably  the  disposition  of  the  courts  can 
best  be  shown  by  giving  the  last  few  lines  of  the  learned  justice's  dissent- 
ing opinion:  "And  when  I  consider  the  mischief  that  has  been  done  by 
directors,  under  the  temptations  offered  by  interested  parties  and  other  con- 
siderations, adding  to  the  schemes  in  which  parties  have  contributed  their 
capital,  I  own,  hard  as  it  may  be  in  a  particular  case,  I  am  sorry  that  a  lesson 
should  not  be  read  that  those  who  deal  with  directors  must  see  that  they 
have  authority  to  bind  their  companies,  or  must  trust  the  directors  person- 
ally, a  consideration  which  will  make  both  parties  more  cautions  in  their 
speculations  with  other  people's  property." 4 

Likewise  it  has  been  held  that  a  railroad  company  has  no  power  to  employ 

■Evans  on  Agency,  pp.   26,  211.812;  CI.  147;  and  tee  Village  of  Kent  *>.  Cut 

Davis  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  7  Amer.  Corp.  Glass  Co.,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  629. 

Cns.  549;  Li; tier  u.  Jay ne,  124111.  123.  *  Davis  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  7  Amer. 

'  Keating  t>.   Kansas  City.  84  Mo.  415;  Corp.  Cas  549. 

Tnrney  v.  Bridgeport,  55  Conn.  412:  Tren-  4  Bateman  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  8  H.  &  N.  828. 
ton  Loco.  Wks.  v.  United  States,  12  Ct.  of 
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a  mining-engineer  to  examine  and  make  a  report  on  mines  of  which  the  road 
is  the  outlet,  and  that  the  railroad  company  is  not  liable  to  him  for  his 
services,  even  though  its  business  is  benefited  as  a  direct  result  thereof.1  It 
would,  without  doubt,  have  been  otherwise  if  the  railroad  company's  charter 
permitted  it  to  operate  mines  or  engage  in  mining. 

Another  case  arose  under  a  contract  by  a  corporation  organized  for  the 
the  purpose  of  "  purchasing,  taking,  holding,  possessing,  selling,  improving, 
and  leasing  real  estate  and  buildings,  manufacture,  lease,  sale,  use  of  build- 
ing-stone, lumber,  and  other  building  materials/'  by  which  the  company 
agreed  to  pay  for  services  in  organizing  stock  companies  to  locate  and  en- 
gage in  business  upon  its  land.  The  contract  was  declared  ultra  vires  and 
void.  If  the  contract  had  been  performed,  and  the  corporation  had  received 
the  benefit,  it  would  have  been  estopped  from  availing  itself  of  such  a  defense.* 
A  contract  by  a  railroad  company  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  road 
of  another  corporation  in  another  state  is  illegal,  though  it  also  provides  for 
the  construction  of  a  branch  to  its  own  road.* 

A  subscription  for  stock,  in  a  company  which  employs  and  uses  certain 
articles,  by  a  corporation  chartered  to  manufacture  and  deal  in  the  same 
articles  has  been  held  beyond  its  powers.4  The  construction  of  a  levee  has 
been  held  without  the  corporate  powers  of  a  village/  as  has  the  reconstruc- 
tion and  repair  of  a  building  which  had  been  partly  removed  for  the  exten- 
sion of  a  street/ 

44.  Other  Restrictions  to  Which  Corporate  Bodies  are  8ubject — Cost  Must 
be  Within  the  Appropriation  or  Limit  of  Indebtedness. — The  contractor  must 
ascertain  if  there  be  a  charter  or  constitutional  limit  to  the  city's  or  com- 
pany's indebtedness,  for  when  that  limit  is  reached  it  cannot  create  a  new 
debt/  The  contract  should  not  create  a  debt  in  excess  of  the  fund  appro- 
priated for  the  purposes  of  the  contract/  for  the  amount  that  it  exceeds  the 
appropriation  caunot  be  recovered/  The  contract  is  void  as  to  the  amount 
that  the  indebtedness  incurred  by  the  contract  exceeds  the  limit  fixed  by  law.16 


1  Georg  v.  Nevada  Cent.  R.  Co.  (Nev.), 
38  Pflc.  Rep.  441 ;  and  see  Lewis  «.  Colgan 
(CaM.  44  Pac.  Rep  1081. 

•Schurr  v.  N.  Y.  &  B  Sub.  Invest.  Co. 
(Com.  PI.).  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  454;  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  210.  affirmed. 

•Bostwick  t>.  Chapman.  60  Conn.  551; 
and  $te  Cunningham  v.  Massena  Sp.  R. 
Co.  (Sup.),  68  Hun  (N.  Y.)  489,  18  N.  Y. 
Sunp.  600. 

4  Knowles  t>.  Sandercock  (Cal.),  40  Pac. 
Rep.  1047. 

•Newport  v  Bntesville  &  B  Ry.  Co. 
(Ark.),  24  8.  W.  Rep.  427. 

•Sceery  v.  Springfield,  112  Mas  512 
[1878];  ue  Prairie  Lodge  v.  Smith,  58  Miss. 

1  App.  of  City  of  Erie.  91  Pa.  St.  898 
[1879];  Soule  t>.  Seattle  (Wash.),  88  Pac. 


Rep.  884;  Perkinson  «.  St.  Louis,  Mo.  4 
App.  822  [1877] ;  State  v.  Atlantic  City 
(N.  J.),  9  Atl.  Rep  759  [1887]. 

8Turmeyt>.  Bridgeport  (Conn.),  12  Atl. 
Rep.  520;  Dhrew  «.  Altoona  (Pa.).  15  Atl. 
Rep.  686 

•Atlantic  Ci'y  W.  W  Co.  v.  Reed  (N. 
J.),  15  Atl.  Rep.  10;  Culburtson .«.  Fulton 
(111.).  18  N.  E.  Rep.  781. 

10  Culburtson  v.  Pulton  (111.),  18  N.  B. 
Rep.  781  ;  Turmey  *.  Bridgeport  (Conn.), 
12  Atl.  Rep.  520;  Kingsley  v  Brooklyn,  78 
N.  Y.  200  [1879]  ;  Boston  Elec.  Lt.  Co.  t>. 
Cambridge  (Mass.),  89  N.  E.  Rep.  787; 
Lamar  Water  Company  «.  Cii y  of  Lamar 
(Mo.),  26  S.  W.  Rep.  1025  ;  Georgetown 
W.  Co.  t.  Central  T.  H.  Co.  (Ky.),  34  S. 
W.  Rep.  485. 
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.When  a  city  charter  provides  that  all  contracts  shall  be  countersigned  by  the 
comptroller,  mayor,  and  clerk,  and  that  the  comptroller  shall  have  made  an 
indorsement  thereon  showing  sufficient  fnnds  are  in  the  city  treasury,  or 
that  provision  has  been  made  to  pay  the  liability  that  may  arise  under  such 
contract,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  that  it  have  such  sig- 
natures and  indorsement.1  The  execution  of  a  contract  by  a  municipal  cor- 
poration gives  rise  to  no  implied  warranty  that  it  has  power  to  make  assess- 
ments with  which  to  pay  for  work  and  materials  under  the  contract,  and 
when  a  statute  authorizing  the  assessment  was  adjudged  unconstitutional 
the  contractor  was  unable  to  collect  what  was  due  him.9  The  city  will  not, 
however,  be  relieved  from  liability  for  negligently  delaying  to  raise  funds  by 
assessment  when  it  has  contracted  to  pay  the  contractor  out  of  such  a  fund/ 
It  seems  that  a  contract  for  the  performance  of  work  or  the  furnishing 
of  supplies  need  not  be  referred  to  the  city  treasurer  for  his  certificate  that 
there  is  sufficient  unappropriated  money  in  its  treasury  to  meet  its  require- 
ments/ The  contractor  is  supposed  to  know  the  powers  of  the  officers  with 
whom  he  is  dealing,  and  the  courts  hold  that  there  is  no  excuse  for  his  not 
knowing  the  limit  of  indebtedness  fixed  by  the  charter  or  legislative  act,  and 
the  amount  of  the  appropriation.  Such  ignorance  will  not  avail  in  an  action 
for  the  contract  price.* 

45.  Appropriation  Must  Iff ot  be  Exceeded. — The  same  law  holds  when  the 
amount  of  an  appropriation  for  a  specific  job  is  limited;  the  cost  of  the  work, 
including  extras,  must  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the  appropriation.  If  it 
does,  the  city  or  town  is  not  liable  for  the  excess  over  and  above  the  appropria- 
tion.* *  So  when  money  was  appropriated  by  a  town  to  build  and  furnish 
a  town  hall,  and  a  contract  was  awarded  for  the  erection  of  a  hall  at  a  cost 
equal  to  the  full  amount  of  the  appropriation,  it  was  held  that  the  commit- 
tee exceeded  its  authority,  and  that  the  contractor  could  not  recover  a  part 
of  the  appropriation  set  aside  to  furnish  the  hall,  nor  for  the  extra  work  he 
had  done;  and  this  decision  was  made  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  a  number 
of  the  citizens  had  agreed  to  guarantee  the  furnishing  of  the  hall  if  the  com- 
mittee would  expend  for  the  building  the  entire  sum  appropriated.7  A  con- 
tract for  twenty  years,  or  for  an  indefinite  period,  cannot  be  sustained  as  a 


^ityof  Superiors  Morton.  68  Fed.  Rep. 
857;  flolmes  v.  Avondale,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
R.  480. 

*  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  9.  Harris- 
burg,  62  Fed.  Rep.  565:  tre  also  Connelly 
v.  San  Francisco  (Cal.),  83  Pac.  Rep.  1100. 

3  Little  9.  Portland  (Oreg.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 
911 :  and  $ee  Boule  v.  Seattle  (Wash.).  33 
Pac.  Rep.  884. 

4  Lamar  Water  Co.  9.  Lamar  (Mo.),  26  S. 
W.  Rep.  1025. 

*  Gutta  Percha  Co.  «.  Ogalalla  (Neb.), 


50  N.  W.  Rep.  513 :  Crnmpton  v.  Varua  R. 
Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  568:  Keating  v.  Kansas 
City,  84  Mo.  415  ;  Perkinson  v.  St.  Louis, 
4  Mo.  App.  822  [18771:  Turmey  v.  Bridge- 
port  (Conn.),  12  All.  Rep.  520. 

•Turmev  v.  Bridgeport  (Conn.),  12  Atl. 
Rep.  520  [1888] ;  Nelson  9.  Mayor,  68  N. 
Y.  535  [18761;  Bee  also  Galveston  v.  Devlin 
(Tex.),  19  8.  W.  Rep.  395;  Kingsley  9. 
Brooklyn,  78  N.  Y.  200  [18791. 

1  Town  of  Westminster  9.  Willard  (Vt), 
26  Atl.   Rep.   952. 
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contract  for  ten  years,  but  is  entirely  void  when  the  city  is  authorized  to  con- 
tract for  a  period  not  exceeding  ten  years.  ' 

If  the  public  records  fully  disclose  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  con* 
tractor  was  in  no  way  misled  or  deceived  by  the  records  of  the  town  board, 
then  the  town  is  not  liable  on  the  contract  or  for  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
structure  when  public  officers  without  the  requisite  power  do  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  town,  even  though  the  structure  is  accepted  after  its  comple- 
tion and  used  by  the  public  generally.'  Acceptance  of  the  work  will  not 
affect  a  ratification  of  the  contract/  nor  will  any  subsequent  act  on  the  part 
of  the  town  or  city  prevent  it  from  denying  the  validity  of  such  contract.4 

If  the  contract  price  is  within  the  amount  of  the  appropriation  it  is  valid, 
even  though  it  reserves  authority  to  make  such  changes  of  detail  as  may  be 
necessary,  and  though  it  authorizes  the  engineer  to  determine  the  price  of 
extra  work  required.*  A  charter  that  authorizes  a  certain  annual  expendi- 
ture, over  and  above  certain  repairs,  for  the  building  of  new  bridges,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  does  not  prevent  the  letting  of  a  single  contract  for  a  bridge  whose 
total  cost  shall  exceed  the  annual  appropriation/  The  fact  that  there  is  no 
money  on  hand  with  which  to  pay  for  the  work  does  not  render  the  contract 
invalid  where  a  road  and  bridge  tax  has  been  levied  for  the  current  year,, 
though  not  collected.9  If  the  law  requires  that  provision  shall  be  made  for 
payments  under  such  contracts  the  necessary  funds  must  be  provided  before- 
hand.* The  indebtedness  of  a  city  cannot  be  increased  beyond  the  limit 
fixed  jy  contracting  for  an  electric-light  plant  to  be  leased  by  it;  such  an 
executory  contract  is  forbidden.* 

46.  The  Legislature  or  Congress  May  Ratify  the  Contract.— If  the  power 
to  contract  has  been  derived  from  the  legislature  a  contract  for  a  sum  that 
exceeds  the  sum  appropriated  may  be  recognized,  sanctioned,  and  made  valid 
by  a  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature,  and  the  contractor  may  then  maintain 
his  action  upon  the  contract  against  the  city*  The  contract  can  be  ratified 
only  by  making  an  appropriation  expressly  for  its  performance.1  *  The  act 
»f  the  voters  of  a  town  subsequently  voting  an  additional  sum  for  the  com- 
pletion of  a  structure  will  not  ratify  an  invalid  contract.1* 

A  contract  invalid  for  want  of  legislative  authority  may  be  made  valid  by 


1  Manhattan  T.  Co.  t>.  Dayton  (C.  C.  A.), 
59  Fed.  Rep.  327. 

"Salt  Creek  v.  Bridge  Co.  (Kan.),  83 
Pac    R*-p.  803. 

•Newport  «.  Batesville  &  B.  Ry.  Co. 
(Ark.),  24  8.   W.  Rep.  427. 

4 State,  etc.,  t>.  Murphy  (Mo.),  81  8.  W. 
Rep.  784. 

bKingsley  «.  Brooklyn.  78  N.  Y.  200 
[18791. 

•  Howard*.  Oshkoeh.  88  Wis.  809  [18781. 

1  Sullivan  v  Commissioners,  114  111.  262; 
Smilie  v.  Fresno  Co.  (Cal.),  44  Pac.  Rep. 


556;  and  see  Cincinnati  v.  Cincinnati,  11 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  309. 

8  Kuhls  v.  Laredo  (Tex.),  27  8.  W.  Rep. 
791. 

•  Snilman  u.  Parkersburg  (W.Va.)  14  8. 
B.  Rep  279. 

w  Nelson  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  535  ri87«l; 
$ee  also  New  Orleans  v.  New  Orleans  W.  W. 
Co  ,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  142 

n  Gutta  Percha  Co.  v.  Ojralalla  (Neb.). 
59  N.  W.  Rep.  513  ;  Shipman  v.  State,  42 
Wis.  877 

11  King  t>.  Mahaska  Co.  (Iowa),  39  N.  W. 
Rep.  636  [1888]. 
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a  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature,1  but  such  unauthorized  contract  ip  not 
ratified  by  a  special  act  authorizing  the  contractor  to  sue  for  the  value 
of  extras.*  It  has  been  held  that  the  legislature  could  require  county  com- 
missioners to  provide  funds  to  pay  for  the  erection  of  public  buildings*  if 
in  good  conscience  the  county  or  city  ought  to  pay,  although  there  was  no 
legal  liability.4  A  city  cannot,  it  seems,  be  compelled  to  stand  the  whole 
cost  of  county  buildings/  Money  raised  by  taxation  for  the  special  purpose 
of  erecting  a  school-building  cannot  be  diverted  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
to  the  purchase  of  a  site  for  a  normal  school  in  said  city,  without  the  assent  of 
the  city  or  its  inhabitants/  For  the  legislature  to  require  a  claim  to  be  paid 
there  must  be  an  obligation  either  moral  or  equitable/  The  constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  states  denies  the  legislature  the  power  to  pass 
laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts,  and  this  limitation  applies  as  well 
to  contracts  made  by  the  state  as  to  those  made  by  individuals/ 

An  injunction  will  not  lie  against  a  builder  to  prevent  him  from  proceed- 
ing with  the  work  ;  the  owner's  remedy  is  to  refuse  to  ratify  or  confirm  the 
contract  and  defend  against  an  action  for  the  contract  price/ 

47.  Cases  Where  Appropriation  has  been  Exceeded.  —  In  determining 
whether  the  limit  has  been  exceeded  numerous  decisions  have  been  made 
that  shed  some  light  on  the  question.  It  has  been  held  that  certificates 
issued  by  a  city  against  lots  in  payment  for  the  construction  of  sewers,  the 
same  being  payable  in  seven  annual  installments  with  interest,  do  not  create 
an  indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  an  act  limiting  the  indebtedness  to 
5  per  cent  of  the  value  of  its  taxable  property/'  Charges  that  have  been 
improperly  made  against  the  fund  should  be  rejected  and  deducted  to 
ascertain  the  maximum  balance  available.11  If  a  special  tax  for  paying  rent 
for  waterworks,  together  with  the  general  tax,  exceeds  the  constitutional 
limit,  the  contract  is  void.*  Indebtedness  beyond  the  constitutional  limit  at 
the  time  of  the  injury  is  no  defense  to  an  action  against  a  city  for  damages 
on  account  of  an  injury  caused  by  negligence  in  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  its  streets.11     The  issue  of  bonds  is  an  indebtedness/4 

The  disbursement  of  the  fund  should  be  watched  by  the  contractor,  that 


1  Bull  v.  Presidio  Co.  (Tex.),  27  S.  W. 
Rep.  702 

1  Nichols  t>.  State  (Tex.),  82  S.  W.  Rep. 
452. 

8  Commissioners  d.  People.  5  Neb.  127  ; 
Guilford  v.  Supervisors  Chenango  Co.,  13 
N.  Y.  143. 

4  Thomas  v.  Leland,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  65, 
and  cotes  cited  in  IS  Araer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  992. 

iCal1am  «.  Saginaw,  50  Mich.  7. 

•State  9.  Treasurer,  22  Wis.  650  [1868]. 

1 15  Amer.  &  En*.  Ency.  Law  993. 

•  Donalds  «.  New  York  State,  89  N.  Y. 
[1882]. 


•Joint  School  Dist.  v.  Reid  (Wis.), 51  N. 
W.  Rep.  1089. 

10 Davis  v.  Des  Moines  (In.).  32  N.  W. 
Rep.  470  [1887];  Grant  v.  Davenport.  86 
Iowa  895;  Clinton  v.  Walliker  <Iowa),  68 
N.  W  R'p.  481  ;  but  ste  Soule  v.  Seattle 
(Wash.).  88  Pac.  R«  p.  384. 

"Kingsley  f>.  Brooklyn,  78  N.  Y.  200 
[1879]. 

"tamar  Water  Co.  t>.  Lamar  (Mo.),  26 
S.  W.  Rep.  1025. 

"Bartle  v.  Des  Moines,  88  Iowa  414 
[1874]. 

14  Scoft  c.  Davenport  (la.),  84  la.  206. 
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the  fund  be  not  exhausted  and  his  labor  be  without  remuneration  ; l  and 
wnen  tne  contract  price  is  the  full  amount  of  the  appropriation  he  should 
ascertain  by  what  fund  any  extra  work  ordered  is  to  be  paid  before  perform- 
ing it.9  Changes  and  alterations  imposing  a  greater  liability  are  void,  and 
pay  therefor  cannot  be  collected.* 

48.  Unincorporated  Organisations  as  Parties.  —  Such  are  associations, 
societies,  clubs,  and  congregations  who  get  together  and  agree  to  undertake 
or  promote  certain  plans  and  schemes  for  their  own  or  the  public  benefit. 
Usually  the  powers  and  resources  of  such  organized  bodies  are  indetermi- 
nate, and  even  when  the  necessary  funds  are  subscribed  it  is  a  question  as  to 
how  many  of  the  subscriptions  can  be  collected.  Contractors  and  engineers 
who  undertake  work  for  such  associations,  and  who  are  not  well  protected  by 
liens,  bonds,  or  paid-up  subscriptions,  or  are  not  well  acquainted  with  the 
subscribers,  will  in  making  their  estimates  allow  for  losses  and  the  possible 
failure  to  carry  out  the  project.  When  an  unincorporated  association  enters 
into  a  contract,  the  individual  members  are  liable  either  upon  the  ground 
that  they  held  themselves  out  as  agents  of  a  principal  or  because  they  are 
themselves  principals.  Persons  who  engage  in  an  enterprise  are  liable  for 
the  debts  they  contract,  and  all  who  assent  to  the  undertaking  or  who  sub- 
sequently ratify  it  are  included  in  such  liability.4  If  a  committee  has  been 
appointed  to  make  arrangements  they  become  individually  liable  for  work 
done  and  which  was  procured  by  a  subcommittee  of  their  number,  although 
in  making  the  contract  the  subcommittee  assumed  to  act  as  officers  of  the 
association.1  If  a  joint  signer  of  a  contract  who  represents  the  other 
signers  in  superintending  the  work  makes  changes  in  the  terms  of  a  contract 
he  is  personally  liable,  even  though  the  contractor  had  full  knowledge  that 
the  change  was  unauthorized  and  unknown  to  the  other  signers/  If  the 
contractor,  architect,  or  engineer  be  one  of  the  promoters  and  is  himself  a 
member  of  the  association  and  has  to  bring  suit  for  his  services  it  may  puz- 
zle him  as  to  whom  he  shall  sue.  If  the  relations  of  the  subscribers  par- 
take of  the  nature  of  a  partnership,  then  they  are  liable  both  joint  and 
severally.7  In  dealing  with  incorporated  religious  associations  special  cau- 
tion should  be  exercised,  for  in  several  states  they  cannot  be  sued.*  * 

49.  Subscribers  to  a  Project. — It  has  been  held  that  an  association  of 
subscribers  to  a  project  to  obtain  a  bill  through  the  legislature  to  build  a 
railroad  was  a  partnership,  and  that  the  engineer,  who  was  one  of  the  sub- 

1  Turmey  v.  Town  of  Bridgeport  (Co  n.),         4  Lewis  ©.  Tilton,  64  Iowa'220 T1884]. 
12  All.  Rep.  520.  •  Fredenhall   v.   Taylor,    28   Wis.  588 ; 

*  Turmey  v.  Town  of  Bridgeport  (Conn.),  Landiskowaki  «.  Lark  (Mich.),  66  N.  W. 

12  Atl.  R»p.  520  :  Richardson  v.  Grant  Co.,  Rep.  871. 
27  Fed.  Rep.  495.  •Gutherless  t>.  Ripley  (Iowa),  67  N.  W 

» Kin*  p.  Mahaska  Co.  (Iowa),  89  N.  W.  Rep.  109. 
Rep.  636  [1888]  ;  but  ses  Shea  t>.  Town  of         '  Davis  «.  Shafer,  50  Fed.  Rep.  764. 
Miir  id  (Mass.),  14  N.  E.  Rep.  764  [1888].  8  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Enej.  La  x  864. 

*  See  Sees  555-7,  infra. 
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•scribers,  ponld  not  sue  one  of  his  associates  in  the  scheme,  a  copartner,  for 
thfe  value  of  his  services.  He  should  have  sued  the  firm.1  It  might  make 
some  difference  whether  the  subscriptions  were  for  stock  or  merely  a  dona- 
tion. The  mere  act  of  subscribing  to  a  project  does  not  ordinarily  create  a 
partnership  unless  it  is  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties.9  The  signers 
of  a  subscription  paper  in  the  ordinary  form  are  liable  severally,  and  not 
jointly.9  Each  subscriber  is  liable  for  the  amount  of  his  subscription,  and 
in  no  way  responsible  for  the  payment  of  the  sums  subscribed  by  others.4 

Under  a  contract  between  several  farmers  and  a  construction  company 
to  build  a  factory,  which  containe  1  the  provision  that  "  we,  the  subscribers, 
agree  to  pay  "  the  agreed  amount  for  the  factory,  and  a  provision  that  the 
•subscribers  should  form  a  corporation,  with  stock  in  proportion  to  their  paid- 
up  interest,  each  subscriber  to  be  liable  only  for  the  amount  subscribed  by 
him,  it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  several,  and  not  joint,  and  that  each 
was  liable  only  for  his  proportion.6  When  subscribers  have  signed  at  dif- 
ferent times  and  places,  and  without  knowing  what  subscriptions  will  be  sub- 
sequently made,  or  by  whom,  the  contract  does  not  bind  each  subscriber  to 
pay  the  entire  sum.*  If  the  amount  of  subscription  is  set  opposite  each 
subscriber's  name,  the  liability  of  each  is  as  effectually  limited  as  if  such 
amounts  had  been  (in  words)  limited  in  the  body  of  the  contract*  A  sub- 
scriber cannot  escape  payment  of  his  subscription  by  an  averment  that  he 
notified  plaintiffs  that  he  had  canceled  his  subscription  before  they  had  ex- 
pended money  or  performed  labor  under  the  contract,  there  being  no  aver- 
ment that  the  cancellation  was  made  before  plaintiffs  accepted  the  contract/ 
If  a  contractor  would  recover  a  balance  due  and  unpaid  for  the  erection 
of  a  structure  he  cannot  sue  all  the  subscribers  jointly,  but  should  proceed 
against  those  subscribers  who  are  in  default,  or  at  least  his  declaration 
should  allege  certain  subscribers  in  default/  The  question  might  be  asked, 
How  is  he  to  know  who  are  in  default  ?  If  the  association  of  subscribers 
has  been  incorporated,  it  seems  the  contractor  may  not  have  a  mechanic's 
lien  on  the  joint  property  for  the  balance  of  the  price  for  work  done  under 
contract  with  the  subscribers*  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  corporation 
adopted  the  contract  of  its  promoters.10 

The  payee  named  in  the  subscription  may  maintain  an  action,  as  can  any- 


1  Holmes  v.  Higgins,  1  B.  &  Caldwell 
74  [1822]. 

'Parsons  Partnership,  46-7  ;  Shibley  v.  * 
Angel,   87  N.   Y.  626  [1868] ;    Fuller  v. 
Rome,  57  N.  Y.  23  [1874]. 

*  Davis  v.  McMillan  (Ind.  App.),  41  N. 
E.  Rep.  851. 

4  24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  385;  Davis 
*.  Ravenna  C.  Co.  (Neb),  67  N.  W.  Rep. 
486. 

•Davis,  etc.,  Manufg.  Co  v.  Jones  (C. 
C.  A.),  66  Fed.  Rep.  124;  Davis  Co  v. 
McKii.ney  (Ind.  App .),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  1098. 


•Davis  v.  Hi-ndrix.  1  Mo.  App.  Rep.  41. 

1  Davis  v.  Ciimpbell  (la.).  61  N.  W.  Rep. 
1058. 

8 Davis  v.  McMillan  (Ind.  App.),  41  N. 
E.  Rep.  851. 

•  Davis  v.  Ravenna  C.  Co.  (Neb.),  67  N. 
W.  Rep.  486 ;  semble  Clayton  t>.  Newton 
Academy,  95  N.  Car.  298 

10  Pittsburg  &  T.  C.  Co.  v.  Quintrell 
(T  nn. )  206  W.  Rep,  248  ;  Weatherford, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  t>.  Granger  (Tex.*  22  8.  W. 
Rep.  70. 
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body  selected  to  receive  the  money  in  the  manner  required  by  the  terms,  of 
the  paper.1  If  no  person,  committee,  or  board  is  designated  in  tho  paper 
the  payment  many  be  enforced  in  the  name  of  the  remaining  subscribers,  or 
by  the  association  as  a  body,  or  by  a  building  committee  appointed  by  the 
association.9  If  the  subscription  paper  stipulate  that  the  sums  subscribed 
would  be  paid  to  any  person  who  would  erect  a  structure  it  is  like  a  note 
payable  to  bearer,  and  the  subscriptions  may  be  collected  by  any  one  who 
builds  in  accordance  with  the  specifications  of  the  paper.'  If  the  associa- 
tion has  been  legally  incorporated  the  action  should  be  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation.1  If  one  of  the  subscribers  has  been  authorized  to  act  for  the: 
others  and  has  incurred  expense  or  advanced  money  on  the  faith  of  the  sub- 
scriptions he  may  sue  other  subscribers  refusing  to  pay  and  in  his  own  name. 
Such  is  the  case  where  one  has  acted  as  superintendent  or  a  contractor  and 
carried  out  the  plan  contemplated.  A  good  illustration  is  afforded  in  a  case 
where  a  college  class  at  a  class  meeting  voted  to  publish  a  class-book,  the  mem- 
hers  voting  or  assenting  to  the  vote  were  held  personally  liable  for  the  ex- 
pense, at  the  suit  of  one  who  printed  it,  under  a  contract  with  a  member  of 
the  class  elected  business  manager  of  the  publication.4  Agreements  by  sub- 
scribers to  pay  a  person  their  respective  subscriptions  upon  the  erection  by 
him  of  a  certain  structure  may  be  enforced  when  the  structure  has  been 
completed,  even  though  the  subscribers  among  themselves  have  not  per- 
formed their  mutual  agreements/ 

Subscribers  are  bound  by  stipulations  and  conditions  contained  in  the 
subscription  paper,  and  none  other  can  be  shown  in  contradiction  to 
them.  The  subscriber  cannot  go  outside  the  written  contract  to  show  dif- 
ferent terms,*  such  as  misrepresentations,  not  incorporated  in  the  sub- 
scription paper.*  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  show  that  the  subscriptions  were  not  to  be  payable  except  on  certain  other 
conditions  not  mentioned  in  the  subscription  paper.  Thus  it  cannot  be 
shown  that  certain  materials  were  to  be  used  in  a  building  to  be  built  out  of 
the  fund  subscribed/  or  that  the  contract  was  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,* 
or  that  the  structure  was  to  be  completed  by  a  certain  date.9 

50.  Second  Party  Hot  Named,  but  Determined  by  His  Own  Act.  — In 
many  cases  the  contractor  or  second  party  to  the  contract  who  is  to  perform 
or  who  has  performed  the  consideration  is  not  named  in  the  offer,  but  any- 
body who  may  accept  the  offer  or  perform  the  consideration  may  become 
the  contractor.     Such  contracts  are  those  created  by  the  performance  of  the 

1 24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  889  'Gerner  v.  Church  (Neb.),   62  N.  W. 

*  24  AmcT.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  339.  840.  Rep.  51. 

*  Cooper  v.  McCrTmmin,  88  Tex.  388.  8  Cooper  v.  McCrimmin.  83  Tex.  387. 
♦Wilcox  v.   Arnold   (Miss.),  39  N.   E.  'Miller  «.  Preston,  4  N.  Mex.  314;  and 

Rep.  414.  see  McCorinack  «•  Reece,  8  Green  (la.). 

*  Davis  v.  Johnson,  49  Mo.  App.  240.  591. 
•24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  841. 

•See  Sees.  122-181,  infra. 
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consideration  stipulated,  as  by  the  apprehension  and  arrest  of  a  criminal: 
under  a  public  offer  of  a  reward,  or  by  being  the  highest  bidder  at  an  auction 
sale,  or  the  lowest  bidder  for  the  performance  of  pnblio  works.  To  become 
a  party  to  such  a  contract  the  person  must  bring  himself  strictly  within  the, 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  offer,  or  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  at. 
the  sale  or  in  the  advertisement  for  bids  or  proposals.  In  accepting  an  offer 
of  reward  a  person  must  know  of  the  offer,  and  perform  the  consideration 
with  such  knowledge,  to  become  a  party  to  the  contract.  In  auction  sales,, 
as  in  bidding  for  contract  work,  the  contractor  becomes  the  offerer  ;  and 
if  the  sale  is  "  without  reserve  "  or  the  letting  absolutely  to  the  lowest  bid- 
der, then  his  becoming  a  party  to  the  contract  depends  upon  whether  he  is 
the  highest  bidder  in  the  former  case  and  the  lowest  bidder  in  the  latter 
case.  The  fact  that  his  offer  is  the  highest  in  the  one  case  or  the  lowest  in 
the  other  case  does  not  make  him  a  party  to  the  contract,  but  it  gives  him  a. 
right  to  a  contract.  To  become  a  party  to  a  contract  the  offer  of  the  bidder 
must  be  accepted  either  by  the  auctioneer  knocking  down  the  goods,  or  by 
the  formal  acceptance  of  the  proposal,  as  by  awarding  the  contract  to  the 

lowest  bidder. 

The  subject  of  proposals  and  lowest  bidder  is  of  special  interest  to 
readers  engaged  in  construction  work.  Considerable  space  has  been  given  to 
the  subject  in  Chapter  VI.  The  custom  of  letting  contracts  to  the  lowest, 
bidder,  which  is  so  universal  in  public  work,  has  been  prolific  of  law-suits. 
The  large  amount  of  money  involved  and  the  desire  on  the  part  of  men  in 
office  to  reward  their  constituents  have  promoted  sharp  practice  of  every  color 
and  design.  Therefore  such  contracts  receive  the  closest  surveillance  of 
the  court  when  they  come  before  it,  and  in  consequence  thereof  the  law 
regarding  contracts  to  lowest  bidders  is  pretty  well  determined. 

51.  Charter  and  Statute  Requirements  Must  be  Strictly  Carried  Out. — 
Where  directions  and  proceedings  are  prescribed  by  which  the  corporation 
is  to  let  the  contract  or  conduct  the  work,  these  directions  and  instructions 
are  imperative,  and  any  neglect  or  deviation  from  them  will  be  fatal  to  the 
validity  of  the  contract.1  In  an  act  which  declared  that  a  board  of  public 
works  "  may  "  advertise  for  proposals  and  the  contract  be  given  to  the  lowest 
bidder  the  court  declared  that  the  word  "may"  must  be  construed  to 
mean  "shall."1  The  illegality  of  the  contract  may  be  asserted  by  any  party 
or  interest.' 

When  it  was  left  discretionary  with  commissioners  to  employ  their  own 
labor  and  purchase  their  own  materials  and  construct  waterworks,  or  they 


1  Sedgewick    on  Const,  and  Stat.  Law  Pac.  Rep. 
368-378;  Henderson  v.  United  States  Ct.  of         *  TCnapp  v.  8 wan v, 56  Mich  845  ;  Dlllon'a 

Claims,  Dec.  Term,  1868,  per  Casey,  C.J.,  Munic  Corps,  §  882;  Green's  Brice's  Ultra 

pp.  75-83.  Vires  48:  Elmira  Gas  Co.  o.  Elmira,  2  Alb. 

'  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich.  95;  L.  J.  392;  Randolph  Co.  v.  Jones,  1  Breese 

and  966  Santa  Cruz  Co.  v.  Heaton  (Cal.),  38  (111.)  108. 
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could  let  the  work  or  portions  of  the  work  by  contract,  it  was  held  that, 
having  elected  to  do  the  work  by  contract,  they  must  let  the  contract 
strictly  as  provided  by  law,  and  material  deviations  from  the  methods 
imposed  rendered  the  contract  void  and  the  contractor  without  remedy.1 
Such  legislative  acts  are  not  directory  but  imperative  in  their*  requirements, 
and  when  a  statute  or  charter  declares  that  work  is  to  be  advertised,  plans 
and  specifications  prepared  and  published,  bids  invited,  and  the  contract 
awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder  it  is  a  formality  that  cannot  be  dispensed 
with.*  * 

52.  Ho  Recovery  can  be  Had  for  Work  and  Materials  Furnished  for 
Public  Work  Contrary  to  Law. — Any  irregularity,  gross  mistake,  fraud  and 
collusion,  or  any  circumstance  that  tends  to  foster  favoritism  or  to  prevent 
fair  and  honest  competition,  may  suffice  to  render  the  contract  void  and  to 
deprive  thie  contractor  of  any  returns  for  his  labor  or  materials.  This  must 
necessarily  work  great  hardships  to  a  contractor,  it  is  imposing  upon  him 
great  burdens  to  ascertain  and  watch  the  deliberations  of  a  board  or  city 
council;  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  the  mistakes  and  collusions  of  their 
officers  and  agents; — but  the  courts  maintain  that,  though  the  law  may  work 
hardships,  it  is  better  that  an  individual  should  occasionally  suffer  from  the 
mistakes  of  public  officers  or  agents  than  to  adopt  a  rule  which,  through 
improper  combinations  and  collusions,  might  be  turned  to  the  detriment  or 
injury  of  the  public.'  This  rule  may  seem  unjust  to  a  contractor  who,  with- 
out having  considered  whether  the  law  has  been  complied  with  or  not,  has 
performed  labor  and  furnished  materials  for  a  public  corporation,  and 
expects  compensation  therefor,  the  same  as  if  they  had  been  done  or  fur- 
nished for  a  private  individual.  But,  nevertheless,  the  authorities  hold  that 
a  contractor  when  dealing  in  a  manner  expressly  provided  by  law  must  see 
to  it  that  the  law  is  complied  with.  Where  work  is  done  for  a  city  without 
authority  the  fact  that  the  city  is  benefited  thereby  does  not  establish  its 
liability  to  pay  for  it.* 

53.  The  Law  will  Hot  Imply  a  Contract  which  the  Law  Forbids. — 
The  general  doctrine  unquestionably  is  that  when  one  receives  the  benefit 
of  another's  work  or  property  he  is  bound  to  pay  for  the  same,  and  this  doc- 
trine applies  as  well  to  corporations  as  to  individuals  in  cases  where 
there  is  no  restriction  imposed  by  law  upon  the  corporation  against  making 
in  direct  terms  a  contract  like  the  one  sought  to  be  implied;  *  f  but  where 
there  exist  legal  restrictions  which  disable  a  corporation  from  agreeing  in 

1  Dickinson  v.  City  of  Poughkeepaie,  75  96  U.  S.  691  [1877];  Nash  v.  St.  Paul,  11 

N.  Y.  65.  Minn.    174     [1866];    Burrell     v.    Boston 

1  Davison  v.  Gill,  1  East  64-71:  People  v.  (Mass ),  2  Clifford  590  [1867]. 

Allen,  6  Wend.  486;  Briggs  v.  Georgia,  15  *  Springfield  M.  Co.  v.  LaueCo.,  SOreg. 

Vein  73.  265. 

8  Whiteside  v.  United  States,  98  TJ.  S.  *  Cases  collected,  39  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

347-257  [1876] ;  Hawkins  v.  United  States.  Law  864. 

*  See  Chap.  VI.  Sec.  138,  infra.  f  See  Sees.  693-703,  infra. 
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express  terms  to  pay  money  the  law  will  not  imply  any  such  agreement 
against  the  corporation.1  The  law  is  based  upon  motives  of  economy,  and 
orginated  perhaps  in  some  degree  from  distrust  of  officers  to  whom  the 
duty  of  making  contracts  for  public  work  was  committed.  If  contractors 
were  allowed  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  their  work,  or  were  allowed 
compensation  to  the  extent  that  the  corporation  is  benefited,  it  would  afford 
a  means  of  evading  the  law.  Contractors  could  combine,  conspire  to  not  bid 
against  one  another,  bribe  public  officers  to  accept  their  proposals,  and  if 
detected  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  their  work  and  materials,  and  thus 
defeat  the  very  object  of  the  statute.9  *  No  implied  contract  can  be  inferred 
from  the  fact  that  the  structure  is  subsequently  used  by  the  public* 

Attempts  have  been  made  to  give  detailed  estimates  of  the  kinds  aud 
quantities  of  materials  and  work  required,  and  to  omit  from  the  specifications 
and  plans  such  materials  and  work  as  may  be  encountered  that  would  greatly 
increase  the  cost  and  which  are  difficult  to  determine  in  advance,  it  being 
the  intention  to  have  such  work  done  by  outside  parties  or  by  the  contractor 
at  a  reasonable  price.  Such  materials  are  hard-pan,  rock,  and  quicksand. 
If  under  the  statute  contracts  can  only  be  let  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder, 
then  no  other  manner  of  contracting  can  be  legal,  and  any  bid  or  contract 
which  leaves  the  payment  for  a  substantial  part  of  the  improvement  con* 
templated,  either  in  work  or  material,  to  private  agreement,  is  contrary  to 
express  provisions  of  law,  and  void.4  It  seems  that  if  the  extent  of  such 
extra  work  and  material  cannot  possibly  be  ascertained  in  advance,  even 
approximately,  it  may  be  proper  to  mention  such  contingencies  in  the  speci- 
fications and  contract  and  to  provide  for  payment  for  such  extraordinary 
contingencies  at  what  the  extra  work  is  reasonably  worth;  by  measure  or 
weight,  as  per  cubic  yard  or  per  ton;  but  such  a  course  can  never  be 
necessary  where,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  and  suitable 
investigation  by  the  city  surveyor  or  other  proper  official,  the  condition  of 
things  affecting  the  cost  of  construction  can  be  ascertained  beforehand. 
It  can  be  justified  only  when  the  true  condition  of  things  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained/ If  a  partial  compliance  were  sanctioned,  then  there  would  be  no 
safeguard  to  the  public  interests  in  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  If  a 
part  of  a  contract  be  exempted  from  the  force  of  the  law,  a  small  and  com* 
paratively  unimportant  portion  of  the  work  might  be  advertised  and  com- 


1  Brady  v.  The  Mayor,  2  Bosworth  173; 
Zottmauv.  San  Francisco.  20  Cal.  102-105; 
Springfield  Milling  Co.  t>.  Lane  Co.,  5 
Oregon  265  [1874];  Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Co. 
t.  San  Antonio,  62  Fed.  Rep.  882. 

1  Bare  «.  Village  of  G.  72  N.  Y.  468-472; 
McBrian  f>.  Grind  Rapids.  56  Mich.  95. 

*Taft  v.  Montague.  14  Mass.  281,  a 
ttresii .  McDonald  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  28 ; 
Davis    v.    School    District,    24   Me.    849; 


Pratt  t>.  Swan  ton,  15  Vt.  147;  Murpliv  t>. 
Albina  (Ore*.).  29  Pnc.  Rep.  855  [1892]. 
Welsonu  School  District,  32  N.  H.  118;  1 
Dill  Mud.  Corp.,  §  464;  many  cases  in 
15  Am-  r.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1084-5. 

4  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich   95. 

*  Parr  v.  Village  of  Greenbush,  112  N. 
Y.  246  [18891;  Brady  v.  Mayor  of  New 
York.  20  N.  Y.  817-318;  McBrian  v. Grand 
Rapids,  56  Mich.  95. 


*  8c4  Sec.  43  and  Sees.  186-140,  infra. 
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petition  invited,  and  the  great  bulk  be  left  to  private  agreement  between 
public  officers  and  the  contractor.1  * 

It  is  thought  advisable  to  mention  some  cases  of  interest  to  engineers  and 
contractors  in  which  contracts  have  been  held  void  and  inoperative.  The 
books  are  full  of  cases  where,  contrary  to  law,  contracts  have  been  awarded 
to  parties  who  were  not  the  lowest  bidders,  and  it  is  fully  established  that 
the  contract  in  such  a  case  is  void,  and  that  the  contractor  cannot  recover 
for  work  done  or  materials  furnished,  f 

54.  Irregularities  Need  Not  be  Caused  by  Contractor. — Irregularities  in 
awarding  the  contract,  though  not  encouraged  or  solicited  by  the  contractor, 
may  destroy  the  validity  of  the  contract  when  subsequently  discovered. 
Thus  where  one  of  the  competitors  in  bidding  for  a  public  work  was  per- 
mitted by  the  engineer,  to  whom  the  proposals  were  referred  for  calculation 
and  comparison,  to  alter  his  bid  so  as  to  make  it  appear  lower  than  that  of 
the  others,  and  then  after  the  acceptance  of  his  bid,  a  contract  was  made  at 
different  prices,  and  with  material  clauses  inserted,  not  contemplated  or 
offered  the  other  bidders;  it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  unauthorized 
and  void,  and,  further,  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  the  work  per- 
formed.* The  misfortunes  of  the  contractor  are  thus  augmented  when  it 
lies  in  the  power  of  a  dishonest  or  careless  engineer  to  render  his  contract 
invalid.  It  has  been  so  held  when  an  engineer  has  been  negligent,  dishonest, 
or  collusive  in  his  estimates,  and  it  turned  out  that  the  successful  bidder 
was  not  the  lowest  bidder,  that  the  law  was  not  complied  with,  and  that 
there  was  no  basis  for  a  valid  contract.9 

The  facts  of  the  case  cited,  briefly  stated,  are  that  the  estimate  of  the 
engineer  proved  no  better  than  a  random  guess,  and,  like  such  cases,  was  far 
from  being  correct.  The  engineer  reported  the  quantities  as  10,000  cubic 
yards  of  earth  and  20,000  cubic  yards  of  rock,  and  the  successful  contractor 
bid  $l.62£  for  earth  and  2  cents  for  rock  excavation,  and  in  comparison 
with  others  he  was  the  lowest  bidder.  As  it  turned  out,  there  were  about 
20,000  cubic  yards  of  earth  and  10,000  cubic  yards  of  rock,  which  made  him 
one  of  the  highest  instead  of  the  lowest  bidder.  The  contractor  cleared 
about  $12,000,  or  20  to  30  per  cent,  above  the  fair  value  of  the  work.  The 
court  said  that  such  an  estimate,  in  connection  with  a  bid  of  five  times  the 
actual  cost  of  earthworks  and  less  than  1£  per  cent,  of  actual  cost  of  rock 
excavation,  was  enough  to  show  on  its  face  that  the  contract  was  the 
result  of  fraud  and  collusion.9 

To  engineers  and  contractors  this  estimate  and  bid  may  not  seem  so 
extraordinary  nor  such  clear  evidence  of  fraud.  When  it  is  considered  that 
no  appropriation  or  other  provision  had  been  made  for  engineering  investi- 

1  McBrian  t>.  Grand  Rapids,  66  Mich.  05.         '  In  re  Anderson,  109  N.  Y.  554. 
•  Dickinson  v.  City  of  P.,  75  N.  Y.  65. 

*  8ee  Cha, .  VI,  Sees.  186-150,  infra.  f  &*  Bees.  182-200,  infra. 
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gation,  and  that  no  tests  whatever  were  made  before  letting  the  work  to 
ascertain  the  quantities  of  rock  and  earth  respectively,  the  estimate  is  not 
bo  extraordinary.  And  men  of  experience  engaged  in  construction  know 
that  facilities  for  undertaking  and  handling  work,  the  co-operation  of  con- 
tractors, the  joint  performance  of  two  dependent  jobs,  in  which  the  work 
done  upon  one  counts  upon  the  other,  would  all  tend  to  make  a  wide  difference 
in  the  prices  bid.  For  earth  that  must  be  hauled  to  the  limits  of  a  city  or 
to  distant  dumping-grounds  they  would  require  a  good  price,  while  other 
-contractors  who  have  contracts  for  filling  an  adjoining  lot  at  a  good  figure 
would  be  glad  to  secure  the  earth  for  the  digging;  and  likewise  with  rock, 
contractors  who  had  immediate  use  for  stone  in  the  vicinity  could  ex* 
cavate  or  quarry  it  at  a  mere  nominal  price.  Whether  such  conditions 
•existed  is  not  known,  but  to  an  engineer  the  facts  related  would  alone 
hardly  be  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud.  If,  however,  there  had  been  a 
bona  fide  effort  to  comply  with  the  ordinance,  and  there  had  been  an  honest 
mistake  or  error  as  to  the  quantities,  the  case  would  have  been  decided 
differently.1 

In  a  more  recent  case  in  the  same  state,  with  almost  precisely  the  same 
facts  and  circumstances,  it  was  held, — that  the  contract  was  binding;  that, 
though  the  contractor  in  making  his  bid  knew  that  the  estimate  misstated 
certain  items,  and,  in  bad  faith  and  with  intent  to  profit  by  the  ignorance 
of  the  engineer,  made  an'  unbalanced  bid,  yet,  there  being  no  fraudulent 
collusion  between  him  and  the  engineer  or  other  officer  of  the  corporation,  he 
was  entitled  to  recover,  and  had  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  his  own  knowledge, 
honestly  acquired,  so  long  as  he  did  nothing  to  mislead  or  deceive  the  city. 
It  was  held  that  the  validity  of  such  a  contract  did  not  depend  upon  the 
accuracy  of  the  officer  charged  with  the  duty  of  making  the  estimates,  but 
upon  an  honest  effort  on  his  part  to  be  accurate;  that  the  lowest  bidder 
under  the  esti  ates  is  the  lowest  bidder  under  the  law;  that  the  city  could 
not  hold  the  contractor  to  a  performance  and  then  annul  the  contract  be- 
cause the  accurate  result  so  varied  from  the  estimates  as  to  make  the 
accepted  bidder  higher  than  the  others.9 

The  decision  in  this  case,  it  is  thought,  will  better  meet  the  views  of 
engineers  and  contractors,  but  it  does  not  overrule  the  preceding  case;  and 
if  the  officers  of  a  corporation  have  acted  dishonestly,  collusively,  or  even 
negligently,  in  express  violation  of  the  statute  or  ordinance,  the  contract 
may  be  declared  void.9 

In  another  case,  in  which  the  prices  for  curbing  and  guttering  were 
about  four  times  those  of  other  bidders,  and  the  bid  offered  to  do  flagging 
tor  nothing,  which  was  the  largest  portion  of  the  expense,  the  case  was 

1  In  re  Anderson,  109  N.  Y.  564.  *  Accord  McMullen  t.  Hoffman  (C.  C), 

'  Reilly  «.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  N.  Y.,  Ill  N.      75  Fed.  Rep.  547. 
Y.  478. 
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regarded  as  free  from  fraud,  and  it  was  held  that  the  prices  alone  were  not 
sufficient  reason  for  declaring  the  contract  invalid.1 

55.  Precautions  to  be  Taken  by  Contractors  with  Regard  to  Parties  and 
Their  Powers. — In  conclusion  it  is  submitted  that  when  a  contract  is  mauo 
and  entered  into  "  by  and  through  commissioners  or  boards  of  public  works, 
government  or  city  officers  or  engineers,  or  agents  of  a  public  corporation  y> 
it  is  imperative  that  the  parties  study  the  act  or  statute  to  which  the  cor- 
poration or  board  owes  its  existence;  that  the  constitutionality  of  the  act 
be  considered ;  that  the  charter  granted  be  consulted  to  see  that  the  powers 
and  privileges  of  the  corporation  comprehend  the  proposed  improvement; 
that  the  deliberations  and  actions  of  the  city  council  or  board  have  been 
legal  and  constitutional  and  within  the  strict  interpretation  of  the  act;  that 
the  indebtedness  limited  by  the  act  has  not  been  exceeded,  nor  the  appro- 
priation been  exhausted;  that  the  power  to  make  and  enter  into  contracts 
has  not  been  specifically  given  by  the  act  to  some  particular  officer,  and 
that  it  is  a  power  that  can  be  delegated ;  that  the  officer  or  agent  who  assumes 
to  act  has  been  duly  appointed,  elected,  and  authorized  to  act  on  behalf  of 
the  corporation  or  board;  that  his  acts  are  within  the  authority  so  dele- 
gated or  bestowed;  that  such  officer  or  engineer  has  in  honesty  and  in 
good  faith  performed  his  duties  according  to  law;  that  the  work  itself  is 
not  forbidden  by  statute,  ordinance,  or  public  policy;  and  finally  that  the 
property  upon  which  the  work  is  to  be  performed  has  been  acquired, 
accepted,  or  condemned  pursuant  to  the  powers  given  and  the  laws  govern- 
ing the  corporation.  Then,  and  only  then,  can  a  contractor  feel  secure  in 
the  prosecution  of  his  work  and  that  he  will  be  rewarded  for  his  labors. 

56.  Source  of  Power. — " By  virtue  of  the  power  vested  in  him  [them]" 
etc.*  The  importance  of  this  clause  must  be  evident  from  what  has  pre- 
ceded. Every  opportunity  should  be  given  the  contractor  to  investigate 
the  conditions  under  which  he  enters  into  the  contract,  and  to  inquire  inta 
the  legality  of  his  undertakings. 

57.  Eesidence   of   Parties — Place   Where    Contract  is  Executed. — "By 

and  between of  the  City  of 

County  of State  of " 

Here  should  be  inserted  the  full  name  of  the  person,  partnership,  or  cor- 
poration that  assumes  to  act  and  be  responsible  for  the  performance  or 
execution  of  the  works  undertaken.  The  contract  should  give  the  full  and 
correct  name  under  which  the  parties  do  business  if  a  partnership,  and  if  a 
corporation  the  precise  title  under  which  it  was  incorporated. 

58.  Laws  Governing  Contract  May  be  Determined  by  the  Place  Where 
Contract  was  Made  or  by  the  Eesidence  of  the  Parties. — It  is  important 
that  the  residence  of  the  parties  be  given.    Corporations  should  be  described 

1  Matter  of  N.  Y.  P.  E  P.  8.,  75  X.  Y.  324  [1878]. 
*8ee  Sees.  29,  tupra,  aud  200-203,  infra. 
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very  carefully,  as  the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  which  they  belong  is  an 
important  one  in  serving  notices,  bringing  suits,  and  in  all  legal  proceed- 
ings. The  personal  ability  or  disability  of  a  party  to  make  a  contract  is  often 
decided  by  the  law  of  the  party's  domicile/  and  the  validity  of  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  tested  by  the  law  of  the  assignor's  domicile.' 
The  law  of  the  owner's  domicile  determines  whether  his  property  is  real  or 
personal,  as  well  as  the  right  to  its  possession  and  the  validity  of  its  transfer/ 
The  residence  of  the  parties,  the  place  in  which  the  contract  is  executed 
and  delivered,  and  the  location  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  or  the 
place  of  performance  may  one  and  all  have  much  to  do  in  determining  the 
validity,  interpretation,  enforcement,  etc.,  of  the  contract,  and  the  customs 
and  usages  under  which  the  work  shall  be  executed  and  paid  for.  The  law 
that  should  govern  is  the  law  by  which  the  parties  intended  to  be  governed, 
and  if  that  be  expressed  it  will  govern.  If  it  be  not  expressed,  then  there 
are  certain  presumptions  which  are  conclusive  of  the  parties'  intention. 
These  are :  1.  "  That  an  agreement  to  perform  an  act  in  a  certain  place  is 
made  in  reference  to  the  law  of  that  place.  2.  That  an  agreement  to  per- 
form an  act  without  designating  a  place  for  performance  is  presumed  to 
be  made  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  place  at  which  the  agreement  was 
made."  If  it  appear  from  the  face  of  a  contract  made  in  one  place  that  it  is  to  be 
performed  in  another  place  its  validity,  nature,  obligation,  and  interpretation 
will  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance,  but  not  its 
legality,  it  seems.4  If  no  place  of  performance  is  designated  in  the  con 
tract,  or  it  may  be  performed  anywhere,  it  will  be  governed  oy  the  law  oi 
the  place  where  it  was  made.5  A  contract  made  in  one  state  to  be  per- 
formed partly  in  that  state  and  partly  in  other  states  will  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  made  ;°  but  when  a  contract  was  made  in  one 
state  for  a  building  to  be  erected  in  another  state  the  law  of  the  state  where 
the  contract  was  performed — L  e.,  the  house  built — held  with  regard  to 
mechanics'  liens.7  In  building  and  construction  contracts  the  place  of  per- 
formance is  usually  named  in  the  description  of  the  subject-matter,  the  site 
or  locality;  but  whether  the  rule  will  hold  hard  and  fast  may  be  doubted, 
for  many  exceptions  and  contrary  decisions  have  arisen  under  the  conflict  of 
laws  of  different  places.  If  the  full  intention  of  the  parties  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained from  the  contract,  the  custom  or  usage  of  the  place  where  the  con- 
tract was  made  may  be  shown  to  assist  in  its  interpretation.  If  free  from 
obscurity  the  intention  as  expressed  will  hold  unless  it  be  proved  that  the 

1  Matthews  «.  Murcheson,  17  Fad.  Rep.  *  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  544,  661-2  ; 

760  [1888];   Spearman  t».   Ward,  8  Atl.  Bank  e.  Hall  (Pa  ),  24  Atl.  Rep.  666;  ao- 

Rep.  480 ;   8  Amer.  &  En  jr.  Ency.  Law  cord  Leake's  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Con- 

578.  tracts   207;    Cnrtwright  v.  Railroad  Co. 

1 8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  578.  (Vt.),  9  Atl.  Rep.  870  [18871. 

'  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  574.  ■  8  Aroer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  660. 

4  Brown  t>.  Amer.  Finance  Co. ,  81  Fed.  '  Barder  v.  Carafe,  44  N.  J.  Law  906 ; 

Rap.  516  ;  West.  Un.  Teh  Co.  «.  Eubank  Thurman  t>  Kyle,  71  Ga.  628. 
(Ky.),  88  S.  W.  Rep.  1068. 
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interpretation  would  be  different  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  wher* 
the  contract  was  executed.1  When  it  is  not  clear  that  the  contract  is  to  be 
performed  in  a  place  designated,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  rate  of  inter- 
est, the  penalties  of  usury,  the  ceremonies  to  be  performed,  such  as  those 
required  by  the  registry  laws,  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  special  statutes  per- 
taining to  the  subject-matter,  all  depend  upon  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
the  contract  is  drawn,  signed,  and  delivered,  or  where  it  is  purported  to  have 
been  entered  into.  It  is  often  said  that  if  a  contract  is  valid  and  binding 
where  made,  it  is  valid  and  binding  everywhere,  and  if  void  or  illegal  where 
made,  it  is  generally  held  void  and  illegal  everywhere  else.*  This  is  gen- 
erally so  unless  the  contract  is  contrary  to  good  morals  or  repugnant  to  the 
policy  of  the  state  where  it  is  to  be  enforced.*  A  contract  that  is  valid  when 
made  is  not  affected  by  a  change  in  the  public  policy  of  the  state;4  and  it  has 
been  held  that  where  a  contract  is  valid  at  the  time  when  it  is  sought  to  be 
enforced  the  fact  that  it  was  against  public  policy  when  made,  is  immaterial/ 
The  operation  of  a  contract  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  it,  so  far  as 
such  rights  depend  upon  the  construction  and  validity  of  the  agreement  or 
on  questions  of  sufficiency  of  performance,  are  governed  by  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  the  suit  is  brought,*  as  are  also  questions  of  the  remedy  to  be 
allowed  and  the  manner  of  enforcing  the  contract.  A  discharge  of  a  con- 
tract by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  made  is  generally  held  a  dis- 
charge everywhere;  but  a  discharge  by  the  law  of  a  place  where  it  was  not 
made  or  to  be  performed  will  not  be  a  discharge  of  it  in  other  countries.1 
All  8ii its  must  be  brought  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations which  prevails  in  the  place  where  the  action  is  brought,  yet  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made  may  limit  the  time  in  which  a 
a  8ii it  may  be  brought,  for  no  action  can  be  brought  in  another  place  where  a 
greater  length  of  time  is  allowed  or  where  there  is  no  limitation  at  all.8 
The  place  of  contract  is  not  the  place  where  a  note  or  bill  is  made,  drawn, 
or  dated,  but  the  place  where  it  is  delivered  from  drawer  to  drawee,  from 
promisor  to  payee,  from  indorser  to  indorsee.*  A  contract  is  made  and 
determined  by  the  place  in  which  it  was  completed.  Therefore  a  contract 
made  by  a  traveling  agent  which  required  ratification  by  his  employer  was 
deemed  to  have  been  made  at  the  place  where  the  ratification  was  given.10 
The  author  has  dwelt  upon  this  subject  to  show  the  necessity  of  describing 
the  parties,  their  residence,  and  the  place  where  the  contract  is  entered  into 
and  to  be  performed,  more  than  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  laws  by 

1  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  561.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.),  62  Fed.  Rep.  904. 

•  Winter  «.  Baker,  50  Barb.  482  [1867]  ;  •  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  575. 

8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  552-8.  '  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  581-2. 

•  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  554 ;  Union         *  3  Amer.  &  Enir.  Ency.  Law  583-4.    See 
Locomo.  Exp.  Co.  v.  Erie  Ry.  Co.,  87  N.  J.      other  caeet  cited. 

Law  28  [1878].  •  Overton   v.    Bolton,    9   Heiakell    762 

4  Stephens  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  (Cal. ),  41  [1872]. 

Pac.  Rep.  783.  "Schuenfeldt   v.  Junkerman,  20  Fed. 

•  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  Rep.  357  [1884]. 
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which  the  contract  will  be  governed.  To  do  the  latter  in  a  few  pages  or 
even  chapters  would  be  ont  of  the  question,  for  it  embraces  the  whole  sub- 
ject of  conflict  of  laws,  one  of  the  most  confused  and  perplexing  sub- 
jects in  the  study  of  law. 

59.  Time  When  Contract  was  Made  or  Entered  Into— Day  or  Date. — 
Of  equal  importance  is  the  date  of  a  contract,  which  is  usually  inserted  in 

the  following  phrase:  "This day  of in  the  year "    Every 

engineering,  as  well  as  legal,  document  or  memorandum  should  be  correctly 
dated,  so  much  often  depends  upon  the  day  on  which  it  was  made.  The 
validity,  enforcement,  and  time  of  completion  of  a  contract  are  sometimes 
determined  by  the  day  or  hour  when  it  was  delivered.  If  a  longer  period 
than  that  fixed  by  law  has  elapsed  since  its  breach  or  execution  both  parties' 
rights  may  have  been  forfeited,  and  the  contract  be  dead  and  worthless. 
This  suggests  the  question  as  to  what  completes  the  contractor  at  what 
time  does  it  become  binding.  A  written  contract  or  specialty  is  not  binding 
until  delivered.1  It  has  therefore  frequently  been  held  that  a  deed  or  bond 
or  note  signed  on  Sunday,1  but  delivered  on  some  other  day  of  the  week,  is 
valid  and  binding,  since  such  instruments  take  effect  from  the  time  of  de- 
livery; and  the  deed  may  have  been  acknowledged  on  Sunday.'  The  same 
has  been  held  of  other  contracts  in  writing,  as  an  order  for  goods4  written 
and  signed  on  Sunday,  but  dated,  delivered,  and  filed  on  a  secular  day ;  a 
contract  to  finish  a  court-house  signed  by  one  party  on  Sunday.*  To  render 
a  contract  void  because  made  on  Sunday  it  must  have  been  closed  or  per- 
fected on  that  day.*  The  fact  that  negotiations  leading  up  to  the  contract 
took  place,  or  that  terms  were  agreed  upon,  on  Sunday  does  not  render  the 
contract  invalid  if  it  were  completed  on  a  week-day.'  On  the  other  hand  a 
proposition  of  purchase  and  sale  made  on  a  week-day,  but  completed  and 
delivered  on  Sunday,  is  void.* 

If  a  contract  must  be  made  upon  a  Sunday  or  legal  holiday  the  terms 
may  be  agreed  upon,  the  instrument  drafted,  signed,  sealed,  and  acknowl- 
edged on  Sunday,  and  then  delivered  upon  some  succeeding  day  not  a 
holiday,  postdating  the  contract  to  agree  with  the  date  of  delivery.  It 
seems  that  the  contract  cannot  be  delivered  on  Sunday  to  another  as  an 
agent  to  deliver  upon  a  week-day,  for  when  a  note  was  signed  by  two 
makers  on  Sunday  and  delivered  by  one  only  on  a  week-day  it  was  held  not 
to  bind  the  other  signer,  as  he  could  not  authorize  a  delivery  on  Sunday.9 
Under  such  a  law  it  would  seem  legally  proper  for  the  party  who  could  not 

'McFarland  v.  Sikes  (Conn.),  8  N.  £.  •  Poster  t>.  Worten,  67  Miss.  540;  Moseley 

Rep.  252.  v.  Van  Hoser,  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  286. 

'  24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  555,  566,  1  Cases  in  24  Amer   &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

*nd  eases  cited.  566. 

'  24   Amer.    &  Eng.  Ency.    Law  555,  8  Smith  v  Foster,  41  N.  H.  220. 

note.  •  Bishop  on  Contracts  'Enlg.  ed.)  §  544; 

4  Cameron  v.  Peck.  87  Conn.  556.  Davis  t>.  Barger,  57  Ind.  54;  and  other  eases 

• Behan  o.  Ohio,  75  Tex.  87.  cited  in  24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  566. 
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be  present  on  a  day  following,  to  take  his  copy  of  the  contract  with  him,  and 
to  make  a  delivery  to  the  other  party  by  messenger,  express,  or  through  the 
post-office. 

In  some  jurisdictions  contracts  made  on  Sunday,  and  therefore  invalid, 
may  be  ratified  on  some  succeeding  week-day;1  but  there  are  many  cases 
that  hold  that  the  ratification  must  amount  to  the  making  of  a  new  con- 
tract. The  diversity  of  opinions  is  due  to  the  different  statutes  of  the  states, 
and  to  the  view  that  the  courts  have  taken  of  Sunday  contracts. 

It  is  suggested  that  courts  will  have  little  sympathy  with  contracts  made 
and  executed  on  Sunday,  inasmuch  that  in  nearly  all  Christian  countries 
and  states  all  labor  and  business  are  required  to  be  laid  aside  on  the  Sabbath 
except  such  work  as  is  necessary  or  is  an  act  of  charity,  and  parties  who  de- 
liberately transgress  the  law  will  have  little  consideration  when  they  seek 
the  law's  protection.  The  courts  therefore  frequently  refuse  to  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  cases  where  Sunday  contracts  have  been  made,  holding  that 
the  party  complaining  is  as  bad  as  the  one  complained  of,  denying  either 
party  any  rights  under  the  contract,  and  leaving  the  parties  where  their 
illegal  transaction  has  put  them. 

As  to  what  is  necessary  construction-work,  there  are  few  cases  reported  in 
the  books.  If  property  be  exposed  to  imminent  danger  or  peril  it  is  work 
of  necessity  to  preserve  it.'  It  has  therefore  been  held  proper  to  gather 
and  handle  grain,  hay,  sap,  etc.,  on  Sunday  that  were  liable  to  spoil  or  be 
damaged,  and  to  save  logs  scattered  by  storm.  A  flow  of  two  barrels  of  salt 
water  a  day  into  an  oil-well  was  held  not  so  injurious  that  it  would  make 
the  pumping  of  it  out  on  Sunday  necessary  work,  and  relieve  the  operator 
from  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  Sunday  law.'  Repairs  to  a  mill,4  as  the 
cleaning  out  of  a  wheel-pit,  on  Sunday,  so  as  to  prevent  stopping  on  week- 
days, and  thereby  shutting  down  a  mill  employing  many  hands,  was  held 
not  a  work  of  necessity/  It  has  been  held  that  a  contractor  was  not 
chargeable  with  negligence  for  refusing  to  work  on  Sunday  when  by  so 
doing  and  constructing  a  sewer  he  could  have  avoided  injury  to  a  brick 
wall/ 

One  is  not  safe  in  undertaking  any  work  on  Sunday  that  can  as  well  be 
done  on  a  week-day. T  The  fact  that  a  creditor  wished  to  go  away  immedi- 
ately does  not  make  it  necessary  to  sign,  deliver,  or  accept  on  Sunday  an 
order  to  pay  the  debt.*  If  one  contract  to  serve  another  in  Alaska,  and  to 
give  his  whole  time,  attention,  capacity,  and  energy  to  the  business,  and  to 
work  as  directed,  at  all  times,  at  any  place,  Sundays  and  holidays  not  ex- 

»24  Amer.  &  Bog.  Ency.  Law  561,  570,  '(Meson  v.  City  of  Plnttemouth  (Neb.), 

571.  02  N.  W.  Rep.  848. 

•Pannalee  v.  Wilks,  22  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  'Bucher  «.  Fitchburg  R.  Co  ,  181  Mass. 

040.  106,  125  U.  8.  556;  Holcomb  «.  Danby,  51 

1  Com.  t>.  Funk,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  377.  Vt.  428. 

.   « Hamilton  r.  Austin,  52  N.  H.  575.  'Mace  v.  Putnam,  71  Me.  288;  and  see 

•  McOrath  t.  Merwln,  112  Mass.  457.  Meader  v.  White,  66  Me.  90. 
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cepted,  he  may  be  required  to  work  on  Sundays,  and  may  be  discharged  for 
refusing  to  do  so.1 

If  a  contract  be  not  dated,  the  day  on  which  it  was  made  and  entered 
into  and  delivered  may  be  proved  by  evidence.  The  omission  of  the  date  ia 
not  fatal  to  the  validity  of  a  simple  contract,  nor  of  a  deed,  though  it  may 
affect  the  negotiability  of  a  bill  or  note.*  If  an  instrument  be  dated  the  date 
inserted  will  be  regarded  as  the  true  date  unless  otherwise  proven.' 

1  Nelson  t>.  Pyramid  H.  P.  Co.  (Waah.),  80         •  5  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  77. 
Pac.   Rep.  1006;  other  caeca  accord  and        *8e$  5  Amer.  4  Bng.  Bncy.  Law  80,  01* 
contra  in  24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  060.      08. 
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CONSIDERATION. 

THE   THING    FOB    WHICH   THE   ACT   18   DONE.      CONTRACTOR   CONSENTS   TO 

DO  80ME  LAWFUL  ACT:    FOR  WHAT? 

60.  The  Consideration. — An  undertaking  or  agreement  is  not  a  contract 
that  can  be  enforced  in  our  courts  of  law  unless  it  has  been  made  or 
assumed  for  a  consideration.  There  must  be  a  clear  understanding  between 
the  parties,  and  there  must  be  some  consideration  for  the  obligations  as- 
sumed by  both  parties,  something  given  in  exchange  for  the  obligation, 
that,  in  the  theory  of  the  law  at  least,  is  commensurate  with  the  obligation 
undertaken.1  The  law  will  not  permit  a  person  to  assume  contract  obliga- 
tions for  nothing.  There  must  be  something  given  in  exchange,  and  that 
something,  so  far  as  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  judge,  must  be  legally 
equivalent  to  the  obligation  assumed. 

The  consideration  of  a  contract  may  be  described  as  that  which  either 
party  suffers,  surrenders,  gives,  does,  or  refrains  from  doing,  or  promises  or 
pledges,  for  the  obligation  which  he  receives  in  return  from  the  other 
party.  It  may  be  that  which  is  given  or  promised  by  one  party  for  that 
which  is  received  or  undertaken  or  relinquished  by  the  other  party.  The 
consideration  may  consist  of  some  right,  profit,  interest,  or  benefit  accruing 
to  one  party,  or  it  may  be  some  forbearance,  detriment,  loss,  or  responsi- 
bility endured,  suffered,  or  undertaken  by  the  other  party.  The  thing  given 
or  surrendered  may  be  any  material  thing  of  value,  as  money,  an  act,  a  right, 
or  a  privilege,  or  it  may  be  simply  a  promise  or  an  undertaking  for  a  con- 
sideration of  value.  There  must  be  some  undertaking  or  obligation  as- 
sumed or  there  is  no  contract;  a  mere  exchange  of  two  articles  of  value  is 
not  a  contract. 

61.  As  Regards  Consideration. — The  act  undertaken  or  the  promise 
given  may  be  in  consideration  of  something  given,  or  of  a  promise  to  give, 
to  pay,  or  to  do  something,  or  to  refrain  from  doing  something.  The  con- 
sideration may  be  a  benefit  to  the  one  to  whom  it  moves  or  is  promised,  or 
a  detriment  to  the  one  who  furnishes  it.  Detriment  may  be  simply  the 
doing  of  a  thing  which  the  party  is  not  bound  to  do,  and  does  not  necessarily 

1  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1017. 
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mean  injury.  There  may  be  a  clear  benefit  to  a  promisor,  and  yet  no  con- 
sideration— for  example  where  the  benefit  does  not  come  from  the  promisee. 
Detriment  to  the  promisee  is  a  universal  test  of  the  sufficiency  of  considera- 
tion, and  every  consideration  must  possess  this  quality.  If  there  is  detri- 
ment to  the  promisee  it  does  not  matter  whether  there  is  benefit  to  the 
promisor  or  not.  The  consideration  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
promisor  or  of  some  third  person,  or  to  the  benefit  of  nobody.  Considera- 
tion therefore  means  rather  that  the  promisee  suffers  detriment  more  than 
that  the  promisor  is  benefited.1  The  detriment  must  be  a  detriment  from 
entering  into  the  contract,  not  from  the  breach  of  it.9  In  legal  contem 
plation  the  promise  is  always  given  and  received  in  exchange  for  the  consid- 
eration, and  for  no  other  purpose.  A  promise  can  never  constitute  a  gift 
from  the  promisor  to  the  promisee. 

62.  Consideration  in  Case  of  Subscriptions.— From  what  has  been  said  a 
natural  conclusion  would  be  that  gratuitous  subscriptions  to  promote  a 
common  object  were  not  binding.  Many  engineering  and  architectural 
schemes  are  promoted  by  the  concerted  action  of  public-spirited  citizens, 
whose  ardor  is  less  warm  when  it  comes  to  paying  their  subscriptions  than 
when  they  made  them.  To  the  contractors  and  engineers  who  have  under- 
taken to  carry  out  their  plans  it  is  a  matter  of  much  moment  whether  the] 
can  collect  anything  for  their  time,  labor,  and  materials.* 

Where  several  persons  sign  a  subscription  paper,  each  agreeing  to  pay  a 
certain  amount  towards  an  enterprise  in  which  all  are  interested,  the 
promise  of  each  may  be  held  a  good  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the 
others.  This  may  be  a  consideration  for  a  binding  contract  between  the 
subscribers,  but  it  is  not  a  consideration  as  between  the  subscribers  and  one 
who  is  not  a  subscriber,  but  who  has  furnished  the  means  to  carry  out  the 
enterprise  for  which  the  subscriptions  were  made. 

If  the  subscription  is  for  a  designated  purpose,  and  a  contractor  is 
invited  to  carry  out  the  conditions  stipulated  in  the  subscription  paper, 
which  he  has  done,  or  if  on  the  faith  of  the  subscriptions  he  has  expended 
money  or  assumed  liability,  an  acceptance  of  the  offer  of  the  subscribers  will 
be  implied,  and  the  contractor  may  collect  from  the  subscribers.  In  the 
absence  of  the  above  circumstances  the  subscription  is  a  mere  offer  and 
cannot  be  enforced.  If  an  offer  merely  it  may  be  revoked  at  any  time 
before  the  consideration  and  conditions  have  been  performed.  A  gratuitous 
subscription  with  only  one  signature  is  but  an  offer  which,  until  accepted  by 
the  promisee  in  express  terms  or  by  a  performance  of  the  conditions 
stipulated  therein,  is  without  a  consideration,  and  cannot  be  enforced  against 
the  will  of  the  subscriber.  Doubtless,  however,  the  law  would  imply  a  con- 
tract to  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  amount  he  had  expended.    Ger- 

1  Currie  «.  Misa,  L.  R.  10  Et.  1«2;  Lang-         f  Ridgway  «.  Grace  (Com.  PI. ),  21  N.  Y. 
dell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1022.  Supp.  934. 

*  See  Parties,  Sees.  48,  49,  supra. 
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tainly  it  is  well  settled  that  when  a  contractor  to  whom  the  subscriptions 
run  has  performed  his  part  or  has  incurred  obligations  on  the  faith  of  such 
subscriptions,  and  has  complied  with  the  conditions  on  which  they  were 
made,  the  contract  of  each  and  all  can  be  enforced.1 

63.  Adequacy  of  Consideration. — The  consideration  must  have  some 
value,  and  the  considerations  moving  irom  either  party  to  the  other  party 
must  be  legally  equivalent.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  the  parties  themselves 
are  left  to  judge  of  the  relative  value  of  the  considerations  which  they 
furnish  or  pledge,  but  if  the  agreement  be  such  that  the  consideration  can- 
not possibly  be  equivalent  to  the  promise  the  contract  will  not  hold. 

The  value  of  most  considerations,  as  well  as  of  most  promises,  is  some- 
thing which  the  law  cannot  measure;  it  is  not  merely  a  matter  of  fact,  but 
a  matter  of  opinion.  If  the  parties  think  that  the  consideration  is  equal  to 
the  promise,  or  vice  versa,  and  if  they  are  willing  to  exchange  one  for  the 
other,  the  consideration  will  be  equal  to  the  promise  if  the  law  can  see  that 
it  has  any  value  at  all.  Fifty  cents  cannot  be  a  consideration  to  pay  $1 
unconditionally  and  on  request,  i.  e.,  immediately.  But  $1  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  a  promise  to  pay  $1000  at  some  future  day  or  upon  the 
happening  of  some  uncertain  event,  though  the  $1  is  only  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration for  a  general  or  unqualified  promise  to  pay  $1.'  The  smallest  sum 
of  money  may  be  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  to  acknowledge 
satisfaction  of  a  judgment  for  the  largest  sum.'  So  $1  may  be  a  considera- 
tion for  a  farm  whose  market  value  is  $5000,  or  $1000  may  be  a  considera- 
tion for  so  trivial  a  thing  as  a  canary-bird. 

The  reasons  for  these  discriminations  are  that  the  law  has  never  aban- 
doned the  principle  that  the  consideration  must  be  commensurate  with  the 
obligation  which  is  given  in  exchange  for  it,  that  though  the  smallest  con- 
sideration will  in  most  cases  support  the  largest  promise,  this  is  only  because 
the  law  shuts  its  eyes  to  the  inequality.  Any  inequality  to  which  the  law 
cannot  shut  its  eyes  is  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  promise.1  Yet,  though  the 
most  trivial  thing  may  answer  for  a  consideration,  there  must  be  something, 
for  the  court  cannot  disregard  the  fact  that  something  and  nothing  are  not 
equivalent.  The  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  must  not  be  so  gross  as  of 
;.tself  to  prove  fraud  or  imposition.4  A  promise  to  acoept  a  part  of  a  debt 
ilready  due  in  payment  of  the  whole  if  paid  by  a  certain  day  is  without 
consideration  and  void,  for  surely  "a  part  cannot  be  equal  to  the  whole." * 

64.  The  Consideration  of  a  Contraot  Must  be  Something  More  Than  a 
Moral  Obligation. — A  mere  moral  obligation  or  duty  is  not  regarded  in  law 

1  Homan  v.  Steele,  18  Neb.  652  [1886];  •Langdell's  Summary  of  Cont-  acts  1017. 

Orman  v.  Buel  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep  515;         »  Langdell's  Summary  1017;  Emmet  Go. 

Hisert  v.  University,  58  Ind.  826  [18761;  v.  Allen  (la.),  41  N.  W.  Rep  201  [1889]. 
Brownlee  v.  Lowe  (Iud.),  20  N.  E  Rep.  4Judy  v.  Louderman  (Ohio).   29  N.    E. 

301  ri8891;  Stearns  v.  Corbett.  88  Mich.  Rep.  181. 

458  [1870];  but  see  24  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  *  W  ti.s  t>.  Frencbe  et  al.,  19  N.  J.  Eq. 

Law  828.  et  $eq.  407  [1869]. 
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of  sufficient  value  to  support  a  promise.  A  debt  owing  by  a  woman's  dead 
husband  which  is  barred  by  limitations  is  not  such  a  consideration  as  will 
support  an  agreement  by  her  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  debt.1 

There  are  what  seem  to  be  exceptions  to  the  statement  that  a  moral 
obligation  will  not  support  a  promise.  The  cases  of  obligations  which  are 
not  enforceable  because  of  the  infancy  or  bankruptcy  of  the  promisor  or 
because  the  right  to  an  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  are 
often  cited  as  such  exceptions.  In  these  cases  the  obligation  is  not  regarded 
as  haying  ceased  to  exist,  but  the  law  has  given  the  party  a  defense  which  he 
may  exercise  or  waive,  and  a  new  promise  is  held  to  operate  as  such  a  waiver. 
The  action  in  such  a  case  is  not  brought  upon  the  new  promise,  but  either 
upon  the  original  obligation  or  upon  one  implied  by  law.*  A  promise  'to 
pay  a  debt  which  the  creditor  has  by  his  own  act  effectually  released  is 
without  consideration.  A  promise  by  a  widow  to  perform  a  promise  made 
by  her  while  married  is  not  binding  without  a  new  consideration  in  states 
where  married  women  are  under  coverture.'  An  obligation  enforceable  in 
equity  will  support  an  express  promise  to  pay  and  make'  it  suable  at  law.4 
The  moral  duty  of  a  father  to  provide  for  his  child  has  been  held  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  a  promise  to  pay  money/ 

65.  The  Consideration  Must  Hot  be  Wanting.6 — If  the  thing  to  which  the 
consideration  relates  has,  contrary  to  the  belief  of  the  parties,  no  existence, 
the  contract  obligation  will  not  hold.  Thus  materials  sold  that  turn  out  to 
have  been  destroyed  before  the  bargain  was  made  is  in  fact  no  contract  of 
sale.7  So  if  parties  contract  for  a  thing  which  they  suppose  to  exist,  but 
which  in  point  of  fact  does  not  exist,  the  contract  is  void.8 

66.  The  Doing  of  a  Thing  by  One  Party  Which  He  is  Already  Bound  to  the 
Other  Party  to  Do  is  Hot  a  Consideration  for  a  Few  Promise  or  a  Contract. — 
A  promise  to  pay  a  public  officer  an  extra  fee  or  a  sum  beyond  that  fixed  by 
law  is  not  binding,  even  though  he  renders  services  and  exercises  a  degree  of 
diligence  greater  than  could  have  been  required  of  him;  *  but  a  contract  by 
persons  whose  property  was  threatened  by  a  mob  to  reimburse  the  sheriff 
for  money  expended  by  him  for  the  wages  and  subsistence  of  special  depu- 
ties is  not  void  as  against  public  policy  so  long  as  he  exacts  nothing  for  his 
•own  services  or  the  services  of  his  regular  deputies.10 


'Sullivan  t>.  Sullivan  (Cal.),  88  Pac. 
Rep.  862. 

*  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1020. 

*  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  841. 

4  Condon  v.  Barr  (N.  J.).  6  Atl.  Rep. 
•614  [18861;  Cameron  t».  Fowler,  5  Hill  (N. 
Y.)  806. 

*  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  840. 
•Tife  *.  Blake  (Minn.),  88  N.  W.  Rep. 

202. 

7  Pollock  on  Contracts  441;  Bishop  <>n 
Contracts.  §  70  ;  Rogers  v.  Walsh,  12 
Neb.  28;  G  toon  f.  Pelkie,  87  Mich    880; 


Hopkins  *  Hinkley,  61  M<1.  684;  Price  v. 
Peper,  13  Bush  42,  horse  dead.  And  the 
same  is  true  of  a  house  that  has  been 
burned  Taylor  t>.  Caldwell,  8  B  &  S. 
826  Walker;  v.  Tacker,  70  111.  527. 

8  Marion  v.  Bennett,  8  Paige  312;  Mays 
«.  Dwight,  1  Norris  (Pa.)  462;  Indianapo- 
lis ©.  McAvoy,  86  Ind.  587. 

•Decatur  «.  Virmillion,  77  111.  815 
[18751. 

10  McCandless  v.  Alleghany  Bessemer 
Steel  Co.  (Pa  Sup.),  25  Atl.  Rep.  579. 
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A  promise  by  the  owner  to  pay  additional  compensation  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  which  the  contractor  is  already  under  obligation  to  the 
promisor  to  perform  is  without  consideration.1  A  promise  by  the  contract- 
or's surety,  to  whom  the  money  to  become  due  under  the  contract  had  been 
assigned,  to  pay  the  claim  of  a  subcontractor  if  he  would  do  certain  work 
which  he  was  required  to  do  by  his  contract  was  held  without  considera- 
tion.* A  promise  by  a  building-contractor  to  put  another  coat  of  oil  on  the 
inside  of  a  house,  made  after  he  had  fully  complied  with  his  contract  and 
without  any  additional  consideration,  is  a  mere  gratuity,  and  his  failure  to 
put  on  the  additional  coat  will  not  prevent  him  from  recovering  the  full 
amount  due  under  his  contract.*  If  the  promise  had  been  made  before  he 
had  performed  his  contract  it  might  have  been  different  When  a  construc- 
tion company  had  completed  work  according  to  contract  an  agreement  to 
accept  less  than  the  contract  price  was  held  without  consideration  and  not 
to  release  the  owner  from  liability  for  payment  at  the  original  contract  rate.4 
The  same  was  held  of  an  agreement  of  a  subcontractor  to  sign  a  release  of 
the  contractor  from  personal  liability  in  consideration  that  the  owner  would 
pay  the  former  a  past-due  note/  A  promise  to  pay  at  a  future  time  a  debt 
already  due,  and  which  draws  interest,  is  not  a  consideration  for  the  exten- 
sion of  the  time  of  payment  when  the  rate  of  interest  thereon  is  not 
changed.6 

A  promise  by  an  owner  to  an  architect  to  pay  him  a  commission  of  5 
per  cent,  additional  as  an  inducement  to  resume  work  upon  a  job  for  which 
he  had  agreed  to  furnish  plans  and  to  superintend  is  void,  there  being  no 
consideration  for  the  promise.  The  architect  in  this  case  had  contracted  to 
prepare  the  plans  and  to  superintend  the  erection  of  a  large  brewery,  but 
upon  learning  that  a  certain  contract,  which  he  had  hoped  himself  to  secure, 
had  been  given  to  another  he  became  angry,  took  his  plans,  called  off  his 
superintendent,  and  refused  to  have  anything  more  to  do  with  the  brewery. 
The  facts  of  the  case  were  that  the  architect  took  advantage  of  the  owner's 
necessities  and  extorted  a  promise  to  pay  him  5  per  cent,  as  a  balm  for 
his  feelings  and  as  a  condition  for  his  complying  with  his  contract  already 
entered  into.  To  permit  one  to  recover  under  such  circumstances  would  be- 
to  offer  a  premium  upon  bad  faith,  and  invite  men  to  violate  their  most 
sacred  contracts  that  they  might  profit  by  their  own  wrongs.1 

The  principle  seems  to  apply  even  when  the  promisee  is  under  obligation 
to  a  third  person  to  do  the  thing  in  question,  for  there  is  a  conclusive  pre- 
sumption of  law  that  the  act  is  done  in  discharge  of  the  previous  obligation,. 

1  Jones  t>.  Risley  (Tex.  Sup.),  82  8.  W.  *McNuttt>.  Louey  (Pa.   Sup.),  25  AtU 

Rep.  1027.  Rep.  1088;  and  see  McCarly  t>.  Hampton 

*  Alley  t.  Turck  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  Bldg.  Assn.,  61  Iowa  287,  where  an  addi- 

488.  Uonal  guaranty  we  exacted. 

1  Widiman  v.  Brown  (Micli.),  47  N.  W.  «  Stickler  t>.  Giles  (Wash.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 

Rep.  281  r  1890].  293. 

4  Fitzgerald    t>.    Fitzgerald    &   Mallory  7  Lingenf elder  t>.  W.  Brewery  Co.  (Mo. )# 

Const.  Co.  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  888.  15  S.  W.  Rep.  844  [1891]. 
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and  not  as  a  consideration  of  a  new  and  later  promise.1  So  if  a  builder 
is  under  a  contract  to  complete  a  house  by  a  certain  day  and  an  out*, 
aider  promises  him  a  bonus  if  he  will  fulfill  his  contract  the  promise  would 
be  without  a  consideration.  It  would  be  otherwise,  however,  if  the  contract 
had  been  mutually  rescinded  or  the  contractor  had  good  and  sufficient  reason 
for  abandoning  the  work.  A  promise  in  consideration  that  he  should  complete 
it  a  day  earlier  than  that  required  by  his  contract  would  be  binding,  and  an 
extension  of  time  by  one  party  is  a  good  consideration  for  the  promise  of 
another.* 

A  request  by  the  owner  of  a  building,  that  subcontractors  stop  work  for 
the  reason  that  the  contractor  had  overdrawn  his  account  and  that  he  could 
get  it  done  more  cheaply,  and  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  subcontractors,, 
whereupon  the  owner  told  them  to  go  ahead  and  to  send  the  bill  to  him,  but 
to  make  a  reduction  in  the  price  if  possible,  was  held  to  create  a  contract 
between  the  owner  and  subcontractors  on  sufficient  consideration.'  An 
agreement  of  a  construction  company  to  commute  its  contract  rate  of  com- 
pensation for  finished  work  to  a  lower  rate,  because  the  work  had  not  been 
completed  as  agreed,  in  consideration  of  which  the  other  party  consented  to* 
accept  the  work  in  its  unfinished  condition,  affords  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  sustain  the  stipulated  reduction.4 

A  contract  to  make  an  excavation  at  an  agreed  price,  the  contractor 
having  examined  the  work  before  taking  the  contract,  and  having  furnished 
proof  that  it  was  found  more  difficult  than  was  supposed,  which  was  dis- 
puted by  disinterested  witnesses,  is  insufficient  to  show  consideration  to 
uphold  a  promise  to  pay  an  additional  price.*  *  An  agreement  to  permit 
the  contractor  to  retain  twenty-five  dollars  already  paid  him  above  his 
expenses  and  to  pay  for  the  material  furnished  in  consideration  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  contract  is  not  void  for  want  of  a  consideration.6  A 
proinise  to  pay  for  extra  materials  ordered  by  the  architect,  made  before  the 
work  is  completed,  is  founded  on  sufficient  consideration  as  to  materials, 
already  used,  as  well  as  those  not  used.1 

67.  The  Consideration  Must  be  Present. — The  consideration  must  be 
present, «.  e.,  in  legal  contemplation  the  promise  or  undertaking  must  be 
assumed  the  moment  the  consideration  is  completely  performed.  This  would 
seem  to  be  necessary  if  the  consideration  is  given  in  exchange  for  the  prom- 
ise. A  past  act  performed  without  regard  to  any  promise  cannot  be  said 
to  have  been  given  in  exchange  for  the  promise,  and  a  promise  made  for  a 

1  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1018.  *  Casterton  v.  Mclntire,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 

•Rfeley*.  Smith,  64  N.  Y.  576  [1876],  801. 

and  case*  cited.  •Blagbome  v.  Hunger  (Mich.),  59  N.  W. 

•  Yoeman  v.  Mueller,  88  Mo.  App  843  Rep.  657. 

[18891.  1 1rwin  v.  Locke  (Colo.),  86  Pac.   Rep. 

4  Fitzgerald   «.  Fitzgerald   &     Mallory  898. 
Const  Co.  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  838. 

•Ad  Sec.  568,  infra. 
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oonsideration  already  performed  is  simply  a  promise,  without  a  consideration, 
and  therefore  cannot  form  an  element  of  a  binding  contract.  A  promise 
made  for  a  consideration  to  be  thereafter  performed,  though  invalid  as  a 
promise,  may  take  effect  as  an  offer  and  become  binding  if  the  considera- 
tion is  performed  before  it  is  revoked  or  has  ceased  to  exist. 

A  promise  made  in  oonsideration  of  some  future  act  must  be  distin- 
guished from  a  promise  given  in  exchange  for  a  promise  to  do  some  future 
act.1  In  the  former  case  the  promise  is  in  exchange  for  a  future  act,  which 
is  only  an  offer,  while  in  the  latter  case  the  promise  is  in  exchange  for  a 
present  promise,  and  the  promises  themselves  are  the  consideration,  one  for 
the  other.  When  the  consideration  consists  of  performance  the  promise 
becomes  binding  when  the  act  is  performed.  If  an  owner  promise  to  pay  a 
•contractor  a  sum  of  money  if  he  will  do  a  particular  act,  and  the  contractor 
does  the  act,  the  promise  thereupon  becomes  binding,  though  the  contractor 
at  the  time  did  not  engage  to  do  the  act.'  A  promise  in  consideration  of 
some  past  or  future  act  must  be  distinguished  from  a  promise  for  or  in  con- 
sideration of  a  promise  to  perform  some  deed  or  work  some  time  in  the 
future,  or  of  a  promise  made  on  account  of  some  past  act  by  which  the  party 
■derived  some  benefit  or  the  other  party  suffered  detriment.  In  the  former 
oase  the  past  or  future  act  itself  would  not  be  a  sufficient  consideration,  but 
in  the  latter  case  the  present  promise  is  a  good  consideration.  Thus  if  an 
owner  says  to  a  builder:  "I  will  pay  you  ten  thousand  dollars  to  build 
me  a  house,"  and  the  builder  says :  "All  right,"  and  the  builder  thereupon 
makes  arrangements  to  build,  it  is  not  strictly  an  enforceable  contract  until 
the  builder  has  built  the  house.  The  owner  may  revoke  the  offer  any  time 
before  the  builder  has  completed  the  house,  t.  e.,  furnished  the  stipulated 
consideration ;  and  the  builder  can  have  no  action  for  the  revocation,  there 
being  no  express  contract,  though  the  law  will  imply  a  contract  by  the 
owner  to  pay  the  builder  the  reasonable  value  of  what  he  has  received  or 
been  benefited.  But  if  the  owner  says:  "I  promise  to  pay  you  ten  thousand 
dollars  if  you  promise  [agree]  to  build  me  a  house,  payment  when  house  is 
completed,"  to  which  the  builder  agrees,  then  the  contract  is  supported  by 
a  present  consideration,  viz.,  the  promise  to  build.  So  a  promise  to  pay  in 
consideration  of  some  service  rendered  in  the  past,  and  not  at  the  express  or 
implied  request  of  the  promisor,  is  not  binding.' 

In  all  these  cases  if  the  owner  is  free  to  refuse  or  can  return  what  he  has 
benefited  or  been  enriched  by  the  labors  of  the  contractor,  and  he  does 
not  return  it,  the  law  will  imply  a  contract  to  pay  for  it  what  it  is  rea- 
sonably worth  to  him;  but  the  contractor  does  not  recover  upon  an  express 
•contract  made  by  him  with  the  owner,  but  upon  the  contract  imposed  by 
the  law  to  promote  justice  and  to  prevent  unjust  enrichment      If  the 

1  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts.  1024  c.  Sweesy  (Neb.),  67  N.  W.  Rep.  748; 
•Train  v.  Gold,  5  Pick  (Maas.)  380-285.  Myers*  Dean  (Com.  PI.),  32  N.  Y. 
»3  Ainer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  838;  Stubt      Supp.  287. 
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owner  cannot  restore  what  he  has  receired  he  need  not  pay  for  it,  as  when 
a  contractor  has  built  a  house  upon  the  land  of  another  without  his  knowl- 
edge or  consent,  or  has  built  the  house  materially  different  from  the  one  he 
contracted  to  build;  there  is  no  contract  implied  by  law  to  pay  for  it,  and 
the  fact  that  the  owner  uses  it  and  enjoys  it  does  not  add  to  his  liability  to 
pay  for  it.1  * 

If  a  part  of  the  consideration  is  present  and  a  partjpast  it  will  support 
the  promise  or  agreement.9  Therefore  when  certain  sums  were  subscribed 
to  induce  a  contractor  to  complete  the  grading  of  a  street  begun  under  a 
contract  with  the  city  and  in  consideration  of  that  agreement  the  contractor 
made  a  settlement  with  the  city  for  the  work  then  done  and  entered  into 
engagements  for  its  completion,  which  arrangements  and  expenditures  he 
was  not  obliged  to  perform  under  his  contract  with  the  city,  and  which 
were  necessarily  productive  of  loss  and  injury  in  case  of  nonpayment,  it  was 
held  that  the  consideration  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  an  action  for  the 
amount  pledged.'  A  receipt  in  full  by  a  subcontractor  who  claimed  extra 
remuneration  for  extra  work  has  been  held  a  good  consideration  for  a 
promise  to  pay  for  the  same  extra  work  if  the  promisor  succeeded  in  getting 
an  allowance  for  the  same.4 

68.  From  Whom  Consideration  Must  Come. — The  consideration  of  a  con- 
tract must  move  from  the  person  who  receives  the  promise,  i.  e.,  the  prom- 
isee. If  it  does  not,  then  the  promise  cannot  be  said  to  I  ive  been  given  in 
exchange  for  it,  but  as  a  gift,  which  is  not  binding  on  the  promisor.  Cer- 
tain courts  may  and  do  allow  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  promise  is  made, 
i.  e.,  the  beneficiaries,  to  sue  on  a  contract;  but,  as  Professor  Langdell  has 
said  in  his  Summary,  the  consequence  is  that  the  promisor  is  then  liable  to 
two  actions — one  by  the  promisee  and  one  by  the  beneficiary.  In  truth  a 
promise  to  A  to  pay  one  hundred  dollars  to  B  confers  no  right  upon  B  in 
law  or  equity,  but  there  are  similar  caser  in  which  B  has  been  allowed  to 
recover  against  the  promisor/ 

Therefore  a  third  party  was  held  not  liable  for  the  work  of  a  contractor, 
because  he  told  him,  while  the  work  was  in  progress,  to  go  on  and  do  the  work 
ordered  by  the  owner  and  he  would  pay  for  it;  nor  for  the  reason  that  the 
owner  introduced  the  third  party  to  the  contractor  as  his  partner  and 
coadjutor  in  the  work,  and  that  he  was  shown  what  was  being  done  in  con- 
nection with  the  owner,  and  that  he  expressed  great  satisfaction  and  told 
the  contractor  to  go  on  and  do  all  that  the  owner  ordered  and  he  would  pay 
for  it.    Th,  promise  was  held  voluntary  and  without  consideration.' 

1 8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  889.  on  the  part  of  the  subcontractor  to  do  un- 

*  Cases  in  o  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  less  required  to  do  so  to  obtain  the  con- 

888.  tract  price. — Ed.] 

8  Corripin  «.  Detach,  61  Mo.  200  [18751.  6  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  868. 

4  Read   e.  Hitchins,  71  M«.  590  [1880].  «Stidhara«.  Sanford,  36  N.  T.  Sup.  Ot 

[However,  it  was  not  a  very  biilliant  thing  841  [1873 1 . 

*  See  also  Sees.  681,  687-708,  infra. 
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The  principle  is  well  illustrated  in  a  case  where  the  third  party  was  a 
member  of  a  committee  to  solicit  aid  towards  the  erection  of  a  foundry- 
building,  donated  as  an  inducement  for  a  foundry  business  to  remove  to 
a  village  where  the  third  party  resided.  The  third  party  had  called  upon 
an  architect  to  solicit  aid,  at  the  same  time  telling  him  the  purpose 
contemplated,  and  that  whatever  was  done  was  to  be  a  voluntary  contri- 
bution. Under  these  circumstances,  and  without  any  express  promise  by 
the  third  party  to  pay  him  therefor,  the  architect  prepared  plans  and  speci- 
fications for  the  proposed  building.  It  was  held  that  to  charge  appellant 
for  such  plans  an  express  promise  to  pay  must  be  established,  and  such 
promise  must  have  been  made  before  the  service  was  rendered;  for  if  the 
work  was  not  done  on  the  credit  of  the  third  party,  but  for  some  other  per- 
son, any  subsequent  express  parol  promise  to  pay  for  the  same  would  be 
void  as  being  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person  and  being  without 
-consideration.1 

69.  Changes  or  Hew  Terms  in  a  Contract.— If  a  contract  cannot  be  cre- 
ated without  a  valid  consideration  it  would  naturally  follow  that  some  con- 
sideration would  be  required  to  modify  its  terms  or  add  new  terms  to  an 
existing  contract.*  Therefore  when  certain  work  was  being  done  according  to 
the  contract  and  specifications,  and  the  employer,  under  threats  of  stopping 
the  work,  and  without  any  further  consideration,  exacted  and  secured  from 
the  contractor  a  guaranty  concerning  the  work  not  embraced  in  the  original 
contract,  it  was  held  that  such  guaranty  was  not  binding  upon  the  con- 
tractor, and  that  in  an  action  brought  by  him  for  the  contract  price  of  the 
work  a  failure  of  said  guaranty  could  not  be  set  up  as  a  defense  by  the 
•owner.* 

There  is  no  doubt  that  at  any  time  after  a  writen  contract  has  been 
^entered  into  the  parties  may  orally  either  vary  it  or  abrogate  it,  if  there  is  a 
new  consideration.4 

Some  tribunals  have  conceded  that  an  executory  parol  contract  may  be 
varied,  or  even  dissolved,  before  breach  by  an  agreement  to  that  effect  with- 
out any  new  consideration,  which  involves  the  idea  that  if  a  person  who 
has  entered  into  a  contract  declare  that  he  will  not  fulfill  it  as  it  stands, 
nor  unless  his  demands  are  satisfied,  and  the  other  party  assents,  the  new 
agreement  will  supersede  the  old  one.1  *  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  if  a 
contractor  threatens  to  abandon  his  contract  on  account  of  pretended  mis- 

1  Dunton  v.  Chamberlain,   1    Bradwell  Flanders  «.  Fay,  40  Vt.  816:  Burkbam  v. 

861  [1878].  Martin,  64  Ala.  122;  Maxfleld  v.  Terry,  4 

9  Titus  v.  Cairo  &  T.  R.  Co.,  87  N.  J.  Del.   Cb.   618;  Roberts  t>.  Wilkinson,  84 

Law  98.  Mich.  129. 

» McOarty  v.  The  Hampton  Bldg.  Ass'n,  •  Holmes  t>  Doane,  9  Cush.  185;  Wilgus 

•61  la.  287  [18831.  v.  Whitehead,  6  W.  N.  of  C.  587. 

♦Juilliard   v.  Chaffee,  92   N.   Y.   529; 

*  Tliere  are  numerous  decisions  to  the  contrary,  which  are  set  forth  in  Sees.  181  and 
459-564,  infra. 
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representations  of  the  company,  or  because  unexpected  difficulties  have 
been  encountered,  or  because  the  work  is  too  expensive,  and  the  owner 
agrees  to  pay  an  extra  price,  the  promise  is  binding,  though  apparently 
without  consideration.1  So  it  has  been  held  that  no  new  consideration  was 
necessary  to  sustain  an  agreement  by  the  owner  to  oxtend  the  time  for 
completion  of  a  building  contract.* 

An  agreement  without  a  consideration  is  repugnant  to  the  law  of  con- 
tracts, and  it  may  well  be  doubted  if  these  cases  as  stated  are  good  law.' 
If  these  cases  were  looked  into  it  would  be  found  that  there  were  mutual 
promises  or  mutual  acts  to  be  performed,  or  that  the  question  of  considera- 
tion was  not  raised  until  the  work  was  done  and  the  contract  executed. 
There  are  many  cases  that  decide  that  a  consideration  is  required  to  sustain  a 
•change  in  a  contract,  and  to  be  safe,  a  consideration  should  always  be 
insisted  upon. 

If  it  is  agreed  between  the  owner  and  the  contractor  that  the  work  shall  be 
performed  in  a  manner  different  from  that  originally  agreed  upon  it  has  been 
argued  that  the  undertaking  of  the  contractor  to  do  something  different, 
though  only  in  detail,  and  the  relinquishing  by  the  other  party  of  the  right 
to  have  it  done  in  a  particular  manner,  furnished  consideration  enough,  and 
that  the  court  would  not  go  into  the  question  whether  it  gave  an  actual 
advantage.*  A  contract  that  has  not  been  executed  may  be  rescinded  by 
mutual  agreement,  the  "parties  exchanging  promises  not  to  enforce  their 
rights;  *  but  a  contract  executed  by  the  contractor,  leaving  only  an  obligation 
to  pay  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  cannot  be  rescinded  by  mutual  consent  with- 
out other  consideration.*  * 

70.  Consideration  Good  in  Part. — When  an  offer  is  made  for  a  consider- 
ation named  no  promise  arises  until  the  consideration  is  fully  performed. 
If  the  consideration  consists  of  several  things  they  must  all  be  performed. 
If  any  part  of  the  specified  consideration  is  illegal  the  illegality  will  affect 
the  whole,  and  there  will  be  no  binding  promise.7  If,  however,  a  part 
•only  is  void  or  voidable  it  is  otherwise,8  for  it  is  impossible  to  apportion  the 
weight  of  each  part  of  the  consideration  in  inducing  the  promise.  If,  among 
several  things  named  as  consideration,  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration 
can  be  found  it  is  the  same  as  if  that  alone  had  been  specified  as  a  consider- 
ation.*    Where  independent  promises  are  in  part  lawful  and  in  part  unlaw- 

1Hart  i>.  Li  unman,  29  Barb.  410;  Os-  5  Foster  v.  Daber,  6  Exch.  851;  Mora- 
borne  t>.  O'Reilly,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  467  [1887].  wetz  on  Corp'ns,  §  371. 

» Izard  t>.  Kimmel  (Neb.),  41  N.  W.  Rep.  •  Westmoreland  t>.  Porter,  75  Ala.  452 

1068  [1889];  Hill   v.  Smith,   34  Vt.    585;  [1883]. 

Rulge  v.  Gates  (Wis.),  88  N.  W.  Rep.  181  '  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1030  ; 

[18881.  Pollock  on  Contracts  (4th  ed.)  821  :  Ed- 

8  Webbe  v.  Romona  O.  S.  Co.,  58  111.  wards  Co.  v.  Jennings  (Tex.),   85  S.  W. 

App.  222.  Rep.  1053. 

4  Pollock  on  Contracts  180.  » Clements  v.  Marston,  52  N.  H.  81  [18781. 

9  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1030. 

*  See  Sec.  66,  supra. 
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ful  those  which  are  lawful  can  be  enforced,  bat  if  any  part  of  an  entire 
consideration  is  unlawful  all  promises  founded  upon  it  are  void.1  If  the 
contract  is  bad  in  part  for  being  in  violation  of  law,  but  good  in  part,  and 
the  good  part  of  the  contract  can  be  separated  from  the  bad,  that  which  is 
good  can  be  enforced  in  law.1  The  possible  invalidity  of  a  provision  in 
the  contract  for  referees  in  case  of  differences  rising  was  held  not  to  invali- 
date the  contract  as  a  whole."  When  a  contract  is  open  to  two  construc- 
tions, the  one  lawful  and  the  other  unlawful,  the  former  must  be  adopted.4 
In  all  contracts  in  writing  and  under  seal  signed  by  the  parties  bound 
thereby,  a  valid  consideration  is  implied.6  Equity  will  not  relieve  a  surety 
from  liability  on  an  instrument  under  seal  merely  for  want  of  considera- 
tion when  no  consideration  was  contemplated  by  the  parties.* 

1  Pollock  on  Contracts  (4th.  ed.)    821  ;  followed  in  United  States  v.  Ceutral  Pac.  R. 

Reed  v.   Brewer    (Tex.),  87  S.  W.  Rep.  Co  .  118  U.  S.  285  [18861. 

418.  •  Warren  v.  Johnson  (Knn.),  17  Pac.  Rep. 

•Jackson  «.  Shawl,  29  Cal.  267  [1866]  ;  592T1888];  Erickson  v.  Brandt  (Minn.).  55 

Erie  R.  Co.  t>.  Union  Loc.  &  Express  Co.,  N.W.  Rep.  62  ;  Fuller  v.  Artman,  24  N.Y. 

35  N.  J.  Law  240  [1871].  Sup.  18. 

8 Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  'Meek    v.    Frantz  (Pa.  Sup.),  88  AtU 

P.  Ry.  Co.,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1173.  Rep.  418. 

4  Hobbs  f>.  McLean,  117  U.  S.  567  [1886] ; 


\ 


CHAPTER  III. 
LAW  OF  CONTRACTS.     ESSENTIAL  ELEMENTS  OF  A  CONTRACT. 

THE    SUBJECT-MATTER.       THE    ACT    TO    BE    PERFORMED    OR    THINQ    TO    BE 

ERECTED,  FURNISHED,   OR  SUPPLIED. 

71.  Relation  of  the  Subject-matter  and  the  Consideration. — The  act, 
undertaking,  or  promise  on  the  part  of  one  party  is  the  consideration  for 
the  act,  agreement,  or  obligation  of  the  other  party.  In  fact  it  cannot  be 
said  that  the  undertaking  of  the  second  party  is  any  less  the  consideration 
of  the  contract  than  is  the  undertaking  of  the  first  party.  They  are 
considerations  one  for  the  other,  and  what  has  been  said  of  the  legality  or 
validity  of  the  consideration  will  be  quite  as  true  for  the  act  or  promise 
given  in  return — i.  e.,  the  act  or  subject-matter  must  be  a  lawful  under- 
taking and  one  not  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law.  Whatever  may  be 
said  of  the  acts  or  undertakings  of  one  party  will  hold  equally  true  for  the 
acts  or  undertakings  of  the  other  party.  The  consideration  on  both  sides  in 
construction  contracts  is  usually  an  act  or  a  promise  to  perform  certain  acts. 
The  consideration  on  one  side  may  be  a  material  object,  as  a  sum  of  money 
or  a  cargo  of  lumber,  or  it  may  be  a  circumstance  or  a  condition  of  detri- 
ment. It  may  be  an  act  or  the  refraining  from  doing  some  act.  Whether 
a  material  object  or  a  condition,  the  contract  obligation  existing  between  two 
parties  is  usually,  if  indeed  not  always,  the  result  of  an  act  on  the  part  of 
one  or  both  parties.  It  is  not  the  mere  existence  of  the  money  or  the  lum- 
ber that  is  the  consideration  of  the  contract,  but  the  act  of  paying  the 
money  or  the  delivery  of  the  materials  is  the  real  consideration  of  the 
contract.  The  loss  of  the  ship,  the  burning  of  the  house,  or  the  death  of 
the  person  may  mark  the  hour  from  which  the  company  is  liable  for  the 
insurance,  but  the  right  to  demand  the  insurance  dates  from  the  proof  of 
certain  conditions  which  requires  an  act  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  parties. 
The  consideration  may  be  either  the  doing  of  an  act  or  the  giving  of  a 
promise.1 

AS  REOARD8  THE  ACT  TO  BE   DONE  OR  UNDERTAKEN   OR  THE  CONSIDERA- 
TION   FOR  WHICH    IT  IS   UNDERTAKEN. 

72.  There  Must  be  a  Lawful  Subject-matter— The  Promise  Must  be  to 
Perform  a  Lawful  Act. — A  legal  contract  requires  that  the  obligations  as- 

#  *  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  881. 
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assumed  shall  be  lawful  acts  or  undertakings  not  only  within  the  written 
law  of  the  land,  but  that  they  shall  be  in  harmony  with  the  law  and  in 
keeping  with  the  policy  of  the  government  and  good  society,  and  that  their 
execution  shall  be  possible.  The  consideration  on  both  sides  can  be  neither 
wicked  nor  prohibited  by  law.1  It  therefore  follows  that  the  consideration, 
the  act  or  undertaking,  of  either  party  must  not  be  opposed  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  or  of  the  State;  it  must  not  be  contrary  to  law, 
and  the  effect  of  the  contract  must  not  be  to  defraud  or  injure  the  gov- 
ernment. 

Among  the  latter  agreements  are  those  that  promote  smuggling,  evade 
the  internal-revenue  laws,  assist  in  rebellion  or  riot,  aid  enemies  of  our 
country,  effect  fraud  in  elections,  or  interfere  with  legislation  or  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  by  our  courts.  Contracts  to  build  ships  of  war  or  to 
manufacture  arms  or  to  furnish  supplies  in  violation  of  the  laws  and 
treaties  of  our  country  will  not  be  recognized  by  our  courts. 

73.  Contracts  the  Effect  of  Which  is  to  Influence  Public  Officers.— A 
contract  must  not  tend  to  influence  legislative  bodies  or  public  officers  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duties.  A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money 
annually  for  ten  years  in  consideration  of  the  owners  offering  their  building 
to  the  government  for  a  post-office  at  a  nominal  rent  and  using  their  per- 
sonal influence  and  proper  persuasion  to  have  the  post-office  located  in  that 
building  was  held  illegal  and  against  public  policy,  and,  the  consideration 
being  indivisible  and  partly  illegal,  the  whole  contract  was  declared  void.* 
If  the  owners  were  not  to  have  used  their  influence  and  persuasion  with  the 
public  officers  it  seems  the  contract  would  have  been  legal.' 

If  there  be  no  evidence  that  a  politician  had  influenced  any  legislators 
or  public  officers  in  his  behalf,  then  the  contract  might  be  held  valid  and  not 
necessarily  against  public  policy.4  The  government  may  enter  into  a  lease  of 
a  building  for  a  nominal  sum,  the  rent  being  made  small  to  induce  it  to 
locate  the  office  in  such  building.  Such  a  lease  is  not  contrary  to  public 
policy  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  the  building  is  not  a  con- 
venient and  desirable  one  for  the  purpose.* 

An  agreement  by  a  public  officer  to  accept  a  greater  or  less  fee  than  is 
prescribed  by  statute,  or  not  to  avail  himself  of  a  statutory  mode  of  enforcing 
the  collection  of  his  fees,  is  against  public  policy,  as  is  also  a  contract  to 
delegate  his  official  duty,  or  to  pay  a  rival  candidate  half  of  the  profits  of  an 
office,  or  for  a  deputy  to  divide  all  his  fees  with  his  principal,  such  fees  being 
payable  directly  to  such  deputy/  or  for  the  principal  to  appoint  a  certain 
person  as  deputy  in  case  he  is  elected/ 

1  Pollock  on  Contract*  822.  many  ease*  cited. 

*  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  916  ;  Elk-  *  Deyoe  t>.  Woodworth  (N.  Y.  App.),  89 

art  Co.  Lodge  v.  Crary,  98  Iod.  288  [1884].  N.  E.  Rep.  875;  24  N.  Y.  8.  878  affirmed; 

•Fearuley  «.  De  Manville  (Colo.  App.),  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  915.  • 

39  Pac.  Rep.  78.  •  Conner  v.  Canter  (lnd.  App.),  44  N.  E. 

«  Beal  o.  Polbeinus,  84  N.  W.  Rep.  582,  Rep.  656. 
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Contracts  for  public  favor  or  personal  influence  with  the  government  or 
with  public  officials  are  against  public  policy.  Such  are  contracts  to  pay 
officers  for  their  influence  in  procuring  contracts  for  work,  as  to  have  a  cer- 
tain person's  bid  accepted; '  or  to  procure  sales,  or  to  induce  any  one  to  do 
acts  inconsistent  with  his  duty. 

Any  agreement  which  contemplates  the  use  of  private  influence  to  secure 
legislation  is  void/  but  a  contract  to  draft  bills,  explain  them  to  members 
of  the  legislature,  and  request  their  introduction  is  not.1  An  agreement  to 
procure  the  passage  of  a  bill  declaring  certain  railroad  lands  forfeited  to  the 
government,  so  that  one  party  to  the  contract  might  be  benefited  as  a  bona 
fide  settler  under  the  homestead  laws,  is  void  as  against  public  policy.4  Con- 
tracts with  legislators  to  secure  franchises,  enactments,  and  licenses  for 
public  works,  by  would-be  contractors  or  companies  that  want  charters  for 
special  works,  are  within  the  same  class. 

A  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  compensation  for  procuring 
the  appointment  or  resignation  of  a  public  officer  is  void  as  against  public 
policy.6  Money  paid  under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  property  which  is 
-contrary  to  public  policy,  because  of  a  promise  by  one  of  the  parties  to 
resign  a  public  office  and  use  his  influence  to  securce  the  other's  appoint- 
ment, cannot  be  recovered  on  refusal  of  the  seller  to  perform.6  An  assign- 
ment of,  or  a  lien  on,  the  unearned  salary  or  fees  of  a  public  officer,  given  by 
him,  is  void  as  against  public  policy/ 

74.  Contracts  for  the  Perversion  of  the  Courts.— A  legal  contract  can- 
not have  for  its  object  the  perversion  of  our  courts  or  the  obstruction  of 
justice."  An  agreement  to  procure  evidence  in  consideration  of  a  part 
of  the  sum  recovered  is  against  public  policy;'  and  one  to  stifle  a  prose- 
cution or  to  withhold  testimony  therein  is  absolutely  void,  and  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  on  a  promissory  note  given  in  consideration  of  such  an 
agreement.1' 

Agreements  to  pay  money  to  a  witness  to  keep  out  of  court,11  or  to 
induce  a  public  officer  to  violate  his  trust  or  neglect  his  duty,  or  to 
do  things  inconsistent  with  his  official  duties,"  to  gain  particular  official 

1  Davidson  t>.  Seymour,  1  Bosw.  (K.  T. )  Rep.  848. 

88;   Halcomb  v.  Weaver,  186  Mass.  265;  '  State  Nat.  Bank  «.  Fink  (Tex.  Sup. ),  24 

•and  see  Bervaudez  Asph.  Pav.  Co.  v.  Critch-  S.  W.  Rep.  256;  Williams  v.  Ford  (Tex. 

field,  62  111.  App.  221.  CI  v.  App.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  723 

»Burneyfs  Heirs  t?.  Ludeling  (La.),  16  So.  8  Bierbauer  t>.  Wirth,  5  Fed.  Rep.  386 

Rep.  507.  [1880]. 

'Chesebrough  v.  Couover  (N.  Y.  App.),  •Lyon  *  Hussey  (Sup.),  81  N.  Y.  Supp. 

35  N.  £.   Rep.    688;    21  N.  Y.    S.    566  281;  Kennedy  v.   Hodges  (Ga.),  25  S.  B. 

affirmed.  Rep.  498. 

♦Houlton  u.  Dunn  (Minn.),  61  N.  W.  ,0  Friend  *.  Miller  (Kan.),  84  Pac.  Rep. 

Hep.  898;  but  $ee  contra  Houlton  v.  Nichol  897. 

(Wis  ),  67  N  W.  Rep.  715.  "  In  re  Brule  (D.  C),  71  Fed  Rep.  943. 

•Basket  t>.  Moss  (N.  C),  20  S.  E.  Rep.  "  Robinson  v.  Patterson  (Sup.  Ot.  Mich.), 

783.  July.  1888;  Schlass  «.  Hewlett  (Ala.).  1 

•Edwards  «,  Handle  (Ark,),  88  S.  W.  So.  Rep.  268. 
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favor/  or  to  influence  legislators/  and  similar  undertakings,  are  illegal  con- 
tracts, and  will  not  be  enforced  by  our  courts.* 

75.  The  Undertaking  Must  Hot  be  Contrary  to  Federal  or  State  Laws,  or 
in  Disregard  of  Police  Regulations  or  City  Ordinances. — It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  parties  should  actually  contract  to  do  the  acts  specially  prohibited, 
but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  tendency  is  to  subvert  the  laws,  or  overthrow, 
defraud,  or  injure  the  government  or  its  institutions.  If  the  contract  is 
made  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  subject-matter  in  a  manner  prohibited  by 
law  there  can  be  no  recovery  on  the  contract.4  Mere  knowledge  of  the  use 
to  which  the  things  are  to  be  put  will  prevent  recovery  for  them  if  the  act 
prohibited  amounts  to  a  felony/  Knowledge  alone,  even  if  the  act  does  not 
amount  to  a  felony,  will  preclude  recovery  in  England/  In  short  if  the 
agreement  is  to  do  anything  to  facilitate  the  doing  of  an  unlawful  act  it  is 
invalid,  and  there  can  be  no  recovery.  A  case  in  trade  is  reported  where  a 
quantity  of  candy  and  silverware  was  sold,  to  be  put  up  in  "  prize  candy 
packages  ";  it  was  held  that  the  transaction,  having  been  for  the  purpose  of 
aiding  in  a  lottery,  which  was  prohibited  by  the  New  York  statutes,  it 
was  void  and  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  upon  the  contract.7 

76.  The  Contract  Must  Hot  be  to  Invade  Property  Bights,  to  Commit  or 
to  Maintain  a  Nuisance,  to  Obstruct  a  Public  Way  or  Stream,  or  to  Commit  a 
Trespass. — Some  cases  of  interest  to  engineers  and  contractors  will  best 
demonstrate  these  points  of  contract  law.  Thus  it  is  submitted  that  a 
contract  to  erect  a  bridge  over,  or  a  tunnel  under,  the  Hudson  River  at  New 
York,  entered  into  before  the  necessary  franchise  had  been  obtained  from  the 
state  and  Federal  governments  would  not  be  a  binding  obligation;  or  aeon* 
tract  to  drive  piles  or  build  a  pier  out  into  the  bay  beyond  the  harbor-line;  or 
to  do  work  that  would  necessarily  obstruct  a  public  street  or  waterway/  A 
contract  to  build  a  railroad  or  canal  through  a  state,  territory,  or  reservation, 
entered  into  before  the  corporation  had  obtained  its  franchise  or  authority 
from  the  state  to  build,  would  not  be  a  valid  contract;  certainly  the  con- 
tractor could  not  be  required  to  fulfill  his  contract  until  the  necessary 
license  and  permission  had  been  obtained.  Such  cases  come  up  not  infre- 
quently; such  are  contracts  to  construct  waterworks  or  irrigation  ditches, 
canals  or  sewers  when  the  appropriation  or  pollution  of  the  water  would  be  an 
unlawful  act,  or  to  drive  a  tunnel  under  a  government  fortress,  as  occurred 
on  the  West  Shore  Railroad  at  West  Point.    The  question  has  been  asked 


1  3  Fed.  Rep.  1;  Hager  v.  Callin.  18  Hun 
448  [1879];  Si  aim  ton  t>.  Parker,  19  Hun  55 
[1879]. 

'2  Amer.  &  Eog  Ency  Law  866. 

*  Bee  a  good  collection  of  coxes  in  9  Amer. 
&  Eng.  Ency.  Law  879-930. 

4Caanan  «.  Bryce,  8  B.  &  Aid.  179;  Mc- 
Klmmel  v.  Robinson,  8  M.  &  W.  484 

'Hanauer  t>.  Doane,  12  Wall.  842;  but 
see  Fedder  c.  Odorn,  2  Heisk.  68. 


•2  Keener' 8  Cases  on  Quasi -Contracts 
85  note. 

'  Huli  v.  Ruggles,  56  N.  T.  424;  see  also 
Arnot  v.  Coal  Co..  68  N.  T.  558;  and  Lynch 
«.  Rosenthal  (Ind.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  1108, 
a  contract  for  sale  of  lots  to  subscribers  to 
be  determined  by  lot,  held  void. 

'Whitfield  v.  Zellnor,  2  Cushman  (Miss.) 
668,  work  enjoined  as  a  nuisance. 
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as  to  whether  a  contractor  after  having  built  a  structure  upon,  or  driven  a 
canal  through,  Federal  property,  or  diverted  a  stream,  or  appropriated  the 
waters  of  a  pond,  or  constructed  an  outlet  for  a  sewer,  or  directed  a  sewer 
into  an  unpolluted  stream,  any  of  which  acts  is  an  unlawful  act,  and  which 
has  been  the  consideration  for  his  contract,  could  recover  on  such  a  contract 
for  what  he  has  done.  It  has  been  held  that  a  party  could  not  avoid  a  con* 
tract  on  the  theory  that  the  doing  of  extra  work  was  malicious  mischief, 
because  the  extra  work  required  the  contractor  to  dig  or  excavate  in  a  street 
without  proper  license,  which  was  an  unlawful  act.1 

A  contract  to  build  houses  on  a  disused  unconsecrated  burial-ground, 
necessitating  the  removal  of  many  corpses,  has  been  held  illegal;'  and  it  has 
been  held  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  under  a  contract  to  grade  a  street 
for  earth  filled  outside  the  street-line  and  included  in  the  slopes,  and  whioh 
had  been  deposited  on  private  property,  as  it  was  an  unlawful  act  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner,1  but  the  fact  that  a  part  of  the  improvement  was 
on  private  property  did  not  prevent  the  contractor  from  recovering  for 
work  done  on  the  street.4  Recovery  has  been  allowed  a  contractor  who 
built  a  bridge  and  some  track  without  the  railroad  company's  territory,  the 
contract  for  which  was  void,  where  it  appeared  that  the  company  had  pos- 
session and  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the  structures/  The  act  of  the  city  in 
preventing  the  contractor  from  improving  a  street  in  which  the  city  had  no 
right  of  way  does  not  give  the  contractor  a  right  to  recover  as  for  breach 
of  contract,  as  the  contract  was  void.'  ' 

Instances  are  numerous  in  the  engineering  profession  where  contracts 
have  been  taken  to  build  structures  or  do  work  by  processes  that  are  pat- 
ented, the  execution  of  which  could  be  stopped  by  an  injunction  and  the 
performance  of  which  would  be  unlawful,  but  whether  the  contractor  would 
be  excused  and  the  contract  declared  illegal  may  well  be  doubted/  *  Such 
might  be  cases  of  patent  processes  or  patent  apparatus  required,  such  as 
patent  heating  apparatus,  patent  pavements,  etc.  A  contract  to  publish  a 
copyrighted  book  without  permission  of  the  author,  or  to  act  a  play,  or  to 
copy  a  picture  without  permission  of  the  artist  would  be  of  the  same 
character.! 

Contracts  to  erect  structures  the  maintenance,  ownership,  and  use  of 
which  are  contrary  to  law  are  not  binding.  Such  are  contracts  in  violation 
of  local  ordinances  and  building  regulations,  as  those  fixing  the  thickness  of 

1  Bernstein   v.   Downs  (Cal.),  44   Pac.  »  Cunningham  v.  Massena  Springs  R. 

Rep.  567.  Co.  (Sup.),  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  600. 

•  Gibbons  v.  Chalmers,  1  C.  &  E.  677  •  Sang  t>.  Duluth  (Minn.),  59  N.  W.  Rep. 
[1886].  878;  Becker  t>.  Phila.  (Pa.),  16  Atl.  Rep. 

1  Davies  «.  E.  Saginaw  (Mich.),  32  N.  W.  626  [1889]. 

Rep.  919  [1887].  '  See  cases  in  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns. 

4  Johnson  o.  Duer  (Mo.),  21  S.  W.  Rep.  (4th  ed.,  1890),  §  468,  §  467  not*. 
600. 

*  See  Contracts  Impossible,  Sees.  669-680,  infra,    f  See  Bees.  816-826,  infra. 
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walls.1  It  has  been  held  that  a  carpenter  and  builder  could  not  recover  for 
work  he  had  performed  upon  a  bowling-alley  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  the  build- 
ing being  unlawful  property.1  For  labor  and  materials  furnished  for  the 
erection  of  an  awning  which  is  forbidden  by  a  city  ordinance  no  recovery 
was  allowed,  neither  upon  the  express  contract  with  the  owner  nor  upon 
an  implied  contract,  as  on  a  quantum  meruit.  The  law  will  not  assist  those 
who  have  transgressed  its  commands,  but  leaves  the  parties  .where  they 
have  placed  themselves.*  * 

When  a  statute  prohibits  every  contribution  of  money  to  promote  the 
election  of  any  person  or  ticket,  except  for  expenses  of  printing  and  the 
circulation  of  handbills  and  other  papers  previous  to  such  election,  an 
an  agreement  to  pay  $1000  to  one  who  had  built  a  log  cabin  for  campaign 
meetings  in  consideration  that  he  would  keep  it  open  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  political  meetings  to  further  the  success  of  certain  candidates  nomi- 
nated for  congress  was  held  illegal  and  not  enforceable.4 

Contracts  for  the  erection  of  a  building  in  violation  of  a  city's  building 
regulations,  such  as  pertain  to  safety  of  the  structure  and  infringement 
of  others'  rights  and  the  protection  of  citizens,  may  be  declared  invalid/ 
It  has  been  held  that  a  contract  to  erect  a  proper  and  legal  building  is 
avoided  by  an  ordinance  passed  two  days  after  the  contract  was  made  pro- 
hibiting the  erection  of  such  a  building.6  A  contract  to  erect  a  building 
prohibited  by  the  statute  will  not  become  valid  by  reason  of  the  subsequent 
repeal  of  the  statute.7  A  contract  executed  in  consideration  of  a  previous 
illegal  contract  is  also  void.8 

77.  The  act  must  not  be  to  commit  a  crime  or  a  misdemeanor,  or  to 
injure  others  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  rights. 

78.  The  agreement  must  not  be  for  the  sale  or  supply  of  adulterated 
goods,  or  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  violation  of  excise  laws  prohibiting 
traffic  in  them. 

79.  The  act  must  not  require  either  party  to  violate  the  Sabbath  lawa 
or  to  ignore  the  laws  and  regulations  of  society,  f 

80.  The  act  must  not  be  to  effect  something  in  contravention  of  the  law 
or  public  policy  or  in  violation  of  judicial  morals;  to  do  what  the  law  for- 
bids or  to  neglect  what  the  law  requires.9 


1  Stevens  «.  Gourley,  7  C.  B.  N.  8.  99. 

*  Spurgeon  t>.  McElwain,  6  Ohio  442; 
see  also  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  786. 

*  Brinkman  t>.  Eialer,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  164, 
and  many  cases  cited;  and  see  another 
awning  case,  Simla  v.  Brookfield,  84  N.  T. 
Supp.  695  ;  and  see  Ell  wood  v.  Mani  (Com. 
PL),  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  474;  and  Harper 
v.  Jonesboro  (Ga.),  22  S.  E.  Rep.  189 

<  Jackson  «.  Walker,  6  Hill  (N.  T.)  127 
[1848]. 

*  See  Sec.  $Jtinfra. 


1  Stevens  t>.  Gourley,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  99; 
Burger  v.  Roelsch  (Sup.),  28  N.  Y.  8upp. 
460. 

« McMillln  v.  Walker,  21  N.  B.  R.  81. 

T  Banchor  t>.  Mansel,  9  Amer.  A  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  881,  and  cases  cited. 

6  Gate  v.  Blair,  6  Coldw.  689 ;  Pierce  *. 
Eibbee,  61  Vt.  559 ;  King  v.  Winanto,  71 
N.  C.  469,  also  73  N.  C.  563. 

'  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  880. 

t  See  Sec.  69,  supra. 
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81.  The  Undertaking  must  Hot  Have  for  Its  Object  the  Creation  of  a  Mon- 
opoly.—Such  acts  are  attempts  by  the  officers  of  cities,  railroads,  and  other 
corporations  to  grant  exclusive  rights  or  franchises  to  individuals  and  other 
companies,  as  "  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  water  to  a  city," *  "  the  exclu* 
sive  right  to  maintain  and  construct  a  telegraph-line  along  a  railroad."1  A 
contract  by  a  railroad  company  granting  to  a  hackman  the  exclusive  right 
to  bring  his  hacks  into  its  depot  grounds  has  been  held  not  against  public 
policy.'  But  a  contract  by  a  town  to  give  to  one  party  an  exclusive  right 
or  franchise  for  many  years  to  light  its  streets  and  its  residences  is  a 
monopoly,  and  cannot  be  enforced.4  The  granting  of  exclusive  privileges 
to  telegraph  companies  to  run  wires  along  the  line  of  a  railroad  or  to  lay  an 
oil-line  across  a  large  tract  of  land  is  void  as  tending  to  create  monopolies.  * 

A  railroad  company  may  not  agree  to  refrain  from  applying  to  the  legis- 
lature for  a  land  grant  and  to  assist  another  railroad  company  in  getting  it. 
Such  a  contract  is  void,  even  though  it  stipulates  that  the  means  employed 
in  securing  the  grant  shall  be  reasonable  and  proper.0  A  contract  not  to 
sell  water  rights  to  any  other  person  or  persons  under  a  penalty  called  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  not  to  make  any  settlement  or  compromise  with  other 
parties,  is  void  as  imposing  a  restraint  upon  compromises  of  litigation  and 
disputes.7 

Certain  cases  may  be  recited  to  show  how  near  the  line  one  can  walk 
and  yet  keep  within  public  policy.  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  two  railroad 
companies  whose  lines  are  parallel  may  agree  to  extend  their  lines  so  as 
not  to  interfere  with  one  another,  the  agreement  being  made  to  prevent  an 
unprofitable  war  of  construction.8  A  contract  by  a  railroad  company  by 
which  it  agrees  to  give  all  its  ferry  business  at  a  certain  point  to  one  com- 
pany and  to  employ  none  other  has  been  held  a  good  and  valid  contract/ 
An  agreement  to  refrain  from  forming  a  corporation  for  the  construction 
of  waterworks  and  from  carrying  on  or  prosecuting  such  work  so  that 
another  may  incorporate  for  that  purpose  and  conduct  the  business  without 
competition  is  not  void  as  against  public  policy.1*  An  agreement  by  a 
vendor  in  consideration  of  the  sale  of  a  lot  not  to  build  a  flat  in  the  imme- 
diate neighborhood  is  not  against  public  policy  as  being  in  restraint  of 
trade.11 


1  Davenport  «.  Kleinschmidt  (Mont.),  18 
Pac.  Rep,  249  [1887]. 

•  Pac.  Tele.  Cable  Co.  v.  W.  Union  Tele- 
graph Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  493. 

•Br.mn  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.,  etc.,  R  Co.,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  69. 

4  Saginaw  Gas  &  Light  Co.  v.  Saginaw 
(U.  S.  Cir.  Ct.)  (Mich.),  22  The  Reptr.  579 
[18861;  Gale  v.  Kalamazoo.  28  Mich.  844. 

1 9  Arner.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  892;  Union 
Trust  Co.  «.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (N.  M.), 
48  Pac.  Rep.  701. 


•  Chippewa,  etc.,  Ry.  *.  Chicago,  etc.,. 
Ry.,  44  N.  W.  Rep.  17. 

I  Ford  t>.  Gregson  (Mont.),  14  Pac.  Rep. 
659J1887]. 

8  Ives  v.  Smith,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  46. 

•  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  t>.  C.  &  A.  R.  Co., 
78  Mo.  889  [1881]. 

10  Oakes  v.  Cattaraugus  Water  Co.  (N. 
Y.),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  461. 

II  Lewis  t>.  Gallner  (N.  Y.),  29  N.  E.  Rep. 
81,  reverting  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  862. 
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Contracts  in  general  for  total  restraint  of  trade,  or  contracts  for  the  pur- 
pose of  creating  a  monopoly,  or  compacts  having  for  their  object  the  eleva- 
tion or  depression  of  the  market  prices,  or  to  raise  or  lower  the  prices  of 
goods  and  produce,  or  sales  of  stocks,  grain,  and  produce  on  margins,  or 
option  contracts  whose  effect  is  to  corner  the  markets,  are  held  to  be  against 
public  policy  and  void.1 

82.  Contracts  Hot  to  Bid  or  Compete. — If  the  undertaking  is  to  prevent 
competition  in  trade  at  public  sales  or  in  bidding  for  public  work  it  is 
against  public  policy.  A  compact-entered  into  by  members  of  a  trade-union 
to  establish  and  maintain  uniform  rates  of  charges  and  to  prevent  competi- 
tion among  its  members  is  illegal,  and  one  party  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  another  who  has  underbid  him.*  A  contract,  or  a  note  given  by 
reason  of  an  agreement,  between  contractors  who  belong  to  an  association  of 
masons  and  builders,  the  by-laws  of  which  require  the  members  to  pay  to  the 
association  6  per  cent,  on  all  contracts  taken  by  them,  and  to  submit  all 
bids  for  work  first  to  the  association,  and  which  provide  that  the  lowest  bid- 
der shall  add  6  per  cent,  to  his  bid  before  it  is  submitted  to  the  owner  or 
his  architect,  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void." 

Contracts  by  builders  or  bidders  to  refrain  from  bidding  against  each 
other  for  public  works  or  to  share  the  profits  with  others  not  bidding  at  a 
public  sale,  or  any  agreements  which  tend  to  destroy  competition,  which  the 
law  requires  before  the  contract  is  awarded,  or  to  induce  a  sacrifice  of  the 
property  sold,  are  illegal  and  void.4  However,  an  agreement  to  bid,  the 
object  of  it  being  fair,  is  not  void/  It  is  a  fraud  upon  the  public  for  persons 
to  obligate  themselves  not  to  bid,  or  not  to  bid  beyond  a  certain  sum*0  An 
■agreement  to  pay  certain  commissions  to  a  person  who  shall  become  a  mock 
subscriber  and  purchaser  of  house-lots,  which  the  owner  is  to  take  back  off 
his  hands  if  he  does  not  wish  to  keep  them,  the  object  being  to  induce 
others  to  purchase,  is  against  public  policy.7*  Contracts  by  companies  who 
have  been  competitors  who  agree  not  to  compete  with  each  other  either  as 
railroads  for  traffic,  but  to  divide  their  earnings ; s  or  as  gas  companies,  not 
to  compete  in  certain  districts  of  a  city,  will  not  be  enforced.'  A  railroad 
pooling  contract,  the  evident  object  of  which  is  to  stifle  competition  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  rates,  is  void  as  contrary  to  public  policy.10 

1  Illegal  Contracts,    9   Amer.    &   Eng.  also  McMullen  v.  Hoffman  (C.  C),  75  Fed. 

Ency.  Law  879.  Rep.  547. 

•  Moore0.Beanett(Ill.),  29 N.  B.  Rep.  888.  »  McDonnell  v.  Rigney  (Mich.),  66  N. W. 
'Milwaukee  Masons'  &  Builders'  Ass'n  Rep.  52;  Atlas  Nat.  Bank  v.  Holm  (C.  C. 

«.  Niezerowski  (Wis.),  70  N.  W.  Rep.  166.  A.),  71  Fed.  Rep.  489. 

4  9  Amer.  &  Eug  Ency.  Law  898;  People  8  Texas  &  R.  Ky.  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  R.  Co. 

v.  Stevens.  71 N.  Y.  527;  Durfee  «.  Moran,  (La. ),  6  So.  Rep.  888. 

57  Mo.  874  [1874].  •  Chicago  G.  L.  Co.   t>.  People's  G.  L. 

» Wicker  t>.  Hoppock,  6  Wall.  94  [18671;  Co.  (111.),  18  N.  E.  Rep.  169  [1887]. 

Flanders  ©.Wood  (Tex.),  18  8.W.  Rep.572.  ,0 Chicago.  M  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  *.  Wa- 

between  competing  architects.  bash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.  A  ),  61 

*  Hunter  v.    Pfeifer,  108    Ind.  197;  m*  Fed.  Rep.  998. 

*  See  Lowest  Bidder,  Chap.  VI.,  Sec.  148,  irtfra. 


§83.]  LAW  OF  CONTRACTS.  73 


83.  Contracts  that  Promote  Gambling. —It  is  against  the  policy  of  the 
law  to  sustain  gaming  or  gambling  contracts,  whether  at  games  of  chance 
or  on  the  stock-market;  or  even  to  enforce  agreements  to  repay  money  bor- 
rowed for  the  purpose  of  gambling. '  Anything  which  induces  a  man  to  risk 
his  money  or  property  without  any  other  hope  of  return  than  to  get  for 
nothing  any  given  amount  from  another  is  gambling  and  demoralizing  to 
the  community.  All  gambling  is  immoral,  and,  wagering  or  gambling 
agreements  being  in  violation  of  the  law  and  in  the  nature  of  a  public 
wrong,  have  no  legal  effect.  Money  lent  for  the  express  purpose  of  settling 
losses  on  illegal  stock-jobbing  transactions  to  which  the  lender  was  no  party, 
-cannot  be  recovered  back.  It  being  unlawful  for  one  man  to  pay,  it  cannot 
be  lawful  for  another  to  furnish  him  with  the  means  of  paying.  The  mere 
fact  that  a  lender  of  money  knew  that  it  was  to  be  used  for  gambling  in  oil 
is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  a  recovery  unless  he  confederated  with  the  bor- 
rower for  its  unlawful  use.*  * 

84.  The  Act  Must  Hot  be  Inconsistent  with  the  Duties  and  Obligations  of 
a  Party  Who  has  Undertaken  It. — Such  duties  and  obligations  may  be  due  to 
the  public,  or  they  may  be  such  as  arise  from  fiduciary  relations,  as  those  of 
an  agent  to  his  employer,  or  of  an  officer  to  his  company,  or  of  a  trustee  to  his 
beneficiary.  Thus  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  officers  of  a  railroad 
company  cannot  agree  to  locate  its  depot  at  a  particular  point,*  or  the  route 
of  its  road  through  a  certain  place.4  If  the  contract  tends  to  sacrifice  the 
interests  of  stockholders  or  of  the  public  it  is  against  public  policy  and 
therefore  not  valid.5  The  agreement  is  not  of  itself  void/  and  will  hold  if 
the  company's  and  public  interests  have  not  suffered.7 

An  interesting  case  came  before  the  courts  in  Oregon,  where  one  H. 
being  director  and  president  of  a  railroad  company  and  owner  of  a  control- 
ling interest  in  the  stock,  agreed  for  a  money  consideration  to  cause  the  line 
of  railroad  to  be  relocated  over  a  longer  and  more  expensive  route;  the 
contract  was  held  to  be  contrary  to  public  policy.  It  was  held  that  a  rail- 
road company  was  a  sort  of  public  corporation,  and  that  its  officers  were 
bound  to  be  disinterested  in  the  consideration  of  public  questions/ 

85.  A  Fiduciary  Can  have  Ho  Personal  Interest  in  His  Principal's  Contract. 
— Independent  of  the  fact  that  a  railroad  company  is  a  quasi-yxMiG  cor- 

1  Stebbins  t>.  Leowolf,  SCush.  187  [1849].  •Railroad  Co.  v.  Ralston,  41  Ohio  St. 

*  Wnugh  t>.  Beck  (Pa.),  6  Atl.  Rep.  923  573. 

P8861.  f  Prey  v.  Ft.  Worth  &  R.  G.  Rv.  (Tex.), 

» Florida    Cent.   &  P.   R.   Co.  v.   State  24  S.  W.  Rep.  950;  Bank  «.  Hendrie,   49 

(Fla.),  13  So.  Rep.  103;  Northern  Pac.  R.  Iowa  402  [1878]:  Mills  County  v.  B.  &  M. 

Co.  v.   Territory  (Wash),  13   Pac.   Rep.  R.  Co  ,  47  Iowa  66  [1877]. 

604  [1887].  *  Holiday   v.  Pettereon,  5  Oregon  177 

«Lindert>.  Carpenter,  62  111.  809  [1872];  O874!*    *   Redfield  on    Rys.  577,  §  140; 

nUo  18  111.  App.  568.  Fuller  *.  Dame.  18  Pick.   472;  Pacific  R. 

'Bestor  t>.  Watben,  60  111.  188  [18711  Co.  t>.  Seeley,  25  Mo.  212;  Bestor  *.  Wat- 

hen.  60  111.  188  [1871]. 

*8ee  Sec.  76,  supra. 
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poration,  the  fiduciary  relation  of  an  agent,  engineer,  officer,  or  director  of  a 
corporation  to  his  company  and  its  stockholders  would  prevent  him  from 
having  any  personal  interest  in  a  contract.1  A  contract  by  a  freight-agent 
to  share  with  a  contractor  in  the  profits  of  a  contract,  the  only  service  of  the 
freight-agent  being  to  allow  the  contractor  a  low  freight  rate  on  materials 
of  construction,  is  void  as  against  public  policy.*  An  agreement  by  the 
bookkeeper  of  a  corporation  to  disclose  its  financial  condition  to  another  is 
void,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  such  other  is  a  stockholder  of  the  corpora- 
tion.8 An  agreement  between  two  real-estate  agents  representing  different 
principals  to  divide  commissions  in  case  they  effect  a  sale  between  their 
respective  principals  is  void  as  against  public  policy,  and  the  fact  that  tho 
sale  was  effected  at  the  valuation  that  each  principal  had  set  on  his  property 
with  his  agent  will  not  give  validity  to  the  agreement.4  A  contract  made 
by  a  person  on  behalf  of  two  parties  and  acting  in  the  capacity  of  agent  for 
both  is  voidable.  It  must  be  ratified  or  adopted  to  become  binding.  Such 
a  contract  may  be  ratified  by  a  municipal  corporation.6  An  agreement  by 
the  superintendent  and  general  manager  of  a  mill  company  in  consideration 
of  five  thousand  dollars  to  use  his  influence  and  authority  to  secure  the  re- 
moval of  the  mill  to  another  place  and  the  extension  of  its  logging-roads  to 
that  place  is  void  as  against  public  policy.'  So  where  an  architect  and  de- 
fendant agreed  to  build  houses  for  sale,  the  latter  to  advanoe  the  money  and 
the  former  to  contribute  his  skill  and  time  as  superintendent,  each  to  have 
half  of  the  profits  after  sale,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  charge 
plaintiff  with  the  land  used  for  building  purposes  at  a  greater  price  than  its 
original  cost,  though  it  was  bought  with  money  furnished  by  him  and  the 
title  was  taken  in  his  name.7 

However,  a  contract  founded  on  a  promise  to  disclose  information  as  to  a 
place  where  a  railroad  company  intended  to  locate  its  depot  is  not  void  as 
against  public  policy  where  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained his  information  by  reason  of  any  relation  of  trust  or  confidence  that  he- 
bore  to  the  railroad  company,  or  that  it  had  any  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  or  that  it  attempted  to  keep  the  location  of  the  depot 
a  secret.8  * 

86.  A  Man  Cannot  by  Contract  Forfeit  Certain  Bights  and  Privileges 
the  Protection  of  Which  the  Law  Guarantees. — "  The  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence holds  the  truth  self-evident  that  all  men  were  endowed  by  their 
Creator  with  certain  inalienable  rights  ;  that  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  andi 

1  Bestor  t>.  Wathen,  00  111.  188.  5  City  of  PIndlay  o.  Pertz  (C.  C.  A.),  6$ 

1  Barclay  t>.  Williams,  26  111.  App.  213  Fed.  Rep.  427. 

[1887].  •  Lum  «.  Clark  (Minn.),  57  N.W.  Rep.  662. 

•Davenport  «.  Hulme  (Super.),  82  N.  Y.  7  Budd  t>.  Bcudder  (N.  J.  Ch.),  26  Atl. 

Supp.  808.  Rep  904. 

4  Levy  t>.  Spencer  (Colo.  Sup.),  88  Pac.  8  Green  v.  Brooks  (Cal.),  22  Par.  Rep„ 

Rep.  415.  849  ;  but  see  Wills  t>.  Abbey,  27  Tex.  2<WL 

*  And  see  Sees.  42,  supra,  and  508-518,  infra. 
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the  pursuit  of  happiness  ";  and,  being  inalienable,  no  one  can  give  them  away 
for  or  as  a  consideration  ;  and  to  these  might  have  been  added  one's  char-, 
acter,  religion,  citizenship,  and  many  other  things  which  cannot  be  for  sale 
or  subjects  of  exchange.1 

Such  an  agreement  would  be  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  against 
public  policy.  If  the  undertaking  tends  to  injustice  or  oppression,  restraint 
of  liberty,  commerce,  or  natural  or  legal  right ;  if  it  tends  to  obstruct  jus- 
tice, or  to  violate  the  law,  or  is  againsft  good  morals — it  is  against  public 
policy  and  cannot  support  a  contract.'  It  does  not  matter  that  the  parties, 
are  innocent  of  any  design  to  violate  the  law  ;  if  the  effect  of  their  agree- 
ments or  acts  is  against  the  laws  or  public  policy,  then  the  contract  must 
fail. 

It  is  contrary  to  public  policy  for  a  person  to  make  agreements  to  forego 
his  inalienable  natural  rights.  A  contract  by  which  a  person  agrees  not  to- 
demand  damages  or  compensation  for  injuries  that  may  arise  from  another's 
acts  or  negligence  is  within  this  class.  Such  contracts  are  those  of  carriers, 
of  freight  and  passengers,  as  railroad,  express,  and  telegraph  companies,, 
that  seek  to  avoid  or  limit  their  responsibility  for  negligence  or  delay  in 
transporting  or  delivering  goods  or  messages  by  notices,  clauses,  conditions, 
or  even  by  deeds.  Such  agreements  and  contracts  have  frequently  been 
declared  inoperative  and  void.'  It  may  be  doubted  even  if  they  may  so 
contract  with  persons  carried  gratuitously,  i.  e.,  with  persons  traveling  on 
free  passes.  It  has  frequently  been  held  that  they  could  not,  though  there 
are  cases  to  the  effect  that  they  can.4  A  railroad  company  was  held  liable 
for  causing  the  death  of  a  passenger  by  the  negligence  of  its  employees  not- 
withstanding he  was  at  the  time  riding  upon  a  free  pass  upon  which  was  a 
stipulation  signed  by  him  releasing  the  company  from  all  liability  for 
injury  to  his  person  or  property  while  using  the  pass.*  A  contract  on  a 
telegraph-message  blank  that  the  company  will  not  be  liable  for  but  ten 
times  the  cost  of  sending  the  message  has  been  held  invalid  so  far  as  the 
damage  is  the  result  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company  or  its 
servants/ 

Parties  cannot  by  private  agreement  in  advance  of  a  controversy  oust 
» the  courts  of  their  proper  jurisdiction.     It  is  true  that  a  matter  in  contro- 
versy or  a  pending  civil  suit  may  be  finally  submitted  to  arbitration  or  to  the 


1 0  Amer.  &  En*.  Ency.  Law  888. 

*9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  880. 

•9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  913:  26 
Amer.  Law  Rev'w  212  [18921 ;  21  Amer. 
Lav  Rev'w  506  ;  L.  8.  &  M.  8.  Ry  Co.  t>. 
Spangler  (Ohio),  2  >  The  Reptr.  73*  [18861, 
44  Ohio  St.  471  :  Porter  v.  N.  Y.  L.  E.  & 
W.  R.  Co..  129  N.  Y.  624  [1891]. 

4  See  eases  just  died,  and  see  86  Alb.  Law 


Jour.  404  A  recent  case  carried  to  the- 
co'Tt  of  appeals  in  New  York  held  not. 
Porter  t>.  N.  Y.  L.  E.  &  VV.  R.  Co  ,  129  N. 
Y.  624,  [Dec.  1891];  see  also  Rose  v.  Des 
Moines  ft.,  89  Iowa  246, 20  Amer.  Ry.  Rep. 
826 ;  «nd  many  rates  cited  in  note  p.  888. 
•Marr  r.  Telegraph  Co.  (Tenn.),  8  8.  WK 
Rep.  496  [1887],  85  Tenn.  529. 


*8ee  Engineers'  and  Architects'  Employment,  Sec.  864,  infra. 
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■decision  of  a  single  judge,  or  by  omitting  to  exercise  their  rights  the  parties 
may  waive  them  as  they  choose,  bat  they  cannot  by  an  agreement  in  advance, 
when  uo  matter  of  dispute  or  controversy  has  yet  arisen,  forfeit  their  rights 
to  a  proper  adjudication  in  the  appropriate  tribunal  established  by  law  when 
a  proper  case  may  be  presented.1  It  is  a  constitutional  right,  and 
neither  a  statute  by  the  state  nor  an  agreement  of  the  parties  made  in 
advance  under  it  can  justify  a  denial  of  the  right.*  * 

It  is  true  that  parties  may  impose  as  a  condition  precedent  to  an  applica- 
tion to  the  courts  that  they  shall  first  have  settled  the  amount  to  be  received 
by  an  agreed  mode  of  liquidation  or  adjustment,  and  this  in  many  cases 
provides  a  much  more  appropriate  tribunal  for  the  purpose  than  a  jury.8 
The  principle  involved  in  these  cases  does  not  close  the  access  of  the 
parties  to  the  courts  of  law,  as  the  award  of  the  arbiter  is  only  enforceable 
there.  On  the  same  ground  it  is  against  public  policy  to  sustain  an  agree- 
ment by  an  employee  that  an  officer  of  the  company  employing  him  shall 
be  the  sole  judge  of  the  damages  to  be  assessed  for  breach  of  the  company's 
rules,  and  that  the  officer's  decision  shall  be  final  and  conclusive  of  the 
rights  of  the  employee  ; 4  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  contract  by  which  a 
railroad  employee  agreed,  on  becoming  a  member  of  the  relief  department 
<of  the  company,  that  the  acceptance  of  relief  from  such  department  on  being 
injured  should  bar  his  right  to  sue  the  railroad  company  for  the  injury  is 
not  one  against  public  policy/  It  is  not  invalid  in  that  it  restricts  the 
liabilities  of  railroads  for  the  negligence  of  their  employees.*  Nor  is  it 
void  for  want  of  mutuality  nor  for  lack  of  consideration.7  It  is  on  this 
*ame  ground  of  public  policy  that  agreements  by  contractors  to  abide  the 
decisions  of  civil  engineers  and  architects  as  final  and  conclusive,  without 
recourse  to  courts  of  law  or  equity,  have  been  declared  not  binding,  illegal, 
and  void.  The  courts  have  held  that  the  government  guarantees  every  man 
the  protection  of  the  courts  and  their  assistance,  and  that  no  man  can  enter 
into  a  contract  that  shall  deny  him  this  privilege  and  right.f 

A  contract  of  employment  between  a  company  using  patented  machines 
and  a  mechanical  engineer  which  requires  that  any  improvements  in  the 
machines  made  by  such  engineer  shall  belong  to  the  company  is  not  unrea- 
sonable nor  contrary  to  public  policy."  J 

1  See  Ins.  Co.  «.  Marse,  20  Wall.  445.  8  Chicago.  B  &  Q.  R.  C<>  «.  Bell  (Neb  ), 

*  See  Atlanta  &R  Co.  t>.Monghan,  49  Ga.  62  N.  W.  Rep.  314;  Pittsburgh,  etc,  R. 
266;  Nate  v.  Hamilton  Ins.   Co.,  6  Gray  Co.  v.  Cox  (Ohio  Sup.).  45  N.  E  Rep.  641 ; 
174;  Hobbs  v.  Manhattan  Ins.  Co.,  55  Me.  Shaver  t>.   Penna.   Co.   (C.  C),   71    Fed 
421 :  Scott  v.  Avery,  5  H.  of  L.  Cas.  811 ;  Rep.  931. 

Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §670.  •  Donald  *.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.    Co. 

*  Monon.  Nav.  Co.  v.  Penlon,  4  W.  &  S.      (Iowa).  61  N.  W.  Rep.  971. 

205;  7  Casey  306;  79  Pa.   St.  480,    citing         'Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t>.  Cox,  eurra. 
engineering  ea*es  to  support  them.  8  Hulse  v.  Bonsack  Much.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.), 


4  White  t>.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  135  Mass.      65  Fed.  Rep.  864. 
-216  T1883]. 

*  See  Sees.  344-5  and  405-409.  infra.  \  See  Sees.  839-345  and  406-412,  infra. 

\  See  Sees.  816-825,  infra. 
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87.  Immoral  Contracts. — A  contract  for  immoral  or  indecent  purpose* 
will  not  be  sustained  ;  if  it  is  to  effect  an  immoral  object  it  will  not  be 
enforced.  An  agreement  to  pay  money  for  the  use  of  a  carriage  or  of  a 
house  or  of  furniture  which  is  to  be  used  for  immoral  purposes  will  not  be 
enforced  ;  and  the  same,  it  is  submitted,  might  hold  true  if  a  contractor  had 
built  a  house  or  fitted  up  quarters  knowing  they  were  to  be  employed  for 
indecent  or  unlawful  purposes,  or  for  any  purpose  that  tends  to  induce  im- 
morality.1 Such  might  be  the  erection  of  a  still  for  illicit  distillation,  or 
the  fitting  and  furnishing  of  a  barroom  in  a  no-license  state,  or  the  erection 
or  furnishing  of  a  house  of  prostitution  or  for  gambling,*  or  possibly  of  a 
bucket-shop  or  even  a  stock  exchange.*  *  An  owner  who  has  parted  with 
the  possession  of  his  personal  property  under  a  contract  which  is  against 
good  morals  and  void  as  against  public  policy,  the  law  will  not  aid  him  to> 
recover  the  possession  of  such  property,  but  will  leave  the  parties  in  the  situ- 
ation in  which  they  have  placed  themselves.4 

All  contracts  having  for  their  object  the  "  making  of  matches "  for 
marriages,  or  the  separation  of  man  and  wife,  or  to  restrain  the  freedom 
of  marriage  or  the  right  of  selection  of  a  companion,  or  to  prohibit  mar- 
riage, are  against  public  policy,  illegal,  and  void.6  Therefore  a  contract 
intended  to  facilitate  the  procuring  of  a  divorce  at  the  suit  of  either  of  the 
parties  thereto  is  void/  A  contract  to  sell  letters  from  persons  who  aro  dis- 
eased to  a  person  who  advertises  articles  and  instruments  to  cure  them  is 
contrary  to  good  morals  and  void.7  No  recovery  can  be  had  for  the  expense 
of  printing  an  immoral  publication.8 

Illicit  intercourse  is  not  a  consideration  for  a  promise  to  marry,  and  a 
promise  to  marry  a  woman  if  she  will  give  herself  up  to  the  promisor  is 
tainted  with  immorality  and  is  not  a  legal  contract.  Such  a  contract  must 
be  distinguished  from  a  promise  to  marry  and  the  promisor  afterward  taking 
advantage  of  the  trust  and  confidence  imposed  in  him.' 

The  defense  of  public  policy  proceeds  not  upon  the  idea  of  relief  to  the 
defendant,  but  protection  to  the  public,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  a  defend- 
ant was  ignorant  of  the  illegality.10  It  is  not  therefore  necessary  to  plead 
public  policy  to  prevent  a  recovery  on  a  contract  invalid  as  against  public 
policy.11 

1 9    Amer.  &   En*.    Ency.    Law   921 ;  •  Wilde  t>.  Wilde  (Neb. ),  56  N.  W  ReD 

Pearce  t>.    Brooks,  L.   R.  1   Exch.   218 ;  724.                                                            p* 

Reed  t>.  Brewer  (Tex.),  86  8.  W.  Rep.  99.  'Rice  v.   Williams,   82  Fed.   Ren    43T 

*  Contra  Michael  «.  Bacon,  49  Mo.  476,  [1887].                                                * 
and  oases  cited.  *  Poplett  v.  8tockdale,  2  C.  &  P.  198 

*8ee  cases  collected  in  9  Amer.  &  Ene.  •  Hanks  v.  Waglee,  64  Cal.  61   fl8791* 

Ency.  Law  922.   Reed  v.  Brewer,  supra,  Bourugueres  0.  Bou>n,  64  Cal.  146   1880V 

held  that  notes  riven  for  furniture  for  a  Saxon  t>.  Wood  (Ind.),  80  N.  E.  Rep.  797  * 

house  of  prostitution  were  void.  ,0  Church  v.  Proctor  (C.  C.  A  )   66  Fed 

«  Hutchins  v.  Wi  ldin ,  114  Ind.  80  [1887].  Rep.  240.                                     ';' 

•  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  918-921.  "  Sheldon  «.  Pruessner  (Kan  %   86  Pac 

Rep.  201. 

*  See  Sec.  76,  supra. 


78  ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  87. 

When  the  immediate  object  of  an  agreement  is  unlawful  the  agreement 
is  void/  and  a  contract  executed  in  consideration  of  a  previous  illegal  one  is 

void.' 

A  contract  otherwise  valid  is  not  void  in  toto  merely  because  in  certain 
independent  particulars  it  is  broader  than,  or  goes  beyond  the  scope  of,  the 
law.* 

1  Pollock  on  Contracts  (4th  ecU)  821.  638;  Arnot  «.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  668.    A 

*  Cate  t>.  Blair.  6  Coldw.  689 ;  Pierce  v.  case  of   making   the  price  of   coal,  the 

Kibbee,  61  Vt.  669 ;  King  v.  Winanto,  71  plaintiff   had  assisted  in  facilitating  the 

N.  C.  469,  also  78  N.  C.  668.  '1  legal  act.    And  see  2  Keener's  Cases  on 

3  Ragsdale  c.  Nagle  (Cal.),  89  Pac.  Rep.  Quart-Contracts  86. 


\  \     \     .     \ 


CHAPTER  IV. 

LAW  OP  CONTRACTS.    ESSENTIAL  ELEMENTS  OP  A  CONTRACT. 
MUTUAL  CONSENT  OR  MUTUAL  ASSENT. 

88.  There  Must  be  Mutual  Understanding. — The  fourth  essential  element 
of  a  valid  and  binding  contract  is  a  mutual  understanding  between  the  par- 
ties as  to  the  essential  terms  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties;  there 
must  be  privity,  mutual  understanding,  and  no  mistake.1  Mutual  consent  must 
always  exist  at  the  moment  when  the  contract  is  made.  An  express  refusal 
to  abide  by  an  award,  made  at  different  times  by  the  parties  thereto  and 
without  any  meeting  of  their  minds,  is  not  a  contract  that  will  operate  as  a 
discharge  of  the  award.1 

89.  Mutual  Consent  Must  be  Shown  by  Some  Overt  Act.* — It  is  impossible 
to  enter  into  a  person's  thoughts  or  ascertain  how  fully  he  comprehends  what 
he  is  doing  or  what  he  intends  to  do,  and  mutual  assent  is  not  therefore  in 
general  capable  of  direct  proof;  but  proof  of  acts  performed  that  indicate  a 
purpose  or  intention  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  is  sufficient  proof  of 
consent  on  his  part  to  the  terms  of  his  agreement.  As  Professor  Langdell 
has  said  in  his  Summary:*  "  Mental  acts  are  not  the  materials  out  of  which 
promises  are  made;  a  physical  act  on  the  part  of  the  promisor  is  indispen- 
sable, and  when  the  physical  act  has  been  done  only  a  physical  act  can  undo 
it/'  If  one  party  has  made  an  offer  which  has  been  duly  accepted  by  the 
-other,  or  if  one  has  made  a  delivery  and  the  other  appropriated  the  thing 
delivered,  proof  of  these  facts  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  mutual  consent  of 
the  parties.  If  such  acts  cannot  be  proved,  then  the  contract  fails,  for  what- 
ever may  have  been  in  the  minds  of  the  parties,  or  however  mutual  their 
unexpressed  wishes  may  have  been,  they  will  not  suffice  to  create  a  contract 
unless  manifested  by  some  overt  act.  The  mental  state  in  itself  signifies 
nothing;  it  requires  manifestation. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  can  be  conclusively  proven  that  mutual  consent 
is  lacking,  the  performance  of  the  acts  will  amount  to  nothing  toward  es- 

1  Gill  Manfg.  Go.  t>.  Hurd,  18  Fed.  Rep.  '  Hynesv.  Wright,  62  Conn.  828 ;  but  nee 

678  [18881 ;  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Tex.  Sheffield  Fur.  Co.  v.  Hull  Coal  &  Coke  Co. 

•ft  Pac.  K.  Co  ,  11  Fed.  Rep.  626  [1882] ;  (Ala.),  14  So.  Rep.  672. 

Oreve  v.  Gauger,  86  Wis.  869 ;  Shields  v.  *  Langdell's  Summary  of  Law  of  Con- 

Hickey,  26  Mo.  App.  194  [1887].  tracts  1090. 

*  See  Sec.  188,  iitfra. 
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tablishing  a  contract.  An  offer  must  be  a  physical  and  mental  act  com- 
bined, the  mental  act  being  embodied  in,  represented  by,  and  inseparable 
from  the  physical  act.  If  the  mental  act  becomes  impossible;  then  the  offer 
comes  to  an  end,  as  in  death  or  insanity,  either  of  which  during  the  pen- 
dency of  an  offer  makes  the  contract  impossible  for  want  of  mutuality.1 

As  an  instance,  suppose  an  engineer  draws  up  two  contracts  for  the 
approval  of  his  company,  both  of  which  are  signed  and  sealed,  and  the  com- 
pany elects  to  deliver  one  of  the  instruments,  but  by  mistake  delivers  the 
other  instead,  then  there  is  no  contract.*  There  must  be  a  definite  under- 
standing between  the  parties  as  to  all  the  elements  of  the  contract.1 

90.  There  Should  be  No  Misunderstanding.— A  material  error  as  to  the 
kind,  quantity,  quality  (?),  or  price  of  the  subject-matter  may  make  the 
agreement  void,  either  because  there  was  never  any  real  consent  of  the  par- 
ties or  because  the  things  or  state  of  things  to  which  they  consented  does 
not  exist  or  cannot  be  realized.4  Therefore  it  was  held  no  contract  when  a 
telegraph-operator  by  mistake  made  an  order  for  three  rifles  to  read  as  an 
order  for  fifty  rifles.* 

A  mistake  as  to  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  is  made  has  been 
held  to  invalidate  it  where  it  was  shown  that  the  contractee  never  intended 
to  contract  with  the  person  who  assumed  to  be  the  contractor.1  A  mistake 
as  to  which  of  two  things  was  the  subject  of  the  sale  will  render  the  obliga- 
tion not  binding.  Thus  in  the  description  of  an  estate  sold,  if  the  descrip- 
tion include  a  piece  of  land  not  intended  to  be  included  in  the  sale,  then 
there  is  no  mutual  understanding,  and  therefore  no  contract.7  Another 
instance  is  afforded  where  materials  were  bought  to  arrive  by  a  certain  ship 
Peerless,  which  the  contractor  supposed  to  be  a  vessel  that  sailed  from  a 
distant  port  in  October;  but  there  were  two  ships  named  the  Peerless,  the 
one  meant  by  the  seller  sailing  in  December,  and  it  was  held  that  there  was 
no  binding  contract,  because  there  was  a  mistake  as  to  the  subject  of  the 
proposed  sale.8 

A  contract  will  not  be  enforced  when  it  appears  to  have  been  based  on 
the  supposed  existence  of  a  certain  fact  which  furnished  the  motive  for 


1Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1091. 

•A  contract  is  completed  by  delivery. 
There  was  no  contract  as  to  the  one  deliv- 
ered, for  there  was  no  consent ;  not  as  to 
the  other  contract,  because  there  was  no 
delivery  to  evidence  the  assent.  Langdell's 
Summary  170.  [It  might  be  a  very  difficult 
matter  of  proof,  however. — Ed.] 

A  contract  signed  by  both  parties  and 
left  with  the  engineer  or  architect  for  their 
joint  benefit  has  been  held  a  good  delivery. 
Coey  o.  Lehman.  79  Hi.  177 ;  Blanchard  p. 
Blackstone,  102  Mass.  843. 

•Hubbard  t>.  Thompson,  35  Fed.  Rep. 
188  [1885] ;    Sibley  v.  Felton  (Mass.).  81 


N.  E.  Rep.  10. 

4  Pollock  on  Contracts  488 ;  Hopkins  «. 
Hinkley,  61  Md.  584;  Rogers  v.  Walsh,  Id 
Neb.  28 ;  Gibson  v.  Pelhie,  87  Mich.  880 ; 
Lamar  Milling  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  Craddock 
(Colo.  App.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  950. 

6  Henkle  v.  Pape,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  7. 

•Boulton  o.  Jones,  2  H.  &  N.  564;  Bos- 
ton Ice  Co.  v.  Potter,  128  Mass.  28;  but  see 
Benjamin  on  Sales  872. 

'  Calverly  v.  Williams,  1  Vesey  Jr  210; 
Pollock  on  Contracts  480,  481,  and  ease* 
cited. 

8  Raffles  0.  Wichelhaus,  Langdell's  Se- 
lect Cases  on  Contracts  89. 
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entering  into  the  agreement  if  it  subsequently  transpires  that  the  assump- 
tion on  which  the  contract  was  based  was  erroneous.1 

An  agreement  by  the  owner  of  a  patent  for  certain  machines  to  furnish 
to  another  "such  a  number  of  machines  as  he  desires  for  his  own  use  at 
present  or  hereafter"  was  held  void  for  want  of  mutuality.* 

An  error  as  to  quality  will  not  suffice  to  make  a  transaction  void  unless  it 
is  such  that,  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  dealing  and  use  of  language, 
the  difference  made  by  the  absence  of  quality  wrongly  supposed  to  exist 
amounts  to  a  difference  of  kind,  and  furthermore  the  mistake  must  be  com- 
mon to  both  parties/  or  it  may  be  a  mistake  on  one  side  and  fraud  on  the 
other.  As  Mr.  Dickson  says  in  his  notes  to  Pollock  on  Contracts:  "The 
law  tolerates  a  good  deal  of  lying  in  trade  when  it  is  merely  in  the  nature 
of  puffing  one's  own  goods  or  deprecating  those  of  another,  provided  the 
thing  bargained  for  reveals  its  own  qualities  and  is  open  to  the  parties' 
equal  inspection." 4  * 

It  has  been  held  that  executed  contracts  are  obligatory  without  regard 
to  mutuality.5  The  fact  that  it  is  left  optional  with  one  party  whether  he 
will  enforce  his  rights  nnder  the  contract  is  not  a  ground  for  a  defense  of 
want  of  mutuality  by  a  party  who  has  received  the  benefit; '  but  an  agree- 
ment which  is  void  as  against  public  policy  does  not  give  one  party  the  right 
to  sue  for  damages  for  failure  of  the  other  party  to  perform  his  part,  though 
the  first  party  has  performed  his  part/ 

If  a  misunderstanding  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid  be  proven  no  obligation 
will  be  created.  Thus  when  a  watchman  was  employed  at  one  dollar  and 
a  half  per  day,  and  nights  the  same,  and  the  employer  understood  him  to* 
say  and  mean  one  dollar  and  one-half  for  every  twenty-four  hours,  while 
the  watchman  meant  that  amount  for  a  day  of  twelve  hours,  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  contract,  because  the  parties  had  never  assented  to  the 
same  thing;  that  the  watchman  had  never  consented  to  work  for  one  dollar 
and  a  half  per  twenty- four  hours  nor  the  employer  to  pay  three  dollars,  but 
that,  the  watchman  having  performed  the  services,  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
what  they  were  reasonably  worth.8 

In  another  case  where  shingles  were  bought  at  a  price  agreed  upon,  but 
there  was  a  dispute  as  to  whether  the  shingles  were  by  the  "bunch"  or  by 
the  thousand,  it  was  held  that  unless  both  parties  had  understanding^ 

1  United  Statea  v.  Charles  (C.  C.  A.),  74  •  Grove  v.  Hodges,  5  P.  F.  Smith  504. 

Fed.  Rep  142.  •  Waterman  v.  Waterman,  27  Fed.  Rep. 

•Columbia  Wire  Co.  v.  Freeman  Wire  827. 

Co.  (C  C),  71  Fed.  Rep.  802.  '  Koimtz  v.  Flannagen  (Sup.),  19  N.  Y. 

•Pollock  on  Conirarts  486;    American  Supp  83. 

case*  cited  in  the  Blackstone  edition  (  18881.  8  Turner  v.  Webster,  24  Kan.  88  [1880]; 

4 Poland  v.   Brownell,    131   Mas    138;  Tucker  v.  Preston  (Vt.\  11  Atl.  Rep.  726 

Armstrong©.  Huffstutler.  19  Ala  61:  Hill  [1888];  Vogel  t>.  Pekoe  (111.  Sup.),  42  N. 

9.  Bush,  19  Ark.  522;  Bell  v,  Henderson,  E.  Rep.  886. 
6  Fow.  (Miss.)  321. 

•See  Bee.  277a  infra. 
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agreed  to  one  of  these  views  as  to  quantity,  then  there  was  no  special  con- 
tract as  to  price.1  There  is  no  contract  unless  the  parties  thereto  assent, 
and  they  must  assent  to  the  same  thing  in  the  same  sense.9  * 

An  interesting  case  is  reported  in  Maine,  where  a  contractor  proposed 
to  erect  a  schoolhouse  for  $4550,  as  per  plans  and  specifications,  and,  being 
the  lowest  bidder,  the  committee  awarded  the  contract  to  him  for  $4525 
and  made  it  a  matter  of  record,  and  required  a  bond  for  that  amount  for  the 
completion  of  the  work,  also  forfeiture  for  delays,  etc.  During  construction 
trouble  arose  as  to  the  erection  of  the  building,  and  the  court  held  that 
there  had  been  no  contract  between  the  parties." 

In  order  to  have  a  contract,  the  minds  of  the  parties  must  meet  and  all 
the  terms  of  the  contract  must  be  agreed  to.  If  any  part  of  the  contract 
is  not  settled  by  the  parties,  or  a  mode  agreed  upon  to  settle  it,  there  can 
be  no  contract  as  to  that  part.4 

A  memorandum  reciting  that  a  company  has  engaged  an  employee  "for 
the  season  1890-1891  at  a  salary  of  $75  per  week,  subject  to  the  regulations 
and  conditions  of  a  contract  to  be  substituted  for  the  memorandum/'  is  not 
a  contract.  There  is  no  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties  as  to  the  con- 
ditions, restrictions,  and  regulations  mentioned/ 

91.  To  Avoid  a  Contract  Mistake  or  Misunderstanding  Must  be  Shown 
Conclusively. — It  may  seem  to  the  reader  that  such  rules  of  law  would 
enable  any  man  to  escape  the  obligation  he  has  assumed,  but  it  is  thought 
not.  The  misunderstanding,  as  to  the  parties,  thing,  quantity,  or  price 
of  the  property,  material,  or  goods  sold  or  contracted  for,  must  be  of  such  a 
nature  as  a  reasonably  diligent  man  might  fall  into  in  order  to  relieve  him 
from  the  performance  of  his  contract,  and  that  he  did  misunderstand  and 
that  there  was  no  mutual  consent  he  must  satisfy  twelve  jurymen.8 

If  a  proposal  was  misunderstood  by  an  acceptor  it  is  for  him  to  show 
that  the  misunderstanding  was  reasonable.  A  contractor  cannot  be  allowed 
to  evade  the  performance  of  his  contract  by  the  simple  statement  that  he 
has  made  a  mistake  or  did  not  understand.  If  the  owner  or  contractor  at 
the  time  he  executes  the  contract  conducts  himself  so  as  to  lead  a  reason- 
able man  to  believe  that  he  understands  and  assents  to  its  terms,  and  the 
contractor  or  owner  executes  and  performs  his  part  under  that  belief, 


I  Greene  v.  Bate  man,  2  Woodb.  &  M. 
289. 

I I  Parsons  on  Contract*  889;  and  see 
Flaherty  «  Miner,  128  N.  Y  882.  in 
which  case  It  was  claimed  that  the  clause 
for  architect's  certificate  was  inserte  1  nv 
mistake.  A  8 1 rone  architectural  case.  It 
is  submitted  that  this  question  of  quantity 
miirht  frequently  he  determined  by  the 
custom  or  usage  of  the  place. 

*  Howard  v "School.  78  Me.  280:  and  see 
Hughes  t>.  Clyde,  41  Ohio  St.  839;  also 


Verzan  r.  McGresror,  28  Cal.  889,  where 
the  contractor  m.ide  a  mistake  in  est  i mat - 
iusr  amount  and  dfflcullv  of  work. 

4  Gil  Man'c.  Co.  u.'Hurd  iOMo\  18 
Fed.  Rep.  673  \1W8\:  *'*  Lvndon  Mill 
Co  v.  Lyndon  Lit.  Inst.,  63  Vt.  581.  where 
the  owner  Rup nosed  the  contractor  was 
furnishing  the  materials  as  a  srratuitv. 

•Walt,  n  t>.  Mather  iCity  Ct.),  24  N.  Y. 
Suon  S07 

'Pollock  on  Contracts 433. 


•See  Custom  and  Usage,  Sees  604-628,  infra. 
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neither  party  can  assert  that  he  did  not  understand  or  assent  to  its  terms.1 
Where  the  written  draft  of  a  contract  is  viewed  as  the  consummation  of  the 
negotiations  there  is  no  contract  until  it  is  finally  signed.3  The  burden  of 
proof  is  on  one  affirming  the  completion  of  the  contract  before  the  written 
draft  thereof  was  signed  to  show  that  the  signing  was  not  necessary  to  its 
completion.'  A  statement  by  plaintiff  in  his  answer  accepting  the  rate,  and 
saying  that  he  would  be  down  the  first  of  the  week  and  make  out  a  con- 
tract, does  not  prove  that  he  did  not  suppose  that  his  letter  perfected  the 
contract/  * 

A  demand  for  a  sleeping-car  berth  and  a  promise  to  furnish  it  constitute 
a  contract,  the  mutual  obligations  and  promises  being  a  valid  considera- 
tion.5 The  same  is  true  of  a  verbal  application  for  cars  of  a  railroad  agent, 
who  replies  "All  right"  and  makes  an  order  for  the  cars.  Such  facts 
proven  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  minds  of  the  parties  met  and  that  a 
contract  was  made.* 

The  mistake  in  executing  a  contract  need  not  always  be  mutual  in  order 
to  invalidate  it/ 

If  there  is  a  mutual  mistake  as  to  the  existence  of  the  subject-matter, 
as  in  the  salo  of  a  farm  and  buildings  the  latter  of  which  were  burnt,  the 
vendor  cannot  recover  the  contract  price.8 

92.  Manner  of  Coining  to  an  Understanding— Offer  and  Acceptance  Make 
a  Contract. — The  manner  and  method  of  parties  reaching  this  mutual 
understanding  are  essentially  various,  but  probably  the  most  common  way 
of  evidencing  a  mutual  consent  to  the  terms  of  an  agreement  is  by  offer 
and  acceptance;  by  one  party  making  a  statement  of  the  terms  by  which 
he  will  abide  in  the  shape  of  an  offer,  and  then,  while  he  is  in  that  state  of 
mind,  i.  e.,  before  he  has  expressed  himself  to  the  contrary  or  made  a  revo- 
cation of  his  offer,  the  other  party  accepting  his  offer  unconditionally,  in  the 
same  terms  as  made.  Then  is  there  a  meeting  of  the  minds,  and  from  the 
moment  of  that  acceptance  there  is  a  binding  contract.  Such  an  agree- 
ment is  usually  introduced  by  some  questions  as  to  whether  a  thing  is  for 
sale  or  to  be  performed;  or  the  disposition  to  contract  may  be  evidenced  by 
a  notice  or  advertisement  that  a  certain  sale  is  to  take  place  or  a  thing  is  to 
be  disposed  of  or  that  certain  work  is  to  be  performed,  inviting  offers,  pro- 


1  Phillip  v.  Gallant.  62  N.  Y.  256. 

*  Steamship  Co.  v.  Swift,  29  Atl.  Rep. 
1063.  86  Me.  248;  but  *ee  8:mders  t>.  Polts- 
litzcr  Bro-.  F.  C  >.  (N.  Y.  App.).  89  N.  E. 
Rep.  75. 

*  Mississippi  &  Dominion  Steamship  Co. 
t>  Swift,  86  Mr.  248. 

4  Lawrence  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (Wis.).  54  N.  W.  Rep.  797.  See  Sec. 
797. 

•Pullman  P.  C.  Co.  «.  Booth  (Tex.),  23 
S.  W.  Rep.  719. 


•Pittsburgh,  e'e.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Racer 
(Ind.),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  186. 

1  Foster  v.  Mackiunon,  L.  R.  4  C.  P. 
704,  711;  Pitcher  t>.  Hennessy,  48  N.  Y. 
415 

•Wells  «.  Caiman.  107  Mass.  514  [1871], 
case*  cited  But  see  Harv.-ml  Law  Pro- 
fessor's doctrine  in  Harv.-ird  Law  Review, 
and  an  article  on  the  effect  of  destruction 
of  buildings  on  contract  for  sale  of   tie 

Sroperty.  12  Central  Law  Journal  77,  by 
i.  A.  Marshall. 


*  See  Sec.  797,  infra 
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posals,  or  tenders.  This  preliminary  is  then  followed  by  a  certain  amonnt 
of  fencing  and  bantering  as  to  who  shall  first  commit  himself  to  the  terms 
of  an  agreement.  If  it  is  a  horse  to  sell,  the  seller  will  want  the  purchaser 
to  make  him  an  offer.  He  wants  the  highest  price  he  can  get  for  his  horse, 
and  if  he  makes  an  offer  it  may  be  accepted,  which  completes  the  contract, 
and  he  may  have  named  a  figure  lower  than  he  could  have  obtained  had  he 
been  a  littlo  more  prudent.  If  the  seller  gets  the  buyer  to  make  him  an 
offer,  it  is  then  in  his  hands  to  close  the  bargain  and  make  it  a  sale  or  to 
reject  it.  If  the  offer  be  accepted  before  the  buyer  revokes  his  offer,  then 
the  contract  is  completed,  and  the  would-be  purchaser  is  bound  by  the 
agreement. 

This  desire  to  be  noncommittal,  or  to  keep  the  privilege  of  closing  the 
contract,  has  given  rise  to  auction  sales  and  of  letting  work  by  advertising 
for  bids,  proposals,  or  tenders,  by  which  means  the  owner  or  proprietor 
retains  the  right  to  determine  the  contract,  and  contracts  are  entered  into 
in  a  manner  more  dignified  and  businesslike  than  those  attending  every-day 
bargaining. 

The  subject  of  offer  and  acceptance  presents  many  nice  questions  as  to 
what  is  an  offer,  what  constitutes  an  acceptance,  at  what  moment  the 
acceptance  takes  effect  and  the  offer  becomes  irrevocable,  and  what  effects 
a  revocation  of  an  offer. 

93.  What  Is  an  Offer  f — An  offer  is  a  proposal  to  make  a  promise,  and 
in  law  it  is  not  an  offer  until  it  comes  to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  made.  The  offer  must  be  made  in  the  form  of  a  proposal  to- 
become  binding  upon  acceptance.  An  offer  in  the  form  of  a  question,  as, 
u  Will  you  or  would  you  take  or  accept  $10  a  thousand  ?"  is  not  an  offer  at 
all.  The  offer  must  be  in  such  terms  that  if  accepted  both  parties  shall  be 
bound,  that  the  obligations  may  be  mutual.  Had  the  would-be  purchaser 
said,  "  I  will  give  you  $10  a  thousand,19  and  the  seller  signified  his  assent 
by  accepting  the  offer  or  by  delivering  the  materials,  that  would  have  made 
a  valid  contract. 

An  offer  has  been  called  a  conditional  promise  which  may  be  revoked 
at  any  time  before  it  is  accepted.  It  is  not  a  promise,  for  it  is  revocable, 
while  a  promise  is  not;  but  if  it  is  accepted  in  due  course  of  time,  i.e., 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  in  the  precise  terms  that  it  was  made,  it  then 
becomes  a  promise,  and  the  offer  and  acceptance  becomes  a  promise  for  a 
promise,  which  constitutes  a  contract. 

In  bilateral  contracts  where  the  offer  and  consideration  are  mutual 
promises,  the  offer  becomes  a  promise  only  upon  the  acceptance  and  per- 
formance of  the  consideration,  i.  e.,  the  giving  of  a  promise  in  return  for  the 
promise  offered.  It  therefore  follows  in  a  bilateral  contract  that  if  one 
party  is  bound  both  are  bound,  and  both  must  have  become  bound  at  the 
same  time.  In  a  unilateral  contract  where  the  offer  is  made  in  considera- 
tion of  an  act  or  material  thing,  the  offer  becomes  a  promise  "  in  consequence 
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of  what  the  contractor  does  or  gives  or  suffers,"  while  in  a  bilateral  contract 
the  offer  becomes  a  binding  promise  "  in  consequence  of  what  the  contractor 
says/'  promises.  Therefore  the  acceptance  in  a  bilateral  contract  must 
amount  to  a  promise  or  the  adoption  of  the  terms  imposed  in  the  offer  as 
the  consideration  for  the  obligation  assumed  by  the  offerer.  The  adoption 
of  the  terms  and  the  promise  by  the  contractor  and  the  continuance  of  the 
offer  and  the  counterpromise  by  the  one  making  the  offer  are  implied  by 
the  law.  The  law  implies  the  making  of  the  counter  offer  in  the  terms  of 
the  original  offer  when  the  acceptance  is  made,  and  also  imposes  upon  the 
offerer  the  presumption  that  he  has  remained  in  that  state  of  mind  so  long 
as  his  offer  continues,  and  that  he  will  accept  the  counter  offer  in  the  same 
terms  of  his  own  offer. 

In  treating  the  subject  of  offer  and  acceptance  it  seems  essential  to  dis- 
tinguish between  these  two  classes  of  contracts:  those  that  are  one  sided — 
unilateral,  and  those  in  which  both  sides  are  bound  to  perform,  or  bilateral 
contracts. 

94.  What  Constitutes  an  Acceptance! —The  acceptance  differs  from  the 
making  of  an  offer  in  that  it  is  not  always  necessary  to  communicate  it  to 
the  person  making  the  offer.  The  acceptance  of  an  offer  may  be  expressed 
by  words  or  signs,  as  by  the  acts  of  the  parties;  for  example,  the  delivery 
of  the  materials  or  goods,  or  by  accepting  and  using  them,  or  by  any  overt 
act  that  indicates  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  or  business  an  acceptance 
of  the  terms  offered.  For  all  practical  purposes  it  may  be  said  that  the 
offer  is  accepted  when  the  person  to  whom  the  offer  has  been  made  has 
performed  the  conditions,  i.  $.,  the  consideration  stipulated  in  the  offer. 
The  entering  of  an  order  on  the  books  of  a  firm  may  constitute  the  accept- 
ance and  create  a  contract.1 

In  a  public  offer  of  a  reward  for  the  apprehension  and  conviction  of  the 
perpetrators  of  an  act,  the  offer  is  accepted  by  the  discovery  and  arrest  of 
the  culprit,  unless,  indeed,  the  act  was  done  in  ignorance  of  the  reward 
having  been  offered.  If  such  is  the  case  it  is  no  contract,  because  the  offer 
had  never  been  communicated  to  the  apprehender.  If  an  offer  be  made  in 
consideration  of  the  performance  of  certain  acts  the  offer  does  not  become 
a  promise  until  the  performance  of  the  consideration  is  completed,  and  up 
to  that  moment  the  offer  may  be  revoked  or  destroyed  by  the  death  of  the 
one  making  the  offer,  and  the  offeree  (contractor)  be  deprived  of  any  pay 
for  what  he  had  done.  Thus  an  offer  in  the  terms,  "  If  you  build  me  a 
house  according  to  these  plans  and  specifications,  on  its  completion  I  will 
pay  you  $10,000, "  would,  it  seems,  allow  the  owner  to  back  out  and  revoke 
his  offer  at  any  time  before  the  house  was  finished,  and  leave  the  contractor 
without  any  remedy  for  his  work  and  materials  under  the  terms  of  their 

1  Camden  Iron  Wks.  *.  Pox  (N.  J.  C.  C.),  84  Fed.  Rep.  200  [1887]. 


86  ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.     [§  95. 

would-be  agreement.1    This  might  cause  great  hardship  and  gross  injustice 

on  the  contractor;  but  if  it  were  held  that  the  offer  became  a  promise  when 
the  contractor  began  the  performance  of  the  consideration,  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties  as  shown  by  the  terms  of  their 
agreement;  and  it  would  impose  hardships  upon  the  offerer  (owner)  when 
the  contractor,  as  he  might  at  any  stage  of  the  work,  refuse  to  proceed 
further  in  performing  the  consideration  of  the  offer.  If  the  contractor 
should  die,  the  offerer  (owner)  would  then  be  without  remedy.  These 
troubles  and  hardships  may  be  averted  by  making  a  binding  contract  before 
the  work  or  performance  begins,  by  giving  an  offer  of  a  promise  to  pay,  for 
a  promise  to  perform,  i.  e.,  by  an  exchange  of  mutual  promises.  If  the 
parties  neglect  this  precaution,  any  hardships  they  may  suffer  should  be 
charged  to  themselves. 

95.  Contracts  Made  by  Mail  or  Telegraph. — It  is  the  acceptance  of  an 
offer  that  completes  a  simple  contract,  and  it  is  the  delivery  of  the  instru- 
ment that  makes  a  deed.  The  offer  is  supposed  to  continue  till  the  time  of 
its  acceptance,  for  the  offer  and  acceptance  must  exist  at  the  same  time,  the 
moment  when  the  contract  is  created.  Thus  when  an  offer  is  made  by 
letter  or  by  telegram,  the  offer  is  continued  during  the  time  that  the  letter 
or  message  is  travelling,  unless  it  is  recalled  or  revoked,  which  revocation 
must  be  communicated  to  the  person  to  whom  the  offer  was  made  or  sent. 

It  is  frequently  and  popularly  stated  that  the  mailing  of  a  letter  of 
acceptance  completes  the  contract,  and  it  is  frequently  held  by  courts  that 
an  offer  is  accepted  from  the  time  the  answer  is  deposited  in  the  post-office.' 
It  has  been  held  too  that  a  telegraph  message  containing  an  acceptance  of 
an  offer  delivered  on  Saturday  to  the  telegraph  company,  and  required 
to  be  delivered  on  Sunday  to  the  offerer,  is  wholly  completed  on  Saturday, 
and  not  void  because  of  Sunday  laws.*  It  is  pretty  well  settled  in  this 
country  and  in  England  that  a  contract  is  completed  at  the  moment  the 
letter  of  acceptance  is  mailed,  or  the  message  of  acceptance  delivered  to  the 
telegraph  company.* 

1  In  such  cases  the  law  implies  a  con-  864-4.  The  work  must  have  been  per- 
trcict  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  the  formed  with  the  owner's  knowledge,  con- 
reasonable  value  of  the  contractor's  ser-  sent,  privity,  or  by  his  request.  It  must 
vices  and  materials.  If  the  owner  request  not  have  been  done  officiously,  or  no  re- 
a  contractor  or  mechanic  to  perform  cer-  covery  can  be  had,  however  meritorious 
tain  work  or  to  furnish  materials,  or  if,  or  beneficial  it  may  be  to  the  owner. 
without  any  request,  the  owner  stands  by  *  Hunt  t>.  Highnian  (la.),  30  N.  W.  Rep. 
and  allows  the  contractor  to  do  work  or  769  [1886], 

furnish  materials,   acting  in  jjood  faith,  *  Western  Union  Telexrraph  Co.  «.  Way 

and  the  owner  takes   possession  of  the  (Ala),  4  So.  Rep.  844  [1 887  J. 

materia' s  and  work  and  enjoys  the  benefit  4  Trevor  v.  Wood  (N.  Y.),  16  Am.  Law 

thereof,  the  law  will  imply  a  contract  on  Reg.  215  [186*];  Terri-r  «.  Storer,  19  N. 

his  part  t<>  pay  for  such  work  and  ma-  W.  Rep.  288  [18841;    Adams  v.  Lindsey, 

tenuis.     Thomas  v.   Walnut  Land,  etc.,  1  B.  &  A.  081  [1818];  Dunlop  v.  Higgius, 

Co.,  43  Mo.  App.  658:  Henderson  B'dge.  1   H.  of  L.  Cas.  381   [1848]:  Thomson  «. 

Co.  v.  McGrath.  184  U.  8  260;  Richard  f>.  James,  Lanjrdell's  Cases  on  Contracts  125; 

Stanton,  16  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  2~>:  numerous  Laugdell's  Summary  of  Cou tracts  993. 
cases  died,  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
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The  soundness  of  this  rule  has  been  questioned  by  good  authority,  who 
argue  that  the  acceptance  must  be  communicated  to  the  original  offerer  to 
complete  the  contract,  and  this  seems  to  be  the  Massachusetts  rule.1  The 
latter  rule  seems  to  be  sustained  by  the  decisions  to  the  effect  that  if  a  letter 
or  message  of  revocation  is  received  by  the  offerer  before  or  at  the  same 
time  he  receives  the  letter  of  acceptance  the  revocation  will  render  the 
acceptance  inoperative,  even  though  the  letter  was  mailed  before  the  revo- 
cation was  sent.  If  the  letter  of  acceptance  be  followed  by  another  letter, 
not  revoking  but  modifying  the  acceptance,  and  the  two  are  delivered  at 
the  same  moment,  the  later  letter  will  take  effect,  no  matter  which  letter 
happens  to  be  opened  first.9  The  cases  cited  would  seem  to  hold  that  a 
contract  is  not  consummated  at  the  moment  the  letter  or  message  of  accept- 
ance is  sent  if  the  contractor  can  get  his  revocation  to  the  offerer  before  or 
by  the  time  the  acceptance  is  delivered. 

Proof  that  a  letter  was  duly  stamped  and  addressed  and  mailed  is  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  person  to  whom  it  was  sent  received  it a  if  it  appears 
that  he  then  resided  in  the  town  to  which  the  letter  was  addressed,4  and  the 
delivery  of  a  letter  to  a  mail-carrier  is  equivalent  to  depositing  it  in  the  post- 
office.* 

96.  Acceptance  Must  be  Unconditional  and  in  the  Same  Terms  as  the 
Offer. — The  acceptance  must  be  absolute,  positive,  and  unconditional.  An 
offer  can  be  accepted  only  in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  made,  and  if  the 
acceptance  modifies  the  offer  in  any  particular  it  is  not  an  acceptance  that 
will  create  a  contract,  but  is  a  counter-offer.  Therefore  where  a  quantity 
of  tin  was  offered  at  a  certain  price,  and  the  reply  was :  "  We  accept  your 
offer  if  full-weight  plates,"  it  was  held  that  the  acceptance  was  conditional 
and  did  not  constitute  a  contract.*  A  letter  reading,  "  I  am  prepared  to 
make  the  arrangements  with  you  on  the  terms  you  name,"  in  answer  to  a 
letter  of  proposal,  does  not  constitute  an  unconditional  acceptance/ 

If  the  terms  of  the  offer  are  not  restated  in  the  acceptance,  the  parties 
will  be  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  offer.  Thus  where  a  railroad  offered  to 
carry  logs  at  a  certain  rate,  the  shipper  to  chain  the  logs  if  necessary  for 
safety,  which  rate  was  accepted,  it  was  held  that  by  accepting  the  rate 
without  qualification  the  shipper  accepted  all  the  conditions  specified  by  the 
railroad  company.8 

An  offer  must  be  accepted  just  as  it  was  made,  and  without  modification 
or  qualification.  A  qualified  acceptance  of  an  offer,  t.  e.9  an  acceptance  in 
terms  that  differ  from  those  in  which  the  offer  was  made,  becomes  a  new 

1  Langdell's  8nmmary  of  Contracts  993.  •  Poarce  *.  Lnngfitt,  101  Pa.  507  [18831 

•Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  996.  «Kirwin  «.  Bvrne  (Com.  PI.),  29  N.  Y. 

8  McFarlaml  c.  U.  8.  Mut.  Accrtt.  Assn.  Supp.  287;  27  N.  Y  Supn.  148,  affirmed. 
(Mo.  Sup.),  27  S.  W.  Hop.  486;  Young  v.         7  Havens  «.  American  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (Ind. 

Clapp  (III.  Sup  ).  85  N.  E  Rep.  872.  Apr..),  89  N.  E.  Rep.  40. 

4  Goodwin  v.  Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur.  *  Lawrence  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Soc.  (Iowa),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  157.  (Wis.),  54  N.  W.  Rep.  797. 
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offer,  which  the  original  offerer  may  accept  and  thus  complete  the  contract. 
The  acceptance  must  conform  to  the  conditions  expressed  or  implied  in  the 
offer  in  respect  to  time,  place,  manner,  and  method  in  which  it  is  given 
or  made. 

The  acceptance  must  be  made  or  mailed  within  the  time  named  in  the 
offer,  and  if  no  time  be  named,  within  a  reasonable  time,  which  latter  will 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  and  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.1 
If  the  offer  requires  the  acceptance  to  be  sent  to  a  particular  place,  a  letter 
of  acceptance  sent  to  another  place  will  not  create  a  contract.9  An  offer 
containing  a  request  to  answer  by  telegraph  "yes  "  or  "  no,"  and  stating  that 
unless  the  answer  is  received  by  a  certain  day  "  shall  conclude  no/'  the 
acceptance  must  be  received  by  telegram  on  or  before  the  date  named." 

If  the  offer  is  neither  accepted  nor  rejected,  but  a  now  offer  made  in 
turn,  it  amounts  to  a  constructive  rejectiou  of  the  original  offer.4  If  the 
first  offer  is  afterwards  accepted,  it  does  not  create  a  contract,  but  is  only  a 
new  counter-offer  which  may  be  accepted  or  rejected  by  the  original  offerer.* 

97.  What  Effects  a  Revocation  of  an  Offer. — An  offer  must  be  communi- 
cated to  the  offeree,  aud  it  can  be  revoked  only  in  the  same  manner.  It 
may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time  before  it  is  accepted,  but  the  withdrawal 
must  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party  to  whom  it  was  made.* 

It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  offeree  can  leave  town  or  secrete 
himself  and  thus  avoid  a  revocation  of  an  offer,  for  a  letter  withdrawing  the 
offer,  properly  directed,  with  a  return  notice  thereon,  and  mailed  in  time  to 
reach  the  person  to  whom  the  offer  was  made  before  his  letter  of  acceptance 
was  mailed,  will  be  held  to  have  been  received  in  the  absence  of  strong  proof 
to  the  contrary.1 

In  the  case  of  an  offer  the  offerer  holds  control  of  it  and  may  call  it  back 
or  revoke  it,  but  once  accepted  the  promise  is  made  and  the  offerer  has  parted 
with  his  control  of  the  offer  and  it  is  irrevocable.  It  can  then  be  rescinded 
only  by  the  mutual  consent  and  agreement  of  both  parties,  t.  e.,  by  another 
contract  that  they  will  not  enforce  their  rights.8 

A  mere  change  of  mind  on  the  part  of  the  offerer  will  not  destroy  an 
offer.  It  requires  some  physical  act  on  his  part  to  undo  the  making  of  the 
offer,  and  the  physical  act  must  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  offer  was  made.*    An  offer  to  sell  materials  is  not  revoked  by  sell- 

'Furrier  «.  Storcr,  19   N.  W.  Rep.  288  condlMons    silence  or  a  failure  to  reply 

[1884],  tv ill  amount  to  an  Acceptance  of  an  offer, 

•  Eliason  d.  Henshaw.  4  Curtis 882  [1819].  see  27  Am.   Law.  Reg.  N.  8.  260  [1888]; 
JLewi«   t>.    Browning    180   Mass.   178  Tyler  t>.  Tustl in  Acad,  etc.,  26  Am.  Law. 

[1881];  Home  v.  Niver  (Mass.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  839  ri8871. 

Rep.  893.  'LansricU's  Summary  1090;  Sherwin  v. 

4  Hyde  v.  Wrench,  8  Beavan  884.  Nnt.  C.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  App.),  88  Pac.  Rep. 

•  Sheffield  C.  Co.  t>.  Sheffield  &  R.  Ry.  892. 

Co.,  8   Ry.  &  C.   C;is.  121;  W.  &  H.  M.  'Sherwin  v.  Nat.  C.  R.  Co.,  supra. 

Gouldlng  «.   Hammond  (C    C.  App.).  54         8 Foster  v.  Dabber,  6 Ex.  Ch.  851;  Mora- 
Fed.  Rep.  689.    When  and  under  what      wetz  on  Corporations,  §  871. 

#  Bee  Mutuality,  8cc.  89,  supra. 
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iixg  them  to  some  one  else. l  The  offer  continues  and  may  be  accepted  at  any 
time  before  it  is  revoked  and  its  revocation  is  brought  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  offeree.  The  offeree  and  the  purchaser  of  the  materials  cannot  both 
acquire  title  to  the  materials,  but  as  against  the  seller  they  can  both 
acquire  the  right  to  the  goods,  together  with  the  alternative  right  to  dam- 
ages, which  is  all  that  a  contract  secures  to  the  contractor  in  any  case.1  In 
the  case  of  a  specific  chattel  where  the  title  passes  immediately  upon  the 
acceptance  of  the  offer  doubtless  the  person  who  first  completes  his  contract 
with  the  seller  will  get  title  to  the  goods,  and  may  retain  possession  of 
them;  but  when  the  offer  is  to  sell  real  property  or  unspecified  personal 
property  it  may  be  doubted  whether  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  property, 
whether  executed  or  executory,  would  have  any  effect  upon  the  contract 
created  by  accepting  the  offer.' 

It  is  often  held  that  a  definite  proposal  to  do  work  according  to  plans 
and  specifications  plus  an  unqualified  acceptance  by  a  city  together  consti- 
tute a  contract,  and  the  plans  and  specifications  become  a  part  of  it.9  But 
there  are  other  decisions  to  the  effect  that  the  acceptance  of  a  legally  made 
bid  for  a  proposed  building  does  not  in  itself  constitute  a  contract,  but  that 
the  bidder  is  entitled  to  a  contract  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  his 
proposal.4  * 

The  distinction  is  a  nice  one,  to  say  the  least,  and  it  is  doubtful  if  it  is 
worth  making,  as  the  contractor's  rights  and  claims  are  substantially  the 
same  in  either  case.  If  no  new  terms  are  contemplated  and  the  acceptance 
is  unqualified,  there  is  no  doubt  a  binding  contract.  If  from  the  circum- 
stances there  is  an  evident  intention  to  enter  into  an  agreement,  and  the 
preparation  of  the  written  contract  was  postponed  as  a  matter  of  conven- 
ience and  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  in  more  formal  language  the  agree- 
ment already  arrived  at,  the  contract  will  be  considered  as  completed  when 
accepted,  and  must  be  performed  according  to  the  terms  of  the  proposal.8  An 
intimation  in  the  written  acceptance  of  a  proposal  that  a  contract  will  be 
afterwards  prepared,  does  not  prevent  the  contract  from  taking  effect,  f 

Care  should  be  taken  not  to  accept  bids  absolutely,  but  only  on  condition 
that  the  builder  sign  the  contract  and  specifications  in  their  prescribed 
forms,  finding  securities  and  executing  the  required  bonds,  etc.  If  the 
acceptance  be  made  "  subject  to  the  execution  of  a  contract  to  be  pre- 
pared," or  "subject  to  the  preparation  and  approval  of  a  formal  contract,0* 
or  "subject  to  the  conditions  and  regulations  of  a  contract  to  be  substituted 
for  this  memorandum,"  the  contract  will  not  take  effect  until  it  has  been 

1  Query:  if  the  offeree  had  been  apprised  800  1*1888]. 

of  the  sale  by  the  purchaser  would  it  re-  4  Hughes  v.  Clyde.  41  Ohio  St.  889. 

voke  the  offer.  B  Lewis  «.  Brass,  L.  R  8  Q.  B.  D.  667; 

•Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1091.  Lawrence  v.  M.  L.  3.  &  W-  li.  Co.,  64  N. 

•Denton  c.   City  of  A.,    84  Kan.  438  W.  Rep.  797. 

[1886];  Wiles  «.  Hoss  (Ind.),  16  N.  E.  Rep.  •  Winn  «.  Bull,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  Div.  29. 

+ See  Lowest  Bidder,  Sees.  182-8,  infra.  \  See  Sec.  797,  irtfra. 
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formally  executed.1  In  each  case  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  will 
hold  in  determining  whether  the  contract  was  completed,  or  whether  it  was 
intended  to  complete  it  on  some  later  occasion. 

An  offer  which  is  to  continue  or  remain  open  for  a  time  named  is  only 
an  expression  of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  fixes  the  length  of  time  it 
shall  continue,  provided  it  be  not  revoked  in  the  meantime.  To  make  such 
a  stipulation  binding  it  must  be  supported  by  a  consideration  or  be  expressed 
in  a  sealed  instrument.  Even  then  the  offer  may  be  revoked,  which  act  on 
the  part  of  the  offerer  would  give  to  the  other  party  a  right  to  damages  for 
the  breach  of  his  contract  to  keep  the  offer  open.  A  court  would  not  enforce 
the  execution  or  completion  of  the  contract.' 

If  a  dealer  agrees  with  a  contractor  in  consideration  of  (1  that  the 
contractor  shall  have  the  refusal  of  certain  materials  for  one  month  for 
(5000,  the  law  supposes  the  dealer  to  Qffer  the  materials  to  the  contractor 
for  (5000  and  to  stipulate  that  the  offer  shall  continue  for  one  month.  If 
the  contractor  revoke  the  offer,  then  he  becomes  liable  for  the  damages  the 
contractor  suffers  in  consequence,  which  would  probably  be  the  difference 
between  the  price  agreed  upon  and  the  price  at  which  the  contractor  could 
have  bought.*  * 

1  Walter  t>.  Walther  (City  Ct.)f  24  N.  Y.  *  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts,  1089. 
Supp.  807;  but  tee  Emdem's  Law  of  Build-  '  Langdell  s  Summary  of  Contracts,  1090. 
tag  58. 

•Bee  Lowest  Bidder,  Bees.  18*-S00,  especially  Sec.  184,  ittfra. 


CHAPTER  V. 

LAW  OF  CONTRACTS.    GENERAL  STATUTE8  LIMITING  THE  LAW 

OP  CONTRACTS. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

98.  Proof  of  Terms  of  Contracts. — From  what  has  preceded  the  reader  has 
no  doubt  often  wondered  how  certain  things  were  to  be  proved.  The  exist- 
ance  of  certain  facts  and  the  proof  of  them  are  two  quite  different  things. 
The  facts  attending  every  contract  must  be  viewed  in  the  light  shed  by  the 
evidence  offered  as  seen  by  the  jury.  The  facts  ascertained,  it  is  the 
province  of  the  court  to  determine  what  laws  are  applicable  and  what  rights 
belong  to  the  parties.  The  most  inexperienced  will  appreciate  how  difficult 
it  must  be  to  prove  the  terms  of  contracts  by  the  parol  evidence  of  the 
parties  or  by  that  of  witnesses.  The  fallibility  of  men's  memories  and  the 
frequent  change  of  residence  increase  the  difficulties  as  the  time  increases. 

To  prevent  frauds  and  perjuries  statute  laws  have  been  passed  which 
require  that  important  contracts  be  attended  by  certain  ceremonies  and 
overt  acts  by  which  they  may  be  proved  in  courts,  and  on  account  of  the 
loss  of  evidence  after  the  lapse  of  time  statutes  have  been  passed  limiting 
the  liability  of  parties  to  certain  periods  or  lengths  of  time.  That  the  public 
may  have  notice  of  certain  contracts  and  obligations,  especially  those  per- 
taining to  transfers  of  land  and  to  important  construction  work  some  states 
require  that  they  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  public  record.  In  some  ' 
states  it  is  required  that  all  contracts  and  specifications  for  construction  of 
building3  and  works  shall  be  recorded  with  the  registry  clerk  of  the  district. 

99.  Statute  of  Frauds. — In  nearly  all  the  states,  in  Canada,  and  England 
there  are  statutes  requiring  certain  contracts  to  be  in  writiug  which  are 
known  as  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  statute  arose  from  the  necessity  of 
having  contracts  in  writing  to  prevent  frauds  and  perjuries  in  proving  the 
the  contract ;  hence  its  name.  These  statutes  usually  provide  that  contracts 
in  which  the  consideration  is  more  than  £10  (or  $40  or  $50)  cannot  be 
enforced  in  courts  of  law  if  they  are  not  in  writing,  or  there  has  not  been 

a  part  payment  or  a  part  delivery;  and  contracts  for  an  interest  inlands,   , 
or  that  cannot  be  performed  within  one  year,  or  to  pay  the  debt  of  another, 
are  voidable  if  not  in  writing.    The  reasons  and  circumstances  requiring 
the  passage  of  such  a  statute  law  exist  in  construction  contracts,  and  every 
prudent  man  will  require  a  written  contract  for  construction  work. 

When  the  statute  provides  that  certain  contracts  should  be  in  writing,  it 
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is  imperative  that  they  should  be  so  made.  If  such  a  contract  is  not  in 
writing  it  can  furnish  no  ground  of  action  or  basis  of  defense  to  either  party, 
but  they  must  stand  as  though  no  express  contract  had  been  made.  The 
person  rendering  services  may  usually  recover  upon  a  quantum  meruit ,!  but 
not  upon  the  express  contract.'  If  a  contract  is  required  to  be  in  writing, 
all  material  variations  of  such  contract  must  be  in  writing.' 

The  general  requirements  of  the  different  statutes  are  the  same  for  the 
different  states,  but  there  are  slight  differences  which  it  is  impossible  to 
treat  here.  The  advice  of  a  local  attorney  should  be  sought  for  the  inter- 
pretation and  application  of  the  statute  of  the  different  states,  however, 
some  general  statements  may  be  made  and  cases  be  given  which  will  illustrate 
the  working  of  the  statutes. 

100.  Statute  of  Frauds.— Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Goods,  Materials, 
and  Merchandise. — The  statute  as  enacted  in  nearly  all  the  states  of  the 
Union  has  a  section  very  similar  to  the  following  \  "  No  contract  for  the 
sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  for  the  price  of  [$30  in  New  Jersey 
to  $300  in  Utah]  or  more,  shall  be  good  or  valid  unless  the  purchaser 
accepts  and  receives  part  of  the  goods  so  sold  or  gives  something  in  earnest 
to  bind  the  bargain  or  in  part  payment  ;  or  unless  some  note  or  memo* 
randum  in  writing  of  the  bargain  is  made  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged  thereby,  or  by  some  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized." 

This  section  of  the  statute  has  been  held  to  govern  all  forms  of  selling 
goods,  as  at  auction,  and  to  extend  to  every  manner  of  private  sale.4  It 
applies  to  contracts  for  exchange,  barter,  and  to  executory  as  well  as  exe- 
cuted sales ;  *  but  a  contract  to  give  a  chattel  mortgage  or  a  contract  to 
become  a  partner  in  the  sale  has  been  held  not  within  the  statute.* 

101.  Contract  for  Goods  to  be  Manufactured.— If  the  subject-matter  of 
goods  contracted  for  or  sold  has  no  existence  and  is  to  be  manufactured, 
then  the  law  varies  in  different  states.  Some  hold  that  such  a  contract  is 
within  the  statute,  and  other  states  hold  it  is  merely  a  contract  for  work 
and  labor.  The  latter  doctrine  is  often  called  the  New  York  rule  ;  but  there 
is  a  tendency  to  get  away  from  it,  even  in  the  State  of  New  York.  If  a 
contract  be  for  the  sale  of  an  article  which  requires  the  personal  skill  or 
attention  of  the  seller,  it  is  a  contract  for  work  and  labor  ;  the  test  fre- 
quently applied  being  whether  the  seller  is  himself  to  manufacture  them 
or  to  procure  some  particular  person,  or  whether  a  delivery  of  goods  by  any 
one  will  satisfy  the  contract.  If  the  latter,  then  it  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods.  Other  cases  make  the  test  one  of  design  and  purpose,  holding  that 
if  the  article  manufactured  is  to  be  of  special  or  peculiar  design  and  not 

>  Snlb  «.  Campbell  (Wis.),  27  N.  W.  Rep.  ■  Malone  «.  Philadelphia,  147  Pa.  St.  416. 

45  •  Coben  v.  Stene  (Wis.).  21  N.  W.  Rep.  4 Davis  v.  Robertson,  1  Mill.  71 ;  Davis 

5^4  v.  Rowell.  2  Pick.  64. 

» Lnpbara  «.  Osborne (Nev.),  18Pac.  Rep.  »8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Lnw  704. 

80i  [1888].  •  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  705. 
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suitable  for  general  trade,  then  it  is  not  within  the  statute.1  Therefore  a 
contract  to  furnish  a  monument  for  a  certain  amount,  to  be  erected  by  a 
state  on  a  battlefield,  was  held  not  a  contract  for  sale  of  goods,  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  though  the  contractors  were  not  bound  to  bestow  their 
personal  skill  and  labor  thereon.9  An  agreement  to  take  down  a  building 
and  reerect  it  on  another  lot  was  held  not  a  sale  of  goods,  but  an  agreement 
for  labor  and  to  improve  real  estate.'  A  verbal  contract  to  furnish  ma- 
terial, and,  after  performing  labor  thereon,  to  attach  it  to  the  realty,  as  a 
part  of  a  building  in  the  course  of  construction,  is  not  a  sale  of  goods  or 
ohattek,  and  is  not  within  the  statute.4  * 

There  is  a  safe  road  to  travel  in  all  such  cases,  and  that  is  the  surest 
though  it  be  the  longest.  Adopt  a  steadfast  rule  of  committing  the  terms 
of  every  contract  to  paper,  and  avoid  the  question  and  litigation  consequent 
to  a  failure  to  adhere  to  the  rule.  The  object  of  this  book  is  not  to 
get  its  readers  out  of  trouble,  but  if  possible  to  teach  them  to  avoid  trouble 
and  litigation. 

In  the  United  States  the  statute  is  held  to  apply  not  only  to  personal 
chattels  and  ordinary  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  materials,  but  also  to 
stockB  of  corporations,  bank  and  promissory  notes,  book  accounts,  and  bond* 
scrip,  but  not,  it  seems,  to  an  interest  in  a  patent  right/ 

The  burden  of  proving  that  the  price  exceeds  the  sum  named  in  the 
statute  rests  upon  the  party  setting  up  the  statute  in  his  defense,  and 
where  many  articles  or  different  materials  are  bought  at  the  same  trans- 
action the  aggregate  price  of  the  whole  is  the  price  to  be  considered.' 

102.  What  is  a  Sufficient  Memorandum  of  a  Sale. — The  note  or  memo- 
randum need  not  be  an  agreement  or  contract,  but  it  must  contain  the 
essential  terms  of  the  contract.  It  must  show  who  are  the  parties,  what 
was  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  the  quantity,  price,  and  any  special 
terms  agreed  upon.  The  memoranda  may  be  contained  in  several  papers, 
as  in  the  ordinary  exchange  of  letters  in  correspondence.  A  written  offer 
or  proposal  is  sufficient  if  accepted.  A  bill  of  parcels,  a  receipt  for  money, 
a  vote  of  a  private  or  municipal  corporation  duly  entered  on  its  books/  or  a 
series  of  letters  or  of  telegrams  put  together,  may  make  the  necessary 
memorandum.  Where  connection  is  to  be  established  between  separate 
papers  they  must  contain  references  to  one  another  or  be  physically  joined 
together.    Parol  evidence  should  not  be  necessary  to  establish  their  connec- 

1  Brown  &  H.  Co.  v.  Wuoder  (Minn.),  67  Ency.  Law  860 ;  Lee  v.  Griffin,  1  B.  &  S. 

N.  W.  Rep.  357.  272 ;  Clay  «.  Yates,  1  H.  &  N.  73. 

*Forsytlit>.  Mann  (Vt.)  84   All.   Rep.  *  Griipby  «.  Foinbs  (Ky.),  21  S.  W.  Rep. 

481.  87;  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  710. 

•Scales  t>.  Wiley  (Vt.),  83  Atl.  Rep.  771.  f8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  710. 

4  Brown  &  H.  «.  Wunder  (Minn  ),  67  N.  '  8  Amer.  &  En£.  Ency.  Law  712;  Cam- 

W.Rep.  857;  a/k*caw#tn29Amer.  &Eng.  den  I.  Wks.   t>.  Fox,  84  Fed.   Rep.   200 

[1887]. 

•  Set  Sec.  106,  infra. 
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tion  with  the  contract.  If  all  the  papers  he  signed  they  need  not  refer  to 
one  another,  but  all  must  refer  to  the  contract.  Parol  evidence  may  be 
introduced  to  identify  the  papers,  but  not  to  connect  them. 

The  memorandum  may  be  printed,  made  in  pencil  or  stamped;  it  need 
not  be  delivered  to  the  opposite  party,  nor  need  it  be  published.  It  is 
sufficient  that  a  written  memorandum  was  made  and  signed  by  the  party 
to  be  charged.  If  lost  its  contents  may  be  proved  like  those  of  any 
writing.1 

103.  Contracts  to  be  Performed  within  One  Tear.— The  statute  usually 
provides  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  any  agreement  made,  which 
by  its  terms  is  not  to  be  or  cannot  be  performed  within  one  year  from  the 
date  of  the  making  thereof  unless  the  agreement,  or  some  sufficient  memo- 
randum of  it,  be  in  writing  and  duly  signed. 

In  construing  this  act  the  courts  have  held  that  if  the  contract  can  by 
any  possibility  be  performed  or  completed  within  a  year  according  to  the 
intent  of  the  parties,  then  it  is  not  within  the  statute  and  is  not  required 
to  be  in  writing.  The  mere  expectation  or  supposition  of  the  parties  as  to 
when  the  contract  will  be  completed  does  not  determine  the  intent.  How- 
ever unlikely  or  impossible  it  may  appear  that  the  contract  will  not  be  per- 
formed, if  it  be  possible  to  perform  it  (not  terminate  it),  it  is  not  within  the 
statute.  When  the  performance  within  a  year  is  impossible  it  must  be  in 
writing  or  there  must  be  a  written  memorandum.1  Agreements  to  do  an 
act  more  than  a  year  hence;  to  continue  to  do  an  act  or  service  or  to  refrain 
from  doing  it  for  a  greater  period  than  one  year;  to  take  a  lease  for  more 
than  one  year  or  for  a  year,  the  same  to  begin  at  some  future  day;  to  serve 
or  employ  for  more  than  a  year  or  for  a  year,  the  service  to  begin  at  some 
later  day;  and  all  contracts  in  which  it  is  evident  that  they  cannot  be  per- 
formed according  to  the  express  intent  of  the  parties  within  a  year,  are 
within  the  statute.  An  oral  agreement  to  make  annual  payments  in  a  con- 
tract which  by  its  terms  is  to  continue  sixteen  years  is  within  the  statute, 
and  cannot  be  enforced;'  but  it  might  be  otherwise  if  the  contract  were 
completely  performed  by  the  debtor.* 

The  following  instances  will  serve  to  show  what  agreements  are  not 
within  the  statute,  and,  if  not  subject  to  the  restriction  of  other  sections  of 
the  statute,  need  not  be  in  writing  :  A  verbal  contract  to  construct  a  road 
or  house  within  a  year  and  twenty  days  from  the  date  thereof  was  held  valid, 
as  it  might  be  completed  within  the  year.6  The  same  ha?  Seen  held  of  an 
agreement  dated  June  5,  1883,  for  the  erection  of  a  structure  to  be  put  up 

»8  Amer.  &  En^.  Ency.  Law  710-728  (Dak.),  87  N.  W.  Rep.   749  [1888],   and 

'Warren  Co.   v.   Hnlbrook,  118  N.  Y.  note. 

586.  16  Ainer.  Rcpts.   788;    Lock  wood  v.  'Jackson  Iron  Co.  «.  Ne.^aunee  C.  Co. 

Barnes,  3   Mill  128;  Jilson  v.  Gilbert,  26  (C   <!.  A.),  65  Fed.  Rep.  298. 

Wis.  637;  D  >yle  v.  Dixon,  97  Mnss.  208,  4Wcatlierfonl,    etc.,    R.   Co.   v.   Wood 

93  Amer.  Dec.  80,  nnd  note;  8  Amer.  &  (Tex.).  29  8.  W.  Rep.  411. 

Bag.  Ency.  Law  686;  Sarles  «.  Shallow  •  Jooet  v.  Pouch,  41  Ohio  St.  146  [1884] ; 
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port  daring  the  season  of  1833  and  part  during  the  season  of  1884; '  and  of 
an  agreement  to  work  a  quarry  and  to  divide  the  profits*  no  time  being 
specified.' 

If  the  promise  depend  upon  the  happening  of  an  event  which  may 
not  happen  within  a  long  time,  but  which  has  happened  within  a  year, 
the  agreement  is  good  and  will  sustain  an  action.'  A  verbal  contract  to 
deliver  ties,  timber,  etc.,  on  the  line  of  a  railroad,  to  be  inspected  once  a 
month,  and,  if  received,  to  be  paid  for  at  current  prices,  the  contract  to 
continue  until  the  contractor  is  notified  to  stop,  is  not  within  the  statute;4 
and  so  also  of  an  agreement  to  continue  to  supply  materials  as  long  as 
wanted/  An  oral  agreement  between  a  father  and  a  son  by  which  the  son 
is  to  support  his  parents  during  their  lives  is  not  within  the  statute,  as  it 
may  be  performed  within  a  year;'  but  a  verbal  agreement  whereby  a  rail- 
road company  undertakes  to  lay  a  switch  for  the  use  of  a  sawmill-owner, 
and  to  maintain  it  as  long  as  he  should  need  it,  was  held  within  the  stat- 
ute when  it  was  expected  and  understood  that  he  would  need  it  for  many 
years/ 

When  it  is  expressly  agreed  that  a  contract  is  to  be  performed  within 
one  year,  extension  from  the  date  of  completion  from  time  to  time  by  parol 
for  periods  less  than  one  year  will  not  be  effected  by  the  statute  of  frauds.' 

101  Contracts  Executed  or  Completed  by  Contractor.— If  the  contract 
is  executed  by  one  party  it  does  not  come  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Therefore  a  contract  to  build  a  house  for  $2400;— $500  when  the  house  is 
begun,  $500  when  the  house  is  finished,  and  the  residue  in  five  yearly  pay- 
ments, with  interest  payable  semi-annually,  was  held  not  within  the  statute, 
the  contract  having  being  wholly  performed  by  the  contractor  within  a  year. 
The  contract  had  been  reduced  to  writing,  but  never  signed.'  While  this 
case  may  represent  the  general  law,  there  are  many  cases  to  the  contrary  in 
Massachusetts,1'  New  York,  Vermont,  and  other  states.  If,  however,  the 
contract  has  been  fully  performed  and  accepted  by  one  party  to  the  enrich- 
ment of  the  other  party,  such  cases  may  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  a 
contract  is  implied  by  law  to  pay  for  the  same,  and  the  contract  is  good 
evidence  of  the  value  of  the  performance  or  work  done. 

105.  Contracts  for  Employment  Not  to  be  Completed  within  a  Tear. — 
Instances  within  the  statute  which  are  most  likely  to  occur  in  the  experi- 


Plimpton  «.  Curtis,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  336; 
Fain  v.  Turner's  Adm'r  (Ky.),  29  8.  W. 
R«n.  C28. 

1  Sirlcs  v.  Shadow  (Dak),  37  N.  W.  Rep. 
749  1 1888]. 

» Tie  it  t>.  Hiles  (Wis),  83  N.  W.  Rep. 
517 

3  8  Amcr.  &  En<?  Enoy.  Law  690. 

*  Wnlkfir  v  Railroad  Co.  (8.  C),  1  8.  E. 
Rep  866  [18871. 

•Walker  t>  Johnson,  96  U.  8.  424 

•  Carr  v.  McCarthy  (Mich.),  88  N.  W. 


Rep.  241  [1888] ;  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy. 
Law  691. 

»  Warner  t>.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  17  Sup. 
Cl.  Rep.  147. 

•Dnnovan  v.  Richmond  (MiclO,  28 
N.  W.  Rep.  516 ;  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy. 
Law  688. 

•Dnrfee  v.  O'Brien,  14  Atl.  Rep  857 
[1888] :  Haines  v.  Thompson,  19  N.  T. 
Sup.  184. 

10  See  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  692. 
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ence  of  every  engineer  or  architect  are  verbal  contracts  for  employment  by 
the  year,  which  are  usually  made  some  time  before  the  service  begins.  Such 
a  contract,  unless  in  writing,  will  not  hold,  and  the  employee  may  get 
his  discharge  any  day  and  find  himself  without  redress.1  If  the  con- 
tract of  employment  as  set  forth  in  his  written  memorandum  is  incom- 
plete, then  the  contract  may  fail.  If,  however,  the  service  be  by  the 
year  and  has  continued  for  one  year,  and  as  to  the  next  year  nothing 
has  been  said,  a  new  implied  contract  may  arise  at  the  end  of  the  first 
year's  service,  which  the  law  will  enforce  though  not  in  writing.  The 
new  contract  implied  by  the  law  is  a  hiring  from  year  to  year,  per- 
formed within  a  year,  and  therefore  good.'  A  verbal  agreement  for  a 
future  term  to  begin  at  once  and  not  exceeding  one  year  is  not  within 
the  statute." 

A  contract  for  one  year,  to  commence  when  the  employee  secures  release 
from  present  employment,  was  held  not  within  the  statute,  when  it  was 
possible  to  secure  the  release  on  the  date  of  contract,  though  in  fact  the 
release  was  not  secured  till  later.4  A  verbal  contract  for  steady  and  per- 
manent employment  is  not  void  or  within  the  statute,  as  it  may  be  at  an  end 
any  time  upon  the  death  of  the  employee/  If  the  contract  by  its  terms  con- 
tains an  option  allowing  either  party  to  terminate  it  within  a  year,  it  is  not 
within  the  statute  and  need  not  be  in  writing.*  *  If  no  definite  time  be 
agreed  upon  as  to  when  the  service  shall  terminate  or  how  long  it  shall 
continue,  it  need  not  be  in  writing,  but  it  were  better  to  be  in  writing 
always.7 

Contracts  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year  must  be  signed  by  both 
parties.  If  not  signed/  part  performance  will  not  take  it  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  in  an  action  at  law,'  although  it  has  been  held  a  ground 
for  relief  in  equity.1* 

1  Milan  «.  Rio  Grande,  etc.,  R.  (Tex.),  Ry.  Co.,  1  Mo.  App.  185,  "at  a  monthly 

87  8.  W.  Rep.  165;  Moody  «.  Jones  (Tex.),  salary,  so  long  as  ne  shall  do  the  work  as- 

87  8.  W.  Rep.  879.  signed  him "  Carter  W.  Ld.  Co.  t>.  Kin- 

*  Smes  v.  Supt.  (Mich.),  35  N.  W.  Rep.  lin  (Neb.),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  586,  "so  long  as 

485;   Cullia  v.  Bothhnmley,   7  W.  R.  87;  the  works  are  kept  runnincr  " 

Lelande  v.  Aldrich  (La.),  6  So.  Rep.  28,  •  Blake  t>  Voitrht  (N.  Y.  A'  p.).  81  N. 

8  Amer.  «fc  Eng.  Ency.  Law  687, 14  Amer.  E.  Rep.  256  fl892];  but  see  contra  Doyle  «. 

&Eng.  Ency.  Law  765;  Ball  v.  Stover.  81  Dixon,  97  Mass.  208;  and  see  Dobson  c. 

N.  Y.   Supp.   781;  Herman   o.  Little  field  Collis,  1  H.  &  N.  81;  and  8  Amer  &  Eng. 

(Cal.),  42  Pac.  Rep.  448.  Encv.  Lnw  692. 

■  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  687;  Whit-  '  Jagnn  t>.  Qoetz  (Com.  PI.),  82  N.  Y. 

Ing  *.  Ohlert  (Mich),  18  N.  W.  Rep.  219;  Supp.  144;  Smnlley  v.  Mitchell  (Mich),  68 

Rayuor  t>.  Drew  (Cal  \  13  Pnc.  Rep.  866  N.  W.  Rep.  978. 

and  note;  Ward  d.  Mathews  (Cal.).  14  Pac.  8  Wilkinson  «.   Heavenrich  (Mich.),  26 

Rep.  604;  Sharkey  v.  McDermoth  (Mo.),  4  N.  W.  Rep.  189. 

S.  W.  Rep.  107:  Franklin   Sujrnr  Co    «.  •  Wolke  c.  Fleming  rind.),  2  N.  E.  Rep. 

Taylor  (Knns.).  15  Pac.  Rep.  586  |"1888]  825:  Henry  t>.  Wells  (Ark.),  8  S.  W.  Rep. 

4  Baltimore  B.  Co.  t>.  Callahan  (Md.),  88  687. 

AU.  Rep.  460.  ,0  Warner  c.  Texas*  P.  Ry.  (C.  C.  A.\ 

* Penn.  Co.  «.  Dolan  (Ind.  App),  82  N  54 Fed.  Rep.  922. 
E.  Rep.  802;  Harrington  v.  Kansas  C.  C. 

•See  also  Sec.  801,  infra. 
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106.  Contracts  for  an  Interest  in  Lands. — The  statutes  usually  require 
that  any  contract  for  the  sale  or  transfer  of  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them,  shall  be  in  writing,  or  that  a 
sufficient  memorandum  shall  be  made  in  writing. 

This  section  has  been  held  to  apply  to  private  sales,  auction  sales  by 
administrators,  executors,  trustees,  commissioners,  and  public  officers, 
except  judicial  sales,  and  to  exchanges  of  land.  The  statute  applies  to 
every  agreement  in  regard  to  the  title  of  lands,  for  the  sale  of  equitable 
title  as  well  as  the  legal  title,  and  in  short  to  every  agreement  by  which  an 
interest  in  land  is  modified,  increased,  or  diminished,  even  to  agreements 
for  the  possession  of  lands; l  to  agreements  in  regard  to  the  use  of  a  party 
wall;'  for  the  sale  of  bricks  of  a  ruined  house  still  standing  on  the  land/  or 
to  prepare  the  plans  of  a  building  and  to  superintend  the  construction 
thereof,  in  consideration  of  the  conveyance  of  a  certain  lot.4 

Whether  a  sale  of  growing  timber  or  crops  is  an  interest  in  lands  is  held 
differently  in  different  states.  It  is  usually  determined  by  the  evident 
intention  of  the  parties,  if  that  can  be  gathered  from  the  evidence,  whether 
the  sale  is  a  sale  of  chattels  made  by  cutting  the  growing  timber  or  crops, 
or  whether  the  buyer  is  to  derive  any  benefit  from  the  lands.  In  some 
states  it  must  be  in  writing  if  it  is  a  natural  growth,  i.  e.,  not  requiring 
cultivation  as  timber;  while  if  it  is  for  a  crop  that  has  been  planted  and 
cultivated  like  growing  grain,  potatoes,  and  root  crops,  then  an  oral  con- 
tract will  suffice.*  A  good  general  rule  is  that  the  agreement  does  not  fall 
within  the  statute  unless  some  interest  in  lands  in  the  nature  of  a  title, 
enforceable  either  in  a  court  of  law  or  equity,  is  sought  to  be  obtained, 
created,  or  transferred  to  the  party  furnishing  the  consideration.*  There- 
fore improvements  upon  lands,  distinct  from  the  title  or  possession,  are  not 
such  an  interest  in  the  land  as  to  bring  agreements  therefor  within  the 
statute.  A  parol  promise  to  pay  for  work  or  labor  upon  land,  whether 
already  done  or  to  be  done,  has  never  been  held  to  be  within  the  statute.7 
An  agreement  to  pay  one-half  the  cost  of  a  party  wall  located  half  on 
the  land  of  two  coterminous  owners  was  held  not  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.' 

Agreements  relating  solely  to  the  use  to  be  made  of  lands  are  valid  if 
not  in  writing.  Such  is  an  agreement  not  to  use  a  building  for  a  certain 
purpose,  to  keep  up  a  fence,  to  remove  a  fence,  or  to  use  lands  for  the 
manufacture  of  bricks  from  clay  found  in  it,  the  title  of  the  property  in  the 
clay  and  wood  to  remain  in  the  owner  until  paid  for.     An  agreement  not  to 

1  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  694-7.  •  8  Amer.  &  Em?.  Encv.  Law  701. 

*  Rice  f>.  Roberts  24  Wis.  461.  T  Many  cases  cited  in  29  Amer.  &  Ene. 

•  Meyers  v.  Schemp,  67  111.  469:  but  $m  Ency.  Law  860;  Scales  v.  Wiley  (Vt.)f  88 
contra  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Encv.  Law  698.  Atl.  Rep.  771. 

4  Koch  «.  Williams  (Wis.),  53  N.  W.  »Stuht«.  Sweezy  (Neb.),  67  N.  W.  Rep. 

Rep.  267.  748. 

'  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  698-700. 
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build  within  a  certain  number  of  feet  from  the  street  and  an  agreement  to 
open  a  street  have  both  been  held  to  be  within  the  statute; l  but  parol  agree- 
ments between  coterminous  owners  of  lands  fixing  their  boundaries,  fol- 
lowed by  possession,  is  valid  and  binding,9  and  an  agreement  to  remove  a 
fence  has  been  held  not  within  the  statute.'  There  are,  however,  decisions 
holding  such  oral  agreements  void.4  Usually  the  cases  hold  that  the  parties 
must  occupy  to  the  boundary  for  the  full  statutory  period,  which  bars  an 
action  at  law,  though  there  are  cases  to  the  effect  that  possession  for  a 
shorter  time  will  fix  the  boundary/ 

The  right  to  possession  of  land  is  such  an  interest  in  land  as  to  require 
an  agreement  to  deliver  possession  to  be  in  writing.' 

107.  Special  Agreements  Relating  to  Lands. — Agreements  releasing 
pecuniary  claims  for  damages  to  lands  where  they  have  been  flowed  by  a 
mill-pond,7  or  have  been  taken  for  public  purposes,  need  not  be  in  writing, 
for  they  are  held  not  within  the  statute.8 

Agreements  to  refund  or  discount  the  price  if  the  quantity  of  land  falls 
short  have  been  held  valid  if  not  in  writing,  but  an  agreement  to  pay  an 
additional  sum  if  coal  was  found  has  been  held  within  the  statute.* 

Where  land  has  been  conveyed  an  oral  promise  to  pay  therefor  at  a 
certain  rate  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  stipulated  amount 
may  be  recovered  in  an  action  at  law.' 

108.  Contract  Implied  by  Law  to  Pay  for  Benefits  Conferred  when 
there  has  been  Enrichment. — Under  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
if  a  contractor  has,  in  reliance  upon  an  oral  agreement  and  in*  accordance 
with  its  terms,  made  improvements  which  are  a  benefit  to  the  other  party 
estate,  he  may  recover  their  value  if  the  other  party  refuse  to  perform  his 
part  of  the  agreement.  The  recovery  is  not  upon  the  oral  agreement,  but 
upon  the  contract  implied  by  law  and  imposed  upon  the  owner  by  law  that 
he  shall  not  enrich  himself  at  the  expense  of  one  whom  he  has  victimized. 
An  attempt  to  make  an  oral  contract  between  the  parties,  or  the  existence 
of  such  an  undertaking,  does  not  prevent  the  law  from  imposing  a  contract 
upon  the  party  who  has  profited  by  his  own  wrong.10  The  owner  must  have 
been  enriched,  for  if  the  contract  was  entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
tractor he  cannot  recover,  and  the  profits  he  has  received  may  be  deducted 
from  the  value  of  the  improvements."  * 

1  8  Amer.  A  Enff.  Encv.  Law  708.  Smith  v.  Gotilding.  «  Cusli.  (Mnw.)  154. 

•  Archer  v.  PWin  (MiV.V  11  8o.  Rep.  8.  B  8  Amor.  <fr  Ens:  Ency.  Lnw  704. 

1  Sinrma  f.  8nv<W.  10  Johns.  109;  and  •  Freed  v.  Richy  fP«  »  8  All.  Rep.  626; 

see  44  Wis  98,  60  Wis.  810.  500.  Kirklnnri  v.  Mensha  W.  W.  Co.  (Wis.),  81 

4  White    v.    H'nKTimn.   48   Mich.    267;  N.  W  Ren.  471:  Huff  r.  Hall  (Mich.).  23 

Hnjrcv  v.  Detweiler.  85  Pa.  8t.  409.  N  W  Rep.  88:  Cnmp  v.  Moremiin  (Ky.), 

*  See  Adverse  Possession,  1  Amer.  AEng  2  8.  W.  Rep.  170:  Rnilrotid  Co.  t>.  English, 
Encv.  Lnw  240-250  16  Pac.  Rep.  82  F13S71. 

•Boyd  «.  Paul   (Mo.),  28  S.  W.  Rep.  ,08Amer  <&  E>>g  Ency.  Lnw  661. 

171.  I!  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  663. 

''Clement  «.  Durjrin.  5  Greet.  (Me.)  14; 

*See  Sec  53,  supra,  and  Sees.  690,  697,  708,  ttytai. 
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109.  Contracts  for  the  Creation,  Assignment,  and  Surrender  of  Estates  in 

Land. — By  the  statute  of  frauds  all  estates  created  or  transferred  must  be  in 
writing,  and  usually  the  law  also  requires  that  they  shall  be  sealed  and  wit- 
nessed, and  that  they  shall  also  be  acknowledged  and  made  of  public 
record.  Usually  estates  less  than  a  freehold  are  not  required  to  be  acknowl- 
edged nor  registered,  but  it  is  good  practice  nevertheless  to  have  both  cere- 
monies carried  out,  except  perhaps  in  case  of  short  leases.  All  such 
instruments  should  be  signed  by  both  parties.  Bids  at  auction  sales  of 
house-lots  or  land,  being  verbal,  are  within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  not 
binding.  Being  voluntary,  they  are  usually  carried  out,  but  cannot  be 
enforced.1  A  parol  promise  by  a  grantor  to  warrant  and  defend  the  title 
to  the  land  sold  is  void,  being  within  the  statute.' 

The  question  often  arises  as  to  what  is  a  lease,  or  such  an  estate  in  land 
as  to  require  a  written  instrument,  and  upon  that  question  there  are  deci- 
sions both  ways.  Without  doubt  all  agreements  for  the  permanent  occupa- 
tion of  another's  lands  or  any  part  thereof  should  be  in  writing.  So  it  has 
been  held  that  permission  to  erect  upon  the  land  of  another  a  permanent 
structure,  such  as  a  building  or  a  bridge,  or  leave  to  occupy  with  a  railroad,  a 
canal,  a  dam,  or  to  overflow  by  a  dam,  to  dig  a  drain  or  lay  a  pipe,  to  dig 
and  carry  away  coal,  ore,  stone  or  dirt,  or  to  haul  logs  across,  amounts  to  a 
lease,  since  it  is  a  grant  of  an  interest  in  the  land  itself,  and  must  be  in 
writing.  There  are  cases  which  hold  to  the  contrary  that  where  oral  per- 
mission has  been  given  to  build  a  permanent  structure  upon  lands,  as  a 
party-wall,  a  bridge,  an  aqueduct,  a  dam,  etc.,  that  although  mere  licenses 
are  ordinarily  revocable  at  any  time,  yet  having  been  acted  upon  they 
are  valid,  binding,  and  irrevocable.'  The  fact  that  there  are  such  de- 
cisions affords  no  excuse  for  one  to  accept  such  a  license  and  invest  his 
money  on  the  strength  of  it,  if  he  can  get  a  lease  in  writing,  even  by  paying 
for  it. 

110.  Promises  to  Answer  for  the  Debts  of  Another. — The  statute  alstv 
requires  all  contracts  or  agreements  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  mis- 
doing (miscarriage)  of  another  party  to  be  in  writing,  or  some  memorandum 
to  be  made  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.  The  provi- 
sion varies  slightly  in  the  different  states,  but  the  law  is  generally  that 
promises  to  pay  other's  debts  or  to  be  surety  for  their  undertakings  must  be 
in  writing.  The  statute  includes  every  kind  of  liability  that  may  be  enforced 
in  a  civil  action,  but  the  promise  must  be  to  the  creditor  himself,  and  not  to 
the  debtor — i.  e.,  the  one  who  is  himself  liable,  the  latter  promise  is  not  within 
the  statute  of  frauds.  A  promise  by  the  debtor  himself  to  pay  is  not  within 
the  statute,  even  though  another  is  also  liable,  and  even  though  one  debtor 
promises  to  pay  if  the  other  debtor  does  not  pay.    Therefore  the  promise  of 

1  Boyd  «.  Greene  (Mass.).  39  N.  E.  Rep.         *  Kelly  «.  Palmer  (Neb.),  60  N.  W.  Rep. 
27? ;  and  see  Lobit «.  McClave  (Tex. ),  28  S.      024. 
W.  Rep.  726.  '  8  Amer.  &  Bug.  Ency.  Law  667. 
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a  partner  to  pay  a  firm  debt  is  uot  within  the  statute,  while  a  stockholder's 
promise  to  pay  a  corporation  debt  is  within  the  statute. 

The  promise  must  be  to  pay  with  bis  own  funds,  and  not  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  debtor  that  are  in  his  possession,  and  a  debt,  it  seems,  is  not 
funds  or  property  in  this  sense.  The  promise  must  be  for  a  good  con* 
sideration. 

111.  Application  of  the  Law  to  Construction  Work.— -In  construction 
contracts,  cases  often  arise  where  the  contractor  has  failed  to  pay  his  men  or 
is  unable  to  get  materials  to  go  on  with  his  work,  and  the  owner  or  person 
to  be  benefited  by  the  performance  of  the  contract  has  promised  to  pay  for 
the  labor  and  materials  if  the  workmen  and  materialmen  will  continue  at 
work  and  to  supply  the  necessary  materials  of  construction.  When  the  owner 
makes  such  promises  it  is  important  to  ascertain  whether  he  himself  under- 
takes to  assume  the  obligation  or  whether  he  insures  the  payment  of  the 
contractor's  debt.  If  the  owner  seeks  to  obtain  a  direct  benefit  or  advantage 
to  himself,  as  to  relieve  his  property  from  a  lien,  it  is  generally  held  an  orig-v 
inal  obligation,  and  therefore  not  within  the  statute.1  If  it  be  the  evident 
intention  to  insure  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  another,  then  it  is  within  the 
statute,  and  must  be  in  writing.  Some  courts  have  based  their  decisions 
upon  the  fact  whether  there  was  a  new  and  distinct  consideration  for  the 
promise,  and  if  it  inured  directly  to  the  benefit  of  the  promisor,  in  which 
case  it  was  not  within  the  statute;  while  other  courts  have  ignored  these 
facts,  as  well  as  the  parties'  intentions,  and  called  it  a  collateral  obligation 
if  the  original  party  (contractor)  remained  liable,  making  the  promise 
within  the  statute  unless  the  agreement  was  a  substitute  for  the  original 
liability. 

There  are  many  cases  on  both  sides,*  but  there  is  a  safe  and  sure  way  for 
the  owner  or  his  engineer,  which  is  to  make  such  agreements  in  writing, 
and  to  make  it  clear  whether  the  undertaking  is  to  cancel  the  obligation  of 
the  contractor  and  to  substitute  the  owner,  or  whether  the  original  obliga- 
tion is  to  continue  and  the  owner  become  a  surety  for  its  performance. 

Some  cases  will  illustrate  the  law.  Thus  when  a  contractor  having  an 
apparent  purpose  to  quit  unless  payment  was  made  or  assured  was  told  by 
a  third  party  to  go  on  with  the  work  and  he  would  see  that  he  got  his  pay 
it  was  held  that  as  to  the  work  already  performed  the  promise,  not  being 
founded  on  any  consideration,  was  a  collateral  undertaking  to  pay  the  debt 
of  another,  which,  not  being  in  writing,  was  void.1  The  same  decision  was 
reached  when  a  third  party  told  the  contractor  to  go  on  and  finish  his  work 
and  he  himself  would  pay  for  it.4  In  another  case  an  oral  agreement  by  the 
owner  to  pay  a  subcontractor,  on  the  abandonment  of  the  contract  by  the 

1  Seguiue  v.  Spaeth  (Com.  PI.),  85  N.  Y.  29;  Warwick  «.  Grasholtz,  3  Grant  234. 

Supp.  847.  *Gill  v.  Herreck,  111  Mass.  501  [1873]: 

'8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  682.  Lachmau  v.  Irish  (Sup.),  25  N.  Y.  Supp. 

•  Gable  t.  Gray  bill,  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct  Rep.  193. 
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original  contractor,  an  amount  already  due  him  from  the  latter  and  an 
additional  sum  for  extras  if  he  would  complete  the  work,  is  not  void  as 
being  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  the  contractor. '  An  interesting 
case  is  reported  where  an  owner  had  written  to  a  subcontractor  as  follows: 
"  By  direction  of  the  contractor  and  at  the  request  of  C.  I  hereby  hold 
$2700,  which  I  hereby  agree  to  pay  you  when  the  work  has  been  delivered 
and  put  in  proper  and  workmanlike  manner;  $2500  of  which  is  to  be  charged 
on  my  contract  with  the  contractor  on  account  of  his  contract  with  0., 
and  $200  on  account  of  his  contract  with  me,  for  your  labor  in  putting 
said  work  in  said  place."  It  was  held  a  guaranty  to  pay  the  debt  of  0.,  and 
not  an  original  obligation  by  the  owner.* 

When  a  contract  provided  that  if  the  contractors  failed  to  furnish  mate- 
rial the  owner  would  supply  the  material  and  deduct  the  cost  from  the 
price,  and  a  materialman,  after  furnishing  certain  material  on  the  con- 
tractor's credit,  refused  to  furnish  more,  and  an  arrangement  was  made 
whereby,  on  the  contractor's  written  order  to  the  owner,  the  architect  was  to 
make  the  estimates  and  payments  directly  to  the  dealer,  it  was  held  that  the 
agreement  was  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  it  was  not  a  promise  to 
pay  plaintiff's  debt,  but  to  benefit  defendant  by  the  immediate  acquisition  of 
materials  for  the  building.' 

A  subsequent  promise  by  an  owner  to  a  materialman  to  see  that  mate- 
rials furnished  in  the  construction  of  the  owner's  house  upon  the  credit  of 
the  contractor  were  paid  for  is  not  enforceable,  and  it  will  not  support  a 
personal  judgment  against  the  owner.  Such  a  promise  was  held  a  mere 
verbal  collateral  contract.4 

If  a  contractor,  not  being  paid  by  an  owner,  has  abandoned  the  contract 
and  afterwards  resumed  it,  and  did  certain  extra  work  on  the  verbal  promise 
of  a  third  party  to  pay  him,  but  the  evidence  showed  that  he  still  looked 
to  the  owner  for  his  pay,  and  not  to  a  third  party  except  as  guarantor,  the 
promise  of  the  third  party,  not  being  in  writing,  is  void  both  as  to  the 
extra  work  and  that  done  under  the  contract/ 

A  verbal  agreement  on  the  part  of  a  supply  company  to  furnish  a  sub, 
contractor  materials  for  his  subcontract,  the  bills  when  O.K.'d  to  be  paid 
by  the  contractor,  is  an  original  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  supply-men, 
and  not  an  agreement  to  pay  the  debt  of  the  subcontractor.'  It  has 
been  held,  however,  that  a  promise  by  a  contractor  to  his  subcontractor's 
men  if  they  will  continue  at  work  is  an  original  undertaking  on  a  sufficient 
consideration  which  need   not   be  in   writing/    Promises  by  a  husband 

1  McLaughlin  «.  Austin  (Mich.).  62  N.W.  4  Farnham  v.  Davis  (Me),  9  Atl.  Rep. 

Rep.  719;  An  dree  v.  Bowman.  18  Md.  241.  725  [1887]. 

» Bierschenk  «.  Stoke*,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  '  Brcster  «.  Pcndell,  12  Mich.  221  [1864] 

83;  and  $ee  Emerson  t>.  Slater,  22  How.  28.  •  Barras  v.  Pomeroy  Coal  Co.  (Neb.).  5t 

•Bice  v.  Marquette,  etc.,  Co.  (Mich.),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  890. 

N.  W.  Rep.  882;  Calkins  v.  Chandler,  86  Y  Suell  v.  Rogers  (Sup.),  24  N.  T.  Supp 

Mich.  824,  followed.  879. 
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for  the  wife's  individual  debt,  or  by  the  wife  for  the  husband's  debt,  have 
been  held  to  be  within  the  statute,  and  void  if  not  in  writing.1 

In  an  action  by  a  materialman  against  a  contractor  for  lumber  furnished 
for  a  house  it  is  no  defense  that  the  owner  assumed  the  debt  unless  there 
was  a  novation  which  released  defendant.1 

The  statutes  usually  require  all  contracts  in  consideration  of  marriage 
to  be  in  writing,  or  that  there  be  a  written  memorandum  of  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  signed  by  the  party  or  his  authorized  agent.  Such  contracts 
are  marriage  settlements  or  any  agreement  which  makes  the  marriage  the 
consideration.    It  does  not  include  mutual  promises  to  marry.' 


STATUTE   OF    LIMITATIONS. 

112.  Objects  and  Reasons  for  the  Statute. — The  time  within  or  the 
period  in  which  the  obligation  of  a  contract  can  be  enforced,  or  within  which 
an  action  or  suit  can  be  brought  for  a  breach  of  a  contract,  is  limited  in  the 
United  States,  England,  and  Canada  by  certain  statutes  of  limitations.  The 
object  of  these  statutes  is  to  require  people  to  enforce  their  rights  within 
a  reasonable  time  or  to  abandon  them.  They  are  calculated  to  give 
security  and  repose  to  business,  and  to  relieve  the  parties  from  the  necessity 
of  preserving  indefinitely  their  receipts  and  other  evidence  of  settlement. 
It  provides  against  the  evils  that  arise  from  loss  of  evidence  and  the  failing 
memory  of  witnesses,  and  relieves  the  defendant  from  the  burden  of  keep- 
ing track  of  witnesses  and  preserving  documentary  evidence  in,  the  constant 
apprehension  of  being  called  upon  to  defend  himself  in  an  action  at  law, 
while  the  claimant  is  required  to  employ  reasonable  diligence  in  prosecuting 
his  claims.  The  statutes  may  prove  an  obstacle  to  just  claims,  as  where  a 
party  may  not  be  able  to  pay  during  the  period,  but  afterwards  becomes 
affluent,  or  where  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  avoid  and  evade 
a  suit  during  the  statutory  period.4 

The  statute  had  its  inception  in  the  convenient  rule  made  by  courts  that 
after  twenty  years  a  presumption  arose  that  debts  and  even  bonds  had 
been  paid  or  released  unless  the  delay  was  explained  by  the  creditor  and  he 
showed  that  they  had  not  been  paid.  In  fact,  independently  of  any  statute 
of  limitation,  courts  of  equity  have  inherent  powers  to  refuse  relief  after 
undue  and  unexplained  delay,  and  when  injustice  would  be  done  by  grant- 
ing the  relief  asked,  and  the  doctrine  applies  to  suits  relating  to  laud.5 

113.  Statute  Does  Not  Destroy  the  Contract  Obligation,  but  Affects  the 
Eemedy  or  Means  of  Enforcing  It. — The  statute  does  not  and  cannot  affect 

1  Brennan  t>.   Chapln,  19  N.  Y.   Supp.  *8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Encv.  Law  684;  Short 

237;  P^rkinB  t>.  Westcoat  (Colo.),  38  Pac.  t>.  Stalls.  58  Incl.  29  [1877]. 

Rep.  189.  4 18  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  786. 

4  Aidritt  v.  Paoton  (Mont.),  42  Pac.  Rep.  '  Abraham  x>  Ord way,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

in.  894 
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the  contract  obligation,  it  is  no  part  of  the  contract,  but  it  denies  the 
claimant  a  means  of  enforcing  his  right  in  a  court  of  law  after  he  has 
delayed  a  certain  number  of  years  to  enforce  it.  It  affects  the  action  only, 
and  not  a  defense.  Thus  a  defendant  may  show  that  a  contract  was  pro* 
cured  by  fraud,  though  the  statutory  period  has  passed.  A  counter-claim 
or  cross-complaint  is  not  a 'defense  in  this  sense.  The  statute  has  only  to  do 
with  the  remedy  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  for  -without  a  breach  there  is 
no  action  on  a  contract.  When  the  statutory  period  has  elapsed  no  action 
can  be  brought  in  a  court  of  law,  and  courts  of  equity  decline  to  entertain 
suits  when  an  action  at  law  is  barred  unless  there  are  circumstances  show- 
ing fraud  or  oppression. 

Much  difference  of  opinion  has  been  expressed  as  to  whether  the  statute 
affects  the  rigid  of  the  claimant  so  that  if  the  statutory  period  be  changed 
(extended)  it  restores  the  claimant's  right  to  sue.  Whether  or  not  this  be 
so,  it  is  well  settled  that  the  statute  does  not  destroy  the  obligation,  and 
that  it  affects  only  the  remedy,  and  not  the  merits  of  the  claim.1 

114.  Disabilities  that  May  Prevent  the  Operation  of  the  Statute— Per- 
sonal Disabilities.— Since  the  defense  of  the  statute  is  given  on  the  presump- 
tion that  the  claimant  has  been  guilty  of  laches,  it  follows  that  if  no  delay 
can  be  imputed  to  the  claimant,  then  the  statute  ought  not  to  apply.  If  the 
ability  to  bring  an  action  has  been  taken  away  from  the  claimant,  or  he  has 
been  disabled  from  bringing  an  action  of  law,  t.  e.,  if  he  (she)  were  in 
infancy,  insane,  idiotic,  or  under  coverture,  except  where  women  have  the 
right  to  sue  and  be  sued,  or  his  (her)  residence  was  in  a  foreign  country  or 
state,  such  disability  must  have  existed  when  the  right  of  action  accrued, 
for  if  the  statute  had  commenced  to  run  no  subsequent  disability  would 
interrupt  it.  If  a  contractor  dies  even  a  day  after  his  cause  of  action 
accrued,  that  day  was  sufficient  to  set  the  statute  in  motion,  and  if  an  infant 
heir  were  left  the  infant  cannot  plead  his  disability,  though  there  was  no 
time  during  the  whole  period  when  he  was  of  age  and  able  to  bring  an 
action.  This  may  seem  unjust,  but  the  rule  seems  a  necessary  rule  to  insure 
the  security  and  repose  for  which  the  statute  was  created.  For  the  same 
reason  one  disability  cannot  be  tacked  or  added  to  a  previous  disability 
partly  or  entirely  run  out. 

Therefore  if  a  woman  is  an  infant  when  her  right  of  action  accrues,  and 
before  she  becomes  of  age  she  marries,  becomes  insane  before  her  husband 
dies,  and  then  dies  leaving  infant  children,  only  the  first  disability  of  infancy 
•will  prevent  the  statute  from  setting  in,  and  it  will  bar  the  statute  only  so 
long  as  the  woman  was  an  infant.  Such  a  case  shows  how  the  very  object 
of  the  statute  might  be  subverted  if  such  a  rule  were  not  maintained.  Sev- 
eral generations  might  live  under  disabilities  in  families  in  which  early 
marriages,  insanity,  and  short  lives  were  hereditary. 

1 18  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  893-704. 
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If  the  action  accrue  when  the  party  is  under  more  than  one  coexisting 
disability,  the  statute  will  not  be  set  in  motion  until  they  are  all  removed. 
Therefore  if,  when  the  right  to  an  action  accrues,  a  woman  be  married, 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  insane,  and  her  husband  died  at  thirty 
and  she  became  sane  at  forty,  the  statutory  period  would  not  begin  to  run 
until  she  were  forty. 

So  long  as  there  is  nobody  against  whom  the  claimant  can  bring  an 
action  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run.  Such  cases  arise  when  the 
administrators  of  the  defendant  have  not  been  appointed,  though  it  does  not 
exclude  the  time  between  the  death  of  the  claimant  and  his  administrator. 

115.  The  Letter  of  the  Law  is  Applied  Strictly,  without  Regard  to  Hard- 
ship or  Misfortune. — The  statute  does  not  run  against  a  town  until  it  is  in- 
corporated and  has  capacity  to  sue.  There  are  exceptions,  however,  to  this 
rule  in  California1  and  Georgia.  The  statutes  of  many  states  contain  special 
provision  for  such  cases,  which  statutes  should  be  consulted.  There  has 
been  a  doctrine,  which  is  no  longer  accepted,  that  an  inherent  equity  would 
create  an  exception  to  the  rule,  but  the  general  law  now  is  that  the  language 
of  the  act  must  prevail,  and  no  reason,  based  on  apparent  inconvenience  or 
hardships,  can  justify  a  departure  from  it.9  This  is  illustrated  by  a  remark- 
able case  in  which  a  city  eluded  the  service  of  summons  during  the  whole 
period  of  ten  years,  the  statutory  period.  Each  year,  as  soon  as  the  officers 
of  the  city  were  elected,  they  met  and  transacted  what  business  was  neces- 
sary, in  a  secret  place,  with  doors  locked  and  sentries  posted,  after  which  they 
filed  their  resignations,  which  by  law  took  effect  immediately,  leaving  no 
officer  of  the  city  upon  whom  the  railroad  company,  who  held  the  city's 
bonds,  could  serve  summons.  The  court  held  that  however  dishonest  and 
wrong  morally  it  was  for  a  debtor  to  evade  services  of  process,  it  was 
not  fraudulent  in  a  legal  sense,  and  that  as  it  did  not  come  within  any 
exj)ress  exception  of  the  statute,  the  court  could  not  make  it  one,  as  that 
would  be  making  a  law  instead  of  administering  it,  the  former  of  which  is 
for  the  legislature,  the  latter  for  the  courts.' 

War  is  such  a  disability  or  condition  as  will  prevent  the  statute  from 
operating.  It  must  affect  the  parties  or  be  of  such  duration  and  character 
as  to  close  the  courts.  War  will  not  only  prevent  the  statute  from  taking 
effect,  but  it  will  interrupt  the  running  of  the  statute  for  the  term  that  the 
war  existed. 

116.  Statute  Does  Not  Operate  against  the  Government— The  state  nor  the 
United  States  are  not  barred  unless  it  is  so  expressly  provided  in  the  statute.* 
The  business  of  the  government  being  transmitted  entirely  through  agents, 
who  are  so  numerous  and  scattered,  the  utmost  vigilance  would  not  protect 

1 13  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  787.  «  Slantey  «.  Schwalby  (Tex.)»  19  8.  W. 

• 18  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  786.  Rep. 264  [1892] ;  Jefferson  City  v.  Whipple, 

» Amy.  v.  Waterlown  (Wis.),  22  Fed.  71  Mo.  619  [1880]. 
Rep.  418. 
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the  public  from  losses  and  combinations  to  defraud  the  government.  The 
government  is,  therefore,  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  upon  the 
grounds  of  public  policy,  and  not  upon  the  notion  of  extraordinary  preroga- 
tive. This  exemption  is  accorded  to  the  different  branches  of  the  gov- 
ernment only  when  they  act  in  the  sovereign  capacity.  If  the  govern- 
ment engages  in  purely  business  transactions,  as  in  banking,  it  is  held 
to  be  divested  of  its  sovereignty,  and  to  no  longer  be  exempted  from  the 
statute.' 

Bights  of  a  public  nature  cannot  be  lost  from  the  lapse  of  time,  but 
.when  the  rights  involve  a  mere  claim  of  dollars  and  cents  and  involve  no 
question  of  governmental  right  or  duty,  the  courts  hold  the  government  to  the 
ordinary  rules  controlling  courts  of  equity.  In  general,  in  ordinary  business 
transactions,  cities,  towns,  counties,  and  school  districts  are  within  the  statute 
of  limitations  as  much  as  the  individuals  with  whom  they  do-  business.* 
Trespass,  nuisances,  and  other  encroachments  upon  public  property  cannot 
be  supported  by  possession  and  enjoyment  for  any  length  of  time,  for  publio 
rights  cannot  be  lost  by  adverse  possession,  unless  the  statute  has  expressly 
included  the  government. 

Though  the  government  is  not  required  to  plead  the  statute  when  plain- 
tiff to  a  suit,  it  can  plead  the  statute  against  its  subjects  when  sued  by  them, 
and  it  seems  its  representative  officers  have  no  power  to  waive  the  statute.' 
The  defense  of  limitations  must  be  raised  in  the  trial  court ; 4  it  cannot  be 
raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal/ 

117.  Agreements  to  Waive  the  Protection  of  the  8tatute.— Agreements  to 
waive  the  statute  of  limitations  or  to  not  plead  it  in  certain  aotions,  even 
though  founded  upon  a  good  consideration,  have  been  held  void  as  against 
publio  policy.  Such  agreements  may  amount  to  a  new  promise  to  pay 
a  claim  and  take  the  claim  out  of  the  statute  as  to  the  length  of  time  already 
transpired,  but  not  as  to  the  future.* 

The  bringing  of  a  suit  by  the  claimant  stops  the  statute  running,  and 
the  rule  is  pretty  well  settled  that  the  day  on  which  the  action  accrues 
is  excluded  in  computing  the  statutory  period.  In  some  states  the  action 
is  begun  by  the  actual  service  or  by  the  delivering  of  summons  to  the 
sheriff. 

118.  New  Promises  May  Interrupt  the  Running  of  8tatute  and  Forfeit 
Its  Protection. — A  contractor  or  party  to  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  may 
have  lost  the  protection  that  the  statute  would  have  afforded  him  by  making 
new  promises,  acknowledging  the  debt,  or  part  payments  upon  a  longstand- 
ing account  or  contract.  An  express  promise  to  pay  a  debt,  or  acts  or  words 
from  which  the  law  can  imply  a  promise  will  make  a  new  cause  of  potion 

1  See  Uni'ed  States  «.  North  Amer.  C.  Rep.  261. 
Oa  (0.  0.)f  74  Fed.  Rep.  145.  »  Eiseman  v.  Heine   (Sup.).  87  N.  T. 

*  18  Amer.  &  Eag.  ^ncy.  Iiaw  715.  Bupp.  861 ;  Pickeit  v.  Edwards  (Tex.),  85 

*  18  Amer.  &  Eusr.  Ency.  Law  716.  8.  W.  Rep.  88. 

4  Shaver  v.  Sharp  Co.  (Ark.),  84  S.  W.         '  18  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  717. 


106       ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§  lift 

which  can  be  sued  upon  any  time  within  the  full  statutory  period;  it  start* 
the  statute  anew  from  the  date  of  the  express  or  implied  promise.  Any 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  such  as  part  payment,  unless  accompanied  by 
declarations  or  circumstances  which  clearly  indicate  that  the  act  is  not  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  or  claim,  will  be  sufficient  for  the  law  to  imply 
a  new  promise  to  pay. 

Part  payment  of  the  principal,  payment  of  interest,  or  an  acknowledg- 
ment indorsed  upon  a  note  is  usually  sufficient  to  start  the  statute  afresh, 
but  the  payments  must  be  voluntary,  so  that  a  promise  may  be  implied.  If 
the  promise  is  "  to  pay  as  soon  as  I  can  "  or  on  the  happening  of  a  certain 
event,  then  it  must  be  shown  that  the  promisor  has  since  been  able  to  pay 
or  that  the  event  has  transpired.  The  acknowledgment  must  specify  the 
amount  of  the  debt  and  the  debt  referred  to  if  it  cannot  be  in  some  .manner 
connected  with  the  debt  or  account  to  which  it  relates.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  amount  can  be  computed.  An  acknowledgment  that  one  owes  another 
lor  services  has  been  held  sufficient,  and  the  wages  may  not  have  been 
agreed  upon.  Usually  the  acknowledgment  must  be  in  writing  by  the 
debtor  or  his  authorized  agent,  and  must  be  communicated  to  the  creditor 
or  his  agent.1  N 

119.  Injury  Concealed  by  Fraud,  so  that  Eight  of  Action  was  Not  Known. 
— Gases  frequently  arise  in  construction-work  where  the  cause  of  action  is 
not  discovered  at  the  time  it  accrues,  as  where  inferior  work  or  poor  mate- 
rials have  been  used  and  their  use  concealed  from  the  owner,  and  have  not 
been  discovered  for  some  years  thereafter.  It  is  an  established  rule  in 
courts  of  equity  that  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  cause  of  action  on  the 
part  of  the  contractor  will  deny  him  the  protection  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions so  long  as  the  owner  remains  ignorant  of  his  rights  or  the  injury  he 
has  suffered.  However,  this  is  no  special  rule,  for  it  is  a  general  practice 
for  courts  of  equity  to  give  relief  to  one  on  whom  fraud  has  been  practiced; 
Courts  of  law  have  sometimes  followed  the  rule,  though  not  universally,  and 
it  has  been  generally  applied  in  courts  having  concurrent  jurisdiction  of 
both  law  and  equity  cases.' 

When  fraudulent  practice  has  been  concealed,  the  time  will  not  begin  to 
run  in  favor  of  the  perpetrator  of  the  fraud  until  the  fraud  has  been  dis- 
covered, or  until  it  might  have  been  discovered  if  reasonable  diligence  had 
been  exercised/  The  party  defrauded  must  be  diligent,  and  a  clue  to  facts 
which  if  followed  up  diligently  would  have  led  to  a  discovery  has  been  held 
equivalent  to  a  discovery.4  The  recording  of  a  deed  has  been  held  sufficient 
notice,  so  that  there  should  have  been  a  discovery.6 

M8  Amer.  &  En<r.  Ency.  Law  748  et  uq.  « Norris  «.  Haggin,  28  Fed.  Rep.  275,  and 

9  Leake's  Digest  of  Law  of  Con  tracts  977;  case*  died. 

Troup  v   Smith.  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  83;  13  *  Beanie  «  Pool,  18  S.  Car.  388:  but  *» 

Anipr.  &  Encr.  Ency  Law  728.  Herndon  «.  Lewis  (Tenn.),  86  S.  W.  Rep. 

•Kirby  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.,  120  U.  053. 
8.  180;  Amy  «.  Water i own,  180  U.  8.  820. 
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The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  made  no  special  effort  to  conceal  the 
fraud  does  not  give  him  the  protection  of  the  statute  in  a  court  of  equity/ 
but  at  law  the  fraud  must  have  been  committed  by  affirmative  acts. 
Concealment  without  fraud,  it  seems,  is  not  sufficient  to  toll  the  statute,  nor 
is  fraud  without  concealment. 

In  some  states  the  statute  is  tolled,  i.e.,  inoperative,  only  in  such  actions 
for  relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud  as  were  originally  recognized  in  equity, 
while  in  other  states  and  in  England  the  statute  is  made  to  run  only 
from  the  time  the  fraud  was  discovered  or  might  have  been  discovered 
with  reasonable  diligence.  Each  case  must  be  decided  by  the  law  of  the 
state  by  which  it  is  governed.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  this  work 
to  give  a  general  idea  of  the  law,  so  that  engineers,  architects,  and  con- 
tractors may  avoid  difficulty  and  litigation. 

120.  Bad  Work  Concealed  When  under  Inspection  and  Supervision  of 
Engineer. — How  far  the  inspection  and  supervision  of  work  by  the  owner's 
architect  or  engineer  would  excuse  the  contractor  from  the  charge  of  fraudu- 
lent concealment  would  be  a  matter  of  fact  in  each  case.  If  there  was  no 
express  act  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  to  conceal  bad  work,  no  deception 
practiced  upon  the  inspectors,  such  as  enticing  them  away,  or  working 
secretly  at  hours  when  the  work  was  supposed  to  be  idle,  or  of  bribing  them 
to  pass  imperfect  work,  it  may  well  be  doubted  if  poor  work  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract  would  be  called  fraudulent,  or  that  it  could  be  said 
to  be  concealed.  This  would  be  especially  true  when  the  fact  of  an  in- 
spector's being  appointed  and  every  clause  of  the  contract  shows  that  it  was 
feared,  if  not  expected,  that  the  contractor  would  take  advantage  of  every 
opportunity  to  slight  the  work  and  effect  every  saving  possible  to  himself.* 

Collusion  between  the  contractor  and  engineer  or  architect  by  which  the 
latter  was  to  pass  work  or  materials  which  it  was  his  duty  to  reject  or  report 
to  his  employer  would  without  doubt  amount  to  a  fraud  which  would  give 
relief  in  equity  to  the  owner  or  proprietor.  A  failure  on  the  part  of  one 
holding  fiduciary  relations  or  relations  of  confidence  and  trust  to  report 
what  it  was  his  peculiar  duty  to  disclose  has  been  held  a  fraudulent  con- 
cealment.9 f  It  has  been  held  that  fraudulent  concealment  by  an  agent  of 
the  amount  collected  for  his  employer  prevented  the  running  of  the  statute.* 
A  petition  based  on  fraud  which  was  practiced  more  than  the  statutory 
period  before  the  beginning  of  the  suit  should  allege  that  the  fraud  was 
discovered  within  the  period  of  limitations.4 

121.  Liability  of  Engineer  for  Misconduct  after  Statutory  Period  has 
Elapsed. — It  seems  that  an  engineer  or  architect  or  attorney  cannot  be 
prosecuted  for  misconduct,  negligence,  or  mistake  in  designing,  examining, 

1 18  Amcr.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  688.  Rep.  197. 

'  18  Amer.  &  £ng.  Ency.  Law  729.  *  McCalla  t>.  Daugheity  (Kan.  App.),  46 

»  Bonner  «.  McCrcary  (Tex.),  85  S.  W.      Pac.  Rep.  30.  . 

•See  Sees.  282.  446,  Rnd  463-469,  infra.  f  Set  Sec.  849a,  infra. 
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or  inspecting  work  or  drafting  papers,  etc.,  after  the  statutory  limit  (usually 
six  years)  from  the  time  the  act  or  negligence  was  committed,  although  it 
was  not  known  to  the  employer  and  was  not  discovered  by  him  until  the 
period  of  limitation  had  elapsed.  It  has  been  held,  therefore,  that  one  who 
has  been  employed  to  examine  titles  or  securities  and  has  done  so  in  a  negli- 
gent manner,  whereby  money  loaned  upon  it  has  been  lost,  the  right  of 
action  dates  from  the  negligence  or  misconduct.1  The  cause  of  action  ac- 
crues the  moment  the  employee  fails  to  do  what  he  agreed  to  do. 

In  some  states  the  time  is  limited  by  Statute  in  which  a  person  may 
bring  his  action  after  he  has  discovered  the  fraudulent  concealment.  In 
Alabama  only  one  year  is  given,  in  Michigan  and  Kansas  two  years,  and  in 
Colorado  three  years.  In  Missouri  the  discovery  must  be  made  within  ten 
years,  and  in  Kentucky  the  action  must  be  brought  in  ten  years  or  it  is 
barred,  whether  the  fraud  be  discovered  or  not. 

An  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  will  lie  at  once  on  a  positive  refusal 
to  perform,  though  the  time  specified  for  performance  has  not  arrived.* 

When  extra  work  or  extra  expense  is  required  to  carry  out  changes  in 
the  plans  of  work  done  under  a  contract,  the  period  of  limitations  does  not 
begin  to  run  while  the  contract  is  executory.' 

LAW  OP    CONTRACTS.      PROOF  OP  TERMS  OF  COLLATERAL  CONTRACT. 

PAROL  OR  VERBAL  AGREEMENTS. 

122.  Parol  Evidence  Not  Admissible  to  Vary  or  Contradict  a  Written 
Contract.* — Parol  evidence  of  what  was  said  or  done  before  or  at  the  time 
of  making  a  written  contract  is  not  admissible  to  alter,  vary,  or  contradict 
the  express  terms  of  that  contract.  The  proposition  is  of  too  long  standing 
and  is  too  well  recognized  as  one  of  the  foundation  principles  of  the  law  to 
be  questioned.4 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  when  parties  have  deliberately  put  their 
engagements  in  writing  in  such  terms  as  import  a  legal  obligation,  without 
any  uncertainty  as  to  the  object  or  the  extent  of  such  engagement,  it  is 
conclusively  presumed  that  the  whole  engagement  of  the  parties  and  the 
extent  and  manner  of  their  undertaking  were  reduced  to  writing.*  In  such 
case  to  add  to  it  by  implication  would  be  to  vary  its  terms  and  legal  effect/ 

1  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  977;  Short  As  to  responsibility  when  injury  results 

0.  McCarthy,  8  B.  &  Aid  626;  Brown  c.  from  an  undiscovered  defect  in  the  engi- 

Howaid.  2  B.  &  B.  78;  Howell  «.  Young,  neering  works,  see  Underbill  on  Torts  17. 

5  B.  &  C.   259:  Wilcox   v.   Plummer.  4  4  Bishop  on  Contracts  175,  855.  58,  and 

Pet.  172;  Argall  v.  Bryant,  1  8andf.  99;  eases  cited;  17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

Runkin  «.  Shneffer.  4  Mo.  App.  108.  420. 

f  Donovau  v.  Sheridan  (Super.  N.  Y.),  §  McKinley  v.  Williams  (C.  C.  A.),  74 

24  N.  Y.  S.  116.  Fed.  Rep.  94. 

*  Gibbons  t>.  United  8tates,  15  Ct.  of  CI.  •  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  c.   Morrison,   62 

174  [18791:  and  see  Wilkinson  v.  Johnston  111.  242  [1871];  see  also  69  111.  226,  18  111. 

(Tex.).  18  S  W  Rep. 746:  O'Brien  «.  Sexton  A)  p.  508. 

(111.).  80  N.  E.  Rep.  461  [1892] ;  and  Knight  Tills  pvesumplion  may  be  overcome  if 

«.  Knight  (Ind.),  80  N.  E.  Rep.  421  [1892].  the  parol  evidence  be  admitted  without 

*  See  Sees.  559-568,  infra. 


§122.]  LAW  OF  CONTRACTS.  109 

All  conversations  and  agreements  had  or  made  and  tending  to  vary  or  con- 
tradict the  provisions  of  the  written  contract  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  to 
show  the  meaning  or  intention  of  the  parties.  The  written  contract  must 
betaken  to  express  the  final  intention  and  understanding  of  the  parties. 
Whether  the  evidence  offered  be  conversations,  correspondence,1  or  previous 
oral  understandings  with  regard  to  the  same  subject-matter,  it  is  not  admis- 
sible if  the  contract  be  clear  and  certain  in  its  terms.* 

If  there  is  any  one  thing  that  should  be  impressed  upon  the  minds  of 
engineers,  architects,  contractors,  and  builders  alike,  as  well  as  upon  the 
minds  of  owners,  officers,  and  managers,  it  is  the  fact  that  a  written  contract 
should  be  complete.  It  should  contain  every  term  and  provision,  stipula- 
tion and  condition  that  the  parties  are  agreed  upon.  It  should  embody 
every  item  of  prior  and  contemporaneous  agreements  that  they  intend  shall 
be  the  basis  of  the  contract.  It  should  not  only  provide  for  present  and  exist- 
ing conditions,  but  should  anticipate  every  difficulty  and  controversy  that  may 
arise  in  the  execution  of  the  contract  or  the  prosecution  of  the  work.  When 
the  contract  is  made  and  entered  into  is  the  time  to  insist  that  all  the  terms 
agreed  upon  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  written  instrument;  and  for  either 
party  to  take  the  word  of  the  other  that  "  this  or  that  is  understood,"  or  to 
be  satisfied  with  the  assurance  that "  we  will  make  that  all  right,"  is  to 
sacrifice  so  much  of  the  consideration. 

Every  man  is  presumed  to  know  the  effect  of  a  contract  which  he  signs, 
and  he  can  have  no  action  against  the  other  party  for  misrepresentations 
made  to  him  as  to  its  illegal  effect;  nor  will  such  misrepresentations  invalidate 
the  contract.'  When  there  is  evidence  that  the  contractor  read  the  contract 
sued  on,  he  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  he  was  misinformed  by  the  other 
parties  as  to  its  legal  effect.4 

If  the  intention  of  the  parties  be  clear,  the  court  will  not  look  beyond 
the  four  corners  of  the  paper  for  the  entire  contract,  nor  will  it  listen  to  any 
testimony  as  to  prior  conversations,  understandings,  correspondence,  or 
promises  without  there  is  an  independent  consideration  to  support  them. 
It  was  therefore  held  that  where  a  contract  was  silent  as  to  the  time  of 
performance  of  a  contract,  evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  agreement  as  to 
when  it  was  to  be  done  could  not  be  received  to  vary  the  ordinary  legal  con- 
struction that  it  was  to  be  performed  in  a  reasonable  time/  So  when  aeon- 
tract  has  been  signed  for  the  insertion  of  an  advertisement  in  a  paper  for  one 

objection.    Brady  t>.  Nafly  (N.  T.  App.),  of  a  patent  actionable,  8  Amer.  &  Eng. 

45  N.  E.  Rep.  .547.  Ency.  Law  686,  if  the  person  to  whom 

1  Eaton  v.  Glad  well  (Mich.),  66  N.  W.  they  are  made  has  the  same  means  of  in- 

Bep.  598.  formation. 

•  Bryan  v.  Idaho  Quartz  Min.  Co.  (Cal.),         4  KImrman  &  Co.  v.  Shaw  ley,  1  Mo.  App. 
14  Pac.  Rep.   859;  Wonderly  v.  Holmes  Rep'r  281. 

Lumber  Co.,  56  Mich.  413  [1885];  Curtis3  'Liljengren    Fur.,    etc.,    Co.  v.    Mead 

t>.  Waterloo,  38  Iowa  266  [1874],  (Minn.),  44  N.  W.  Rep.  806;  Boehm  v. 

*  8  Ami  r.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  636.    Nor  Lies,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  577. 
are  false  representations  as  to  the  validity 
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year  at  a  price  named,  payable  quarterly,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  there  was 
an  understanding  at  the  same  time  that  the  advertisement  could  be  stopped 
at  any  time  if  it  did  not  suit/  or  that  it  was  agreed  at  the  time  of  signing 
the  contract  that  the  advertisement  and  cut  should  be  eubmitted  to 
defendant  for  his  approval.*  When  a  contractor  has  taken  work  to  be 
completed  by  a  certain  time  or  to  be  delivered  at  a  certain  place,  he  cannot 
prove  that  the  completion  of  the  work  was  to  depend  on  the  delivery  of  cer- 
tain materials,  or  on  the  navigability  of  certain  streams/  or  that  the  defend- 
ant railroad  company  was  to  haul  the  materials/  or  that  the  contract 
price  was  one  suitable  for  a  rough  job  only/  or  that  the  owner  and  bis  engi- 
neer had  agreed,  before  the  contract  was  executed,  as  to  the  quality  of  mate- 
rials and  as  to  a  standard  for  comparison.* 

The  rule  against  admitting  parol  evidence  to  alter  or  contradict  a  writ- 
ten contract  applies  to  the  signature  of  the  parties  as  well  as  to  the  body  of 
the  contract.1 

123.  When  Parol  Evidence  will  be  Received.— Parol  evidence  of  a  con- 
tract is  admissible  under  the  following  circumstances:  1.  To  show  that 
there  is  not  and  never  was  a  legal  contract.  This  will  admit  evidence  to  show 
that  the  contract  lacked  any  of  the  essential  elements  of  a  lawful  contract, 
the  incapacity  of  the  parties,  a  want  or  a  failure  of  the  consideration,  or  that 
the  consideration  was  illegal  or  immoral,  or  that  its  object  or  purpose  was 
illegal  or  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  that  the  mutual  understand- 
ing of  the  parties  was  not  correctly  expressed,  or  that  it  was  not 
executed  or  acknowledged  as  required  by  law,  or  was  not  delivered,  or 
was  delivered  in  escrow  or  subject  to  a  condition,  or  that  it  was  obtained 
by  duress,  menace,  fraud,  or  collusion,  which,  as  is  well  known,  vitiates 
all  ucts,  however  solemn.*  2.  To  show  that  the  contract,  though 
absolute  on  its  face,  was  and  is  subject  to  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  its  performance.  Such  evidence  must  prove  the  existence  of  a 
separate  parol  agreement  that  the  obligation  should  not  attach  nntil  the 
condition  precedent  was  performed  or  the  event  had  transpired/  3.  To  explain 
the  meaning  of  technical  words  and  expressions,  and  to  prove  the  existence 
of  certain  customs  and  usages.  In  construction  work  such  technical  words  and 
phrases  are  those  used  in  the  trades,  or  by  engineers  and  architects  in 
the  practice  of  their  profession;  and  the  customs  and  usages  are  those  which 
have  grown  up  in  the  business,  and  may  consist  of  certain  rules  by  which 


1  Cohen  v.  Jockoboice  (Mich.),  69  N.  W. 
Rep.  665. 

*  Coleman  v.  Rung.  81  N.  Y.  8upp.  456. 

1  McNi-eley  t>.  McWilliams,  180nt.  App. 
824  [1887]. 

4  Scott  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Va.), 
17  8  E  Rep.  882. 

•Crow  v.  Berker,  5Robt.  (N.  Y.)  263. 

•Jones  «.  Rislcy  (Tex.),  82  S.  W.  Rop. 
1027;  Eaton  v.  Glad  well  (Mich.),  66  N.  W. 


Rep.  598.  Oilier  eases  see  Monroe  «.  Per- 
kins, 9  Pick.  298;  Rind  v.  Mather,  11 
Cush.  1:  59  Am.  Dec.  181. 

7  Bi:l wrinkle  v.   Cramer,  8  8.  E.  Rep. 
776H8S7]. 

•Byerstet  v.  Winonn  Mill  Co.  (Minn.), 
51  N.  W  Rep.  619  [18921;  17  Amer.  * 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  438;  Best's  Cuamber- 
layne's  Principles  of  Evidence  235. 

•  17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  486. 
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measurements  are  made  and  work  is  estimated.1  It  is  well  established  that 
parol  evidence  will  not  be  received  of  a  usage  which  is  repugnant  to  the 
express  terms  of  the  contract,1  though  there  are  cases  in  which  "  black"  has 
been  shown  to  mean  "white,"  and  in  which  "one"  has  been  shown  to  mean 
"  two  or  more."  *  4.  It  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  in  what  character 
the  parties  contracted — that  one  or  both  were  acting  in  the  capacity  of  an 
agent,  officer,  trustee,  or  administrator.  5.  Parol  evidence  may  be  received! 
of  a  prior  agreement  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration  as  a  defense  to  a 
suit  for  specific  performance/ 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  court  to  make  an  agreement  effective  if  possible,  and 
oral  evidence  will  be  received  to  identify,  describe,  or  explain  a  contract/ 
If  it  is  incomplete,  oral  evidence  will  be  admitted  to  supply  matter  omit- 
ted from  the  writing  where  it  is  apparent  from  the  writing  itself  that  some- 
thing has  been  left  out.  So  when  a  deed  conveys  "  all  my  real  estate  * 
without  any  other  description,  evidence  will  be  received  to  locate  the  prem- 
ises/ and  to  show  that  the  parties  of  a  written  lease  of  "  four  acres  out  of 
lot  four  "  had  agreed  on  certain  boundaries  thereof/ 

The  facts  existing  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  and  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  parties,  and  of  the  building,  may  be  6hown  when  the  question 
is  as  to  whether  a  building  was  to  be  a  two  or  a  three  story  structure,  no 
plans  having  been  drawn  or  prepared.7  Oral  evidence  has  been  admitted 
to  show  quantities,  and  to  show  that  certain  plans  and  specifications  not 
referred  to  in  the  contract  were  submitted  to  the  contractor  for  his  estimator 
of  cost,  and  that  such  plans  and  specifications  were  modified  by  subsequent 
parol  agreement/  Oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  a  prior  eon  tract 
incorporated  into,  or  specifications  referred  to,  in  a  contract  to  erect  a 
structure,  and  when  identified  they  may  be  considered  in  connection  with 
the  contract  to  determine  whether  or  no  the  contract  is  void  for  uncertainty. 

If  the  contract  and  specifications  appear  inconsistent,  such  variance  may 
be  explained  by  oral  testimony.  If  the  papers  when  taken  together  show 
clearly  that  the  specifications  are  incomplete,  evidence  may  be  admitted  to 
explain  them  or  to  supply  the  parts  omitted.1* 

If  a  contract  to  rebuild  a  wall  fails  to  show  how  much  of  the  old  wait 
is  to  be  taken  down,  it  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  what  was  contem- 


"Ford  v.  Beech,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  866. 
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4 Coleman  *.  Man.  Imp.  Co.,  94  N.  Y. 
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plated  by  the  parties; '  also,  that  stone  from  a  certain  quarry  were  to  be 
used;9  as  to  how  payments  should  be  made  and  the  place  and  time  of 
delivery  ;*  as  to  the  meaning  of.  the  clause  "the  entire  walls  of  the  build- 
ing inside  and  outside  are  to  be  painted  "  when  it  is  claimed  and  denied  that 
the  plastering  as  well  as  woodwork  is  to  be  painted  ; 4  to  determine  how 
many  cubic  feet  (16  or  25)  constitute  a  perch  of  stone  in  a  contract.  In  the 
the  absence  of  a  statute  defining  a  perch,  it  may  be  shown  that  it  was 
verbally  agreed  at  the  time  of  the  negotiations  that  the  work  was  to  be 
performed  at  18  cents  per  cubic  foot  and  that  the  party  who  wrote  the  con- 
tract reduced  it  to  $4.50  per  perch  of  25  feet ;  such  evidence  was  held  not 
to  vary  the  contract,  but  to  enable  the  court  to  interpret  it  in  the  sense 
intended  by  the  parties/ 

Likewise,  oral  evidence  has  been  admitted  to  show  what  was  intended  by 
the  words  "  at  the  price  of  two  dollars  per  thousand; "  *  "  hewn  timber  to 


average  120  ft.  and  to  class  B,  No.  1  Good 


».  *  « 


at  a  price  per  mile  of 


road  whether  or  not  the  side  tracks  were  to  be  measured  as  road"; '  "to 
make  up  the  track  in  good  running  order,  well  surfaced,  ties  evenly  and 
firmly  bedded,  etc." — whether  or  no  this  required  the  contractor  to  fill  in  the 
space  between  the  ties  with  earth  or  other  proper  substance.* 

In  general,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  a  different  or  some 
other  consideration  than  that  named  in  the  written  contract  if  it  be  con- 
sistent with  that  which  is  expressed  and  does  not  defeat  the  legal  operation 
of  the  instrument.*  When  the  consideration  named  in  a  deed  is  money,  it 
may  be  shown  that  the  consideration  was  in  fact  land  of  the  value  named,  or  ' 
that  it  was  marriage,1*  or  a  promise  to  do  something.11  Parol  evidence  has 
been  held  admissible  to  show  in  what  manner  the  consideration  was  to  be 
paid,  and  to  show  a  distinct  and  collateral  agreement  which  is  not  a  part  of  , 
the  contract  embraced  in  writing." 

In  every  case  it  should  be  held  in  mind  that  the  parol  evidence  must 
not  be  inconsistent  with  the  written  terms  of  the  contract.  It  cannot  alter, 
vary,  add  to,  nor  contradict  the  written  contract.  The  evidence  must  not 
change  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  written  instrument, 
but  it  may  complete  it  or  explain  it. 

124.  Parol  Evidence  to  Explain  Obscure  and  Ambiguous  Contracts.— 
Contracts  obscure  or  ambiguous  may  be  made  clear  and  the  intention  of 
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the  parties  brought  to  light  by  oral  evidence  of  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, the  situation  of  the  parties,  the  subject-matter,  the  acts,  and  even 
the  conversation  of  the  parties  under  it.1 

Whatever  the  nature  of  the  writing,  the  object  is  to  discover  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  as  shown  by  the  words  they  have  used.  To  this  end  the 
court  may  put  itself  in  the  position  of  the  parties  and  view  the  surround- 
ing circumstances,  to  see  how  the  terms  of  the  contract  apply  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract.9  Therefore,  under  a  contract  for  employ- 
ment of  an  engineer  which  is  not  clear  as  to  the  length  of  the  term  of 
service,  or  the  salary  to  be  received,  or  the  kind  of  work  to  be  undertaken, 
oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  entered  into,  the  surrounding  circumstances — what  posi- 
tion the  employee  gave  up  to  accept  the  employment,  what  duties  his 
predecessor  had  been  required  to  perform,  etc.* 

Evidence  of  the  acts,  conduct,  and  declarations  of  the  parties  may  be 
given  to  show  their  understanding  and  practical  interpretation  of  contract 
when  the  language  used  by  them  is  indefinite  and  obscure.4  Evidence  of 
such  subsequent  statements  and  conduct  are  only  competent  to  show  the 
parties'  understanding  of  it,  and  do  not  change  its  express  terms/  The 
conduct  has  no  doubt  a  great,  if  not  controlling,  weight  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  a  contract/  but  the  statements  and  declarations  of  the  parties  are 
often  excluded  altogether,  whether  made  before,  at  the  time  of,  or  after  the 
execution  of  the  contract.7  Where  a  telegram  and  subsequent  letters  are  a 
part  of  the  negotiations  which  led  up  to  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
goods,  they  are  to  be  construed  together  in  determining  the  terms  of  sale.8 

125.  Parties  may  be  Held  to  the  Construction  they  have  Themselves 
Adopted. — Evidence  may  be  received  of  the  construction  put  upon  previous 
contracts  of  the  same  general  character  by  the  parties  by  their  actions;* 
and  a  subsequent  contract  with  regard  to  the  same  subject-matter  is 
admissible  to  show  how  the  parties  understood  the  earlier  contract.10  The 
construction  of  a  contract  adopted  by  parties  will  prevail.11    A  promise  of 


1  Caperton's  Adm'rs  v.  Caperton's  Heirs 
(W.  Va.).  15  8.  E.  Rep.  257. 
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marriage  may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  parties 
towards  each  other.1  A  defective  description  of  a  boundary  may  be  inter- 
preted by  evidence  of  the  practical  construction  the  parties  put  upon  it 
themselves.*  The  acts  of  the  parties  may  be  shown  to  indicate  whether 
side-tracks  were  to  be  computed  as  road  under  a  contract  at  a  price  per  mile 
of  road.' 

When  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  which  of  two  contracts  is  binding,  the 
parties  may  be  bound  by  the  one  they  have  adopted.  Thus  when  the  con- 
tractor  insisted  that  the  contract  consisted  of  proposals  duly  accepted,  and 
the  company  claimed  that  the  contract  was  an  unsigned  written  construc- 
tion contract  by  whose  terms  the  work  had  been  performed,  it  was  held 
that  the  written  contract  should  hold.4 

The  rules  that  a  court  in  construing  a  doubtful  provision  of  a  contract 
will  follow  the  interpretation  placed  upon  it  by  the  parties  does  not  apply 
to  contracts  made  by  a  municipal  corporation  in  matters  affecting  the 
public  interests;0  and  when  a  board  of  commissioners  has  entered  in  their 
proceedings  a  contract,  it  is  not  error  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of  their 
version  of  it.* 

Testimony  that  the  stipulations  of  a  contract  were  the  same  as  those  on 
a  block  of  printed  forms  from  which  it  had  been  taken,  is  inadmissible 
unless  it  is  shown  that  the  witness  compared  the  contract  form  with  those 
in  the  block.7 

126.  Witnesses  Cannot  Testify  as  to  the  Meaning  of  a  Contract. — A 
witness  cannot  testify  touching  the  construction  of  a  contract;  if  a  ques- 
tion arise  as  to  its  meaning,  the  question  must  be  settled  by  the  court.* 
Evidence  of  the  opinion  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  as  to  its  meaning,  not 
carried  into  effect  by  any  act,  will  not  govern  its  interpretation.*  Parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  written  instrument,  no 
Attempt  being  made  to  prove  the  contents  thereof.1* 

When  there  is  a  dispute  between  the  parties  as  to  whether  the  contract 
was  verbal  or  in  writing,  and  the  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  the 
contract  was  verbal  or  in  writing,  the  question  is  for  the  jury.11  The  con- 
struction of  an  ambiguous  written  contract  is  for  the  jary,  and  a  charge  as 
to  its  meaning  is  error.1*     Where  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  terms  of  a 


1  Button  v.  Hibbard  (Sup.),  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  488;  but  see  Yale  «.  Curtiss,  N.  Y. 
Ct.  of  App.,  Feb.  1897. 

*  Kinqpiand  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  N.  Y.,  45 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  198. 

8  Barker  t>.  Troy,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  37  Vt.  766. 

4  Mefcrnth  v.  Gilmore  (Wash.),  89  Pac. 
Rep.  131;  and  see  Mobile  <fc  B.  Ry.  Co.  t>. 
Northinpton  (Ala.),  10  So.  Rep.  839  [1892]. 

6  National  Waterworks  Co.  v.  School 
Dist.  No  7  (Cir.  Ct.),  48  Fed.  Rep.  523. 

•  Board  v.  O'Conner  (Ind.),  35  N.  E.  Rep. 
16. 


7  International  &  Q.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Startz 
(Tex.\  27  S.  W.  Rep.  759. 

8  The  Alton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Northcott, 
15  111.  49  [1853]. 

•  Shaw  v.  Andrews  (C.  C.\  62  Fed.  Rep. 
460. 

10  Sims  t>.  Jones  (S.  C),  20  S.  E.  Rep.  905. 

11  Jones  t>.  Sherman  (Neb.),  51  N.  W. 
Rep.  1036. 

12  Ginnuth  v.  Blankenship  &  Blake  Co. 
[Tex.  Civ.  App.),  28  S  W.  Rep.  828;  Bloom 
v.  P  Cox  Shoe  Manfg.  Co.  (Supp),  81 
N.  Y.  Supp.  517. 
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contract,  it  is  the  province  of  the  court,  and  not  of  the  jury,  to  determine 
its  meaning,1  and  where  the  terms  are  ascertained  its  meaning  presents  a 
question  of  law  only,  and  it  is  for  court.* 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  construe  and  determine  the  legal  effect  of 
a  written  instrument  offered  in  evidence  and  to  instruct  the  jury  thereon/ 
and  there  is  no  ambiguity  or  conflict  if  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a 
written  contract  be  intelligible  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument.  Outside 
proof  of  its  meaning  is  not  admissible, — its  construction  is  for  the  court 
alone.4  Whether  certain  correspondence  constitutes  a  contract,  and  its 
proper  construction  as  such,  are  for  the  court.6 

127.  The  Intention  of  Parties  should  Control. — In  the  construction  of 
instruments  or  contracts  the  first  rule  to  be  regarded  is  to  follow  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  as  gathered  from  the  entire  transaction,  and  by  looking 
at  all  the  provisions  of  the  instrument,  and  not  one  alone. 

All  other  rules  are  subordinate  to  this  one,  and  when  they  contravene  it 
they  are  to  be  disregarded.  If  the  language  of  the  contract  is  plain  and 
unambiguous,  parol  evidence  is  not  allowable  to  ascertain  the  pretext  of  the 
parties  thereto.  If  it  admits  of  more  senses  than  one,  it  is  to  be  interpreted 
in  the  sense  in  which  the  promisor  had  reason  to  suppose  it  was  understood 
by  the  promisee.-  If  the  terms  of  the  written  contract  admit  of  two  mean- 
ings, one  of  which  nullifies  the  contract  and  the  other  upholds  it,  the  latter 
will  be  adopted  and  the  former  must  be  discarded.7 

128.  Rule  against  Parol  Evidence  Applies  Only  in  Suits  between  the 
Parties  to  Contract. — The  rule  that  parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  to  con- 
tradict or  vary  written  agreements  is  limited  to  the  parties  actually  con- 
tracting with  each  other  by  the  agreement.  It  cannot  be  evoked  by  a  stranger 
to  a  contract.8  It  is  not  excluded  in  suits  between  strangers  to  the  written 
contract,  and  a  surety  has  been  held  such?  a  stranger.9  Therefore  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  establish  a  contract  between  a  broker  and  his  principal 
though  it  may  contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  entered 
int3  in  pursuance  thereof  between  the  principal  and  the  proposed  pur- 
chaser.I0 

129.  Contracts  Obtained  by  Fraud  or  Duress.— Exceptions  to  the  rule 


1  Levy  v.  Kottman  (Com.  Pl.)t  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  ^41. 

»  Finlavson  t>.  Wiman  (Sup.),  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  847. 

*  Bell  v.  Keepers  (Kans.).  14  Pac.  Rep. 
542  [1887] ;  Fidelity  Title  &  Trust  Co.  *. 
People's  Gas  Co.  (Pa.).  24  Atl.  Rep  380; 
Barnliill  «.  Howard  (Ala.),  16  So.  Rep.  1; 
Woodburg  G.  Co.  v.  Mullikin  (Vt.),  80 
Atl.  Rep.  28. 

4  Campbell  v.  Jlmenes  (Com.  PI.),  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  888. 


5  Scanlan  v.  Hodges  (C.  C.  A.),  52  Fed. 
Rep.  354. 

•Potter  v.  Berthelet,  20  Fed.  Rep.  240 
[1884];  Root  et  nl.  v.  Johnson.  26  Vt.  64. 

1  Saunders  v.  Clark,  29  Cal.  299. 

8  Coleman  t>  Bank  of  Elmira,  53  N.  Y. 
388  [1873];  First  Nnt.  Bank  v.  Dunn  (N. 
J.),  27  All.  Rep.  908. 

•  17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  454:  Cole- 
man f>.  Bank  of  Elmira,  53  N.  Y.  388 
[18731. 

10  Barber  t>.  Hildebrand  (Neb.),  60  N.  W. 
Rep.  594. 
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forbidding  parol  evidence  are  those  cases  where  the  validity  of  the  written 
instrument  is  impeached  as  having  been  obtained  by  duress,  menace,  fraud, 
or  collusion,  which,  as  is  well  known,  vitiate  all  acts  however  solemn  or 
even  judicial.  To  reject  parol  evidence  in  such  cases  would  afford  protection 
to  practices  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  law  to  suppress.  A  party  cannot 
avoid  it  by  setting  up  his  own  fraud,  nor  can  other  persons  claiming  under 
him.1 

If  a  contract  is  attacked  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  show  the  fraud.'  There  must  be  an  allegation  of  duress,  collusion, 
fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  mistake,  or  the  evidence  must  be  offered  to 
prove  the  same.'  In  the  absence  of  such  allegation,  parol  evidence  will  not 
be  admitted  even  in  a  court  of  equity.4  Therefore  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land  cannot  be  varied  by  prior  or  concurrent  verbal  agreement  as  to  what  the 
settler  would  do  in  consideration  of  the  purchase;6  nor  when  subscriptions 
have  been  made  to  a  common  project,  and  the  parties  soliciting  the  subscrip- 
tions have  made  parol  representations  to  the  effect  "  that  men  of  great 
wealth  will  be  connected  with  the  enterprise,  that  great  benefit,  collateral 
improvements,  and  enhancement  of  the  value  of  real  estate  will  result,"  or 
"that  certain  materials  will  be  used  in  the  building;"7  or  "that  the  rail- 
road to  be  built  should  connect  with  other  railroads,"  though  the  route  and 
termini  might  be  shown/  So  in  a  lease  it  cannot  be  shown  that  the  land- 
lord made  an  agreement  at  the  time  it  was  executed  to  make  improvements,9 
or  that,  under  a  lease  that  was  to  be  null  and  void  and  not  binding  on  either 
party  if  the  lessee  failed  to  pay  his  rent,  it  was  intended  to  give  the  lessee 
an  option  to  terminate  the  lease  at  his  pleasure.10 

If  the  purchaser  had  alleged  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  deceit,  a  court 
of  equity  would  doubtless  have  admitted  the  evidence,  as  was  done  in  a  case 
where  a  tenant  signed  a  lease  of  a  farm  upon  the  faith  of  the  owner's  parol 
promise  to  destroy  the  rabbits  infesting  it;11  and  in  another  case  where  an 
inventor  as  an  expert  made  false  representations  to  a  purchaser  as  to  the 
value,  merits,  and  utility  of  an  invention.19  There  are  cases  to  the  contrary 
where  misrepresentations  as  to  the  validity,  value  and  utility  are  held  mere 
matters  of  opinion "  and  therefore  not  fraudulent.     Representations  as  to 

1  Best's  Principles  of  Evidence.    (Cham-  '  Gerner  «.  Church  (Neb.),   62  N.   W. 

berlayne's  ed.)  285.    See  Epigraph,  Title  Rep.  51. 

page.  8Low  v.  Studebaker  (Ind.),   10  N.  E. 

*  Grand  Tower,  etc. ,  R.  Co.  v.  Walton  Rep.  301  [1887]. 

(111.).  37  N.  E.  Rep.  920.  •  Lercu  «.  Sioux  City  Time  Co.  (la.),  60 

"Deloache  r  Smith  (Ga.),  10  S.  E.  Rep.  '  N.  W.  Rep  611. 

486;  Strong  v.  Waters,  30  N.  Y.   Supp.  ,0  Hall  v.  Phillips  (Pa.),  80  Atl.  Rep.858. 

64.  »  Morgan  t>.  Griffith,  L.  R.  6  Exch.  70 

'Brunson    «.   Henry  (Ind).   39  N.   E.  [18711. 
Rep    256;  Groorae  v.  Ogden  City  (Utah),  "Hicks  tj.  Stevens  (111.),  11  N.  E.  Rep. 
87  Pac.  Rep  90;  Custean  v.  St.  Louis  Land  241  [1887].     And  see  note,  Best's  Chamber- 
Co.  (Wis.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  425.  layne's  Prin.  of  Evidence  230;  Iowa  Eco- 

*  Custean*  St.  Louis  Land  Co.  (Wis.),  60  nomic  Heater  Co.  v.  American,  etc.,  Co., 
N.  W.  Rep.  425.  82  Fed.  liep.  735. 

*  Poddock  v.  Bartlett,  68  Iowa  16  [1885].  "  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  636. 
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facte  on  which  the  valuation,  merits,  etc.,  are  based  are  fraudulent  if 
false.1 

Misrepresentations  by  a  nonexpert  as  to  the  legality  of  an  instrument  or 
the  legal  effect  of  it  are  not  in  general  regarded  as  fraudulent  so  as  to 
relieve  one  from  the  obligation  assumed  on  the  strength  of  such  allegation.1 

If  one  is  induced  to  sign  a  lease  by  false  statements  by  the  owner  that 
the  building  leased  is  fit  for  certain  purposes,  evidence  of  the  misrepresen- 
tation may  be  received.9  So  when  it  is  alleged  that  certain  stipulations  and 
provisions  were  inserted  in  a  contract  by  fraud,  evidence  of  prior  conversa- 
tions between  the  parties  is  admissible.'  In  general,  when  it  can  be  shown 
clearly  and  undoubtedly  that  certain  oral  representations,  undertakings,  and 
promises,  material  to  the  subject-matter  of  a  written  contract,  induced  one 
of  the  parties  to  put  his  name  to  it,  they  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence, 
and  the  written  agreement  may  be  modified,  explained,  reformed,  or  alto- 
gether set  aside  by  such  parol  evidence.4  Such  a  case  is  a  subscription  con- 
tract in  which  it  was  falsely  represented  that  another  person  named  had 
made  a  similar  subscription  under  the  same  conditions.* 

130.  Independent  Oral  Agreements.— It  must  not  be  taken  that  the  rule 
against  showing  a  prior  or  contemporaneous  parol  agreement  forbids  parties 
making  separate  written  and  parol  contracts  at  the  same  time  and  as  to  the 
same  subject-matter.  Any  number  of  independent  contracts  each  having  its 
own  proper  consideration  may  be  made,  some  parol  and  others  written,  and 
the  parol  contracts  may  modify,  explain,  vary,  contradict,  or  multiply  the 
written  ones.  The  parol  agreement  may  form  part  of  the  consideration 
of  the  written  contract,  or  the  written  contract  may  form  the  considera- 
tion for  the  contemporaneous  parol  agreement,  if  the  oral  agreement  is 
not  inconsistent  with  the  written  agreement,  and  if  there  is  evidence 
that  the  parties  did  not  intend  the  written  contract  to  be  a  complete  trans- 
action. 

When  oral  agreements  are  made  at  the  time  written  contracts  are  entered 
into,  then  they  should  rest  upon  a  separate  and  distinct  consideration ;  and 
when  they  have  been  arrived  at  they  should  be  regarded  as  distinct  and  col- 
lateral agreements,  and  not  a  part  of  the  written  contract.  Parol  evidence 
will  be  admitted  of  an  oral  agreement  entered  into  subsequent  to  the  writ- 
ten contract  if  the  oral  contract  is  supported  by  a  new  consideration,  and  the 
new  parol  agreement  may  become  a  substitute  for  the  old  one,  or  be  an 
addition  to  it.  If  the  new  oral  agreement  has  taken  the  place  of  an  earlier 
written  contract  which  has  been  lost,  oral  evidence  may  also  be  received  tt 
prove  the  terms  of  the  written  contract. 

A  parol  modification  of  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,   which  wa& 

1  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  686.  4Thudium  v.  Yost  (Pa.),  11  Atl.  Rep. 

*  Myers  v.  Rosenbach,  25  N.  T.  Supp.  521.  486. 

*  Van  Alstyne*.  Smith,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  'Gerner  t>.  Church  (Neb.),  62  N.  W. 
377.  Rep.  51. 
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required  to  be  in  writing  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  cannot  be  shown  in  con- 
nection with  the  written  contract. 

An  interesting  case,  illustrating  this  rule,  was  a  written  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate.  One  of  the  provisions  was,  that  a  certain  person  should 
survey  the  land.  The  services  of  this  particular  surveyor  not  being  obtain- 
able, a  verbal  agreement  was  made  to  procure  another,  who  surveyed  the  land, 
after  which  the  grantor  refused  to  convey  the  premises.  In  an  action  for 
the  breach  of  the  written  contract  it  was  held  that  the  verbal  alteration 
could  not  be  shown,  because  such  alteration  reduced  the  whole  written  con- 
tract to  a  mere  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands,  upon  which  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds  provides  that  no  action  can  be  maintained.1  However,  this 
does  not  hold  that  certain  terms  of  a  written  contract  cannot  be  waived  by 
parol  agreement."  * 

Oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  time  of  performance  or 
completion  was  extended  or  the  date  changed  by  a  subsequent  agreement, 
whether  the  contract  be  sealed  or  unsealed,  or  even  within  or  without  the 
statute  of  frauds,9  and  it  may  be  shown  that  the  terms  of  a  written  con- 
tract, even  one  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  have  been  waived  or  dis- 
charged.4 

131.  Subsequent  Promises  must  be  Founded  upon  a  Consideration. — A 
consideration  without  doubt  is  necessary  to  support  such  contracts  to  modify 
or  rescind  a  written  contract,6  but  it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  by  consid- 
eration is  meant  a  money  consideration.  The  court  will,  if  possible,  find  a 
consideration  to  support  promises  for  extra  work,  extension  of  time,  changes 
in  the  plans,  specifications,  etc.  If  there  have  been  changes  by  the  owner, 
these  may  afford  sufficient  consideration  for  an  extension  of  time,  or  for 
extra  remuneration,  even  though  the  expense  has  not  been  increased.  If 
the  contractor  has  found  the  work  more  difficult  than  he  anticipated,  it  is 
an  easy  matter  for  him  to  allege  misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
or  his  engineer  or  architect,  and  "  trump  up  "  a  claim  which,  however  triv- 
ial, may  afford  a  consideration  for  a  new  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
owner,  it  being  impossible  for  the  court  to  ascertain  how  sincere  he  may  have 
been  in  his  claims  or  what  value  it  may  have  had  at  the  time.4  So  when 
a  building  fell  before  it  was  completed,  it  being  disputed  as  to  whether  it 
was  the  contractor's  or  owner's  fault,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of  doubt- 
ful liability  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  new  promise  by  the 
owner.'f 

1  Dana  v.  Henry,  80  Vt.  616  [1858].  444. 

*R\\\v.  Blake,  97  N.  Y.  216;  17  Amer.  *Hart  «.   Launman.    29  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

&  Eng.  Ency.  Law  448.  410:  Osborne  «.  O'Reilly,  supra;  Holmes 

•17  Amer.  &  Eng. Ency. Law  449;  Luck-  v.  Doane,  9  dish.  185;  Wiljrus  v.  White- 
art  v.  Ogden,  etc.,  30  Cal.  547;  Morrill  v.  head,  6  W.  N.  of  C.  537;  Cooke  r.  Mur- 
Colehour,  82  111.  618.  phy.  70  111.  96  [1873]. 

4 17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  449.  7  Brodeck  v.   Farnum  (Wash.),  40  Pnc. 

•Bruce  v.  Brown  (Tex.),  25  8.  W.  Rep.  Rep.  183. 

*  See  Bees.  559-564,  infra.  \  See  Sec  563,  infra. 
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Where  a  contractor  was  under  a  penalty  (liquidated  damages),  to  com- 
plete work,  it  was  held  that  under  a  release  of  the  contractor  from  the  con- 
tract, a  promise  to  pay  for  day  labor,  by  the  owner,  was  supported  by  the 
fact  that  the  contractors  could  have  abandoned  the  contract  by  paying  the 
penalty,  and  they  had  incurred  a  detriment  by  keeping  at  work,  which  they 
were  not  obliged  to  do. 

The  consideration  may  be  found  in  the  mutual  promise  to  annul  certain 
terms  or  to  rescind  the  whole  agreement  and  to  then  enter  into  a  new  parol 
agreement,  the  agreements  on  the  one  side  to  rescind  being  the  considera- 
tion for  the  agreement  to  rescind  and  the  new  undertakings  on  the  other 
side.  That  no  new  and  extraneous  consideration  is  necessary  in  ordinary 
construction  contracts  has  been  frequently  held,*  though  there  are  cases  to 
the  contrary. 

*  See  Sees.  69,  supra,  and  560-568,  iqfra. 
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CHAPTEB  VI. 
THE  RIGHTS  AND  LIABILITIES  OF  BIDDERS  FOR  PUBLIC  WORK. 

THE    ADVERTISEMENT,    INSTRUCTION    TO    BIDDERS,   AND    FORMS    FOR    PRO- 
POSALS.     FORMALITIE8,   REQUIREMENTS,   AND    RESTRICTIONS    IMPOSED    ON 

BIDDER8. 

132.  Mode  of  Entering  into  Construction  Contracts. — In  treating  the  sub- 
jects of  construction  and  construction  contracts  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
go  into  the  preliminaries  of  organization  of  companies,  or  of  securing  charters, 
or  floating  the  stock.  These  are  affairs  that  usually  have  been  attended  to 
before  the  engineer,  architect,  builder,  and  contractor  are  called  upon  to 
lend  their  assistance.  When  the  company  has  been  created  and  the  privi- 
leges, permits,  grants,  or  franchises  have  been  obtained,  it  is  then  that  the 
services  of  the  industrial  element  are  sought.* 

When  an  owner  or  company  contemplates  the  erection  of  works  large 
enough  to  require  the  services  of  an  experienced  and  skilled  mechanic,  it  is 
a  general  practice  in  this  country  to  invite  contractors  to  make  offers  or 
proposals  to  do  the  work  required  at  a  price  named.  The  invitations  are 
something  private,  and  sent  to  such  persons  only  as  the  owner  or  company 
may  desire  to  do  business  with ;  or  they  may  take  the  character  of  public 
solicitations,  or  advertisements  for  proposals. 

The  instructions,  explanations,  and  statements  of  the  terms  and  specifi- 
cations attending  such  negotiations  are  frequently  of  considerable  impor- 
tance and  compass,  which  parties  to  the  contract  and  their  agents  should 
understand.  The  acts  and  ceromonies  attending  these  negotiations  arise 
from  the  desire  of  the  owner  or  proprietor  to  retain  the  privilege  of  creating 
and  completing  the  contract. 

The  letting  of  a  large  construction  contract  does  not  differ  greatly  in 

*The  engaging  and  retaining  of  the  professional  services  of  the  engineer  or 
architect,  and  the  relations  and  duties  created  by  their  contract  of  employment,  will  be 
discussed  in  a  later  chapter.     See  Part  IV.,  Sees.  800-900  infra. 
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principle  from  the  bartering  and  selling  of  every-day  life.  Before  two 
parties  can  enter  into  a  contract  they  must  come  to  terms,  that  is,  they  must 
have  a  common  understanding  of  the  terms  of  their  agreement.*  This  is 
essential  to  a  binding  contract.  The  usual  way  of  entering  into  a  contract 
is  by  one  party  stating  certain  terms  and  the  other  party  assenting,  both 
parties  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  those  terms.  The  formal  declaration  of  an 
agreement  to  abide  by  the  terms  proposed  is  not  necessary.  When  the 
statement  of  terms  takes  the  form  of  an  offer,  and  the  assent  that  of  an 
acceptance  of  those  terms  as  made,  within  a  reasonable  time  or  before  the 
offer  is  recalled,  such  offer  and  acceptance  constitute  a  binding  contract. 
This  fact,  that  a  contract  can  be  created  by  the  simple  act  of  accepting  an 
offer,  has  been  a  prime  factor  in  establishing  the  ceremonies  that  precede  the 
execution  of  a  construction  contract.  Neither  the  proprietor  nor  the  con- 
tractor, the  seller  nor  the  buyer,  desires  to  make  the  initial  offer.  Each 
wants  to  make  an  agreement  or  bargain  which  is  to  his  best  interest,  and 
whoever  makes  the  offer  sacrifices  his  chance  of  getting  anything  better 
than  he  himself  has  offered.  If  his  offer  is  accepted,  the  contract  is  com- 
pleted; while  the  party  to  whom  the  offer  was  made  may  decline  and  solicit 
other  offers.  In  every-day  business  affairs  this  gives  rise  to  fencing  and 
sounding  to  determine  who  shall  commit  himself  to  the  terms  of  an  offer. 
If  it  be  a  horse  to  sell,  the  seller  will  want  the  purchaser  to  make 
him  an  offer,  and  the  buyer  will  want  the  seller  to  name  a  price.  The 
buyer  wants  to  buy  at  the  lowest  price,  and  he  knows  that  if  he 
make  an  offer  it  may  be  accepted,  which  closes  the  bargain,  and  he  may  have 
paid  more  than  he  need  to  have  paid  had  he  known  the  mind  of  the  seller. 
The  same  principle  prevails  in  larger  transactions,  but  there  are  several 
bidders  usually  for  each  contract.  Proprietors  having  work  to  be  performed 
insist  upon  receiving  offers  instead  of  making  them.  This  is  eminently 
just,  for  it  requires  the  party  to  prepare  and  make  the  offer  who  is  best 
qualified  to  undertake  it.  A  skilled  mechanic  with  a  large  experience  in 
contracting  and  building  can  certainly  better  determine  the  proper  cost  of 
an  undertaking,  and  should  therefore  be  the  one  to  offer  terms  by  which  he 
will  undertake  the  execution  of  a  contract  for  such  work.  Under  these  con- 
ditions the  present  system  of  inviting  proposals  has  become  universal.  Pro- 
prietors and  corporations  having  work  to  be  done  have  found  it  to  their 
advantage  to  insist  that  it  is  their  just  privilege  to  invite  offers  or  proposals, 
not  from  one  contractor  but  from  several. 

By  announcing  that  several  proposals  will  be  received,  and  that  the  pro* 
posal  will  be  accepted  which  is  most  advantageous  to  the  proprietor,  con- 
tractors desirous  of  securing  the  work  are  induced  to  make  close  estimates 
and  thus  give  to  the  party  inviting  the  offers  the  benefit  of  competition. 
The  contracts  for  all  private  works  of  importance,  and  for  nearly  all  public 

*  8,  e  Sees.  S8-98,  supra. 
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works  are  entered  into  only  after  these  preliminary  negotiations.  The  invi- 
tations to  make  offers  is  called  the  advertisement  for  proposals;  the  offer 
itself  is  called  the  proposal,  tender,  or  bid;  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  is  the 
awarding  of  the  contract,  and  the  completion  of  the  ceremony. 

The  fact  that  a  proposal  or  bid  is  but  an  offer  should  not  be  lost  sight  of 
however  much  it  is  enshrouded  with  instructions,  restrictions,  and  condi- 
tions, and  that  the  advertisement  is  not  in  general  an  offer,  but  an  invita- 
tion to  contractors  or  builders  to  make  offers.1 

The  act  or  charter  of  many  public  organizations  requires  that  the  work 
be  advertised  and  proposals  solicited  from  the  public. 

The  advantages  of  this  system  of  letting  work  are  twofold.  (1)  If 
honestly  carried  out  by  both  parties,  it  gives  to  the  owner  the  benefit  of  close 
competition,  and  (2)  the  privilege  of  accepting  the  proposal  if  the  offer  is  a 
good  one,  or  of  declining  it  if  it  is  unreasonable.  By  inviting  proposals  the 
owner  retains  the  privilege  of  assuming  the  contract  obligation  to  himself, 
while  the  contractor  in  making  the  proposal  may  have  the  obligation  of  a 
contract  imposed  upon  him  by  the  mere  acceptance  by  the  owner  of  his 
offer  in  the  same  terms  in  which  it  was  made.  An  offer  plus  an  acceptance 
makes  a  contract,  the  obligation  of  which  cannot  be  escaped.  An  offer  may 
be  recalled  or  revoked  at  any  time  before  it  is  accepted,  but  not  afterwards. 
To  prevent  bidders  from  recalling  their  offer,  bidders  are  usually  required 
to  accompany  their  proposals  with  a  certified  check,  which  is  forfeited  if  the 
offer  is  revoked. 

The  advantage  of  competitive  bids  for  work  cannot  be  overestimated  if 
they  are  honestly  made  and  the  contract  conscientiously  awarded  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder. 

To  get  such  proposals  as  can  be  compared  they  should  one  and  all  be 
made  from  precisely  the  same  data,  and  with  the  same  means  afforded  to 
all  for  observation  and  study.  A  word  or  a  wink  that  tends  to  give  one  con- 
tractor the  advantage  over  another  is  an  evil  practice  that  undermines  the 
whole  system,  and  is  an  injustice  to  the  owner  and  to  all  the  other  bidders.  If 
discovered,  it  affords  a  ground  for  attacking  the  contract  awarded  upon  such 
a  bid,  and  may  result  in  the  contractor  losing  all  that  he  has  earned. 

133.  The  Advertisement  or  Notice  to  Bidders — Invitation  to  Contractors 
and  Builders  to  Make  Proposals. 

IMPROVEMENT. 

PROPOSALS  FOR  BUILDING 

Engineer's  Office, 

....  Broadway,  New  York  City, 
,  189.. 

"Sealed  Bids  [or  Proposals]  for  the  construction  or  erection 
or  for  furnishing  all  the  labor,  tools,  appliances,  etc.,  and  materials 
necessary  to  build,  to  erect,  and  to  do  all  the ,  and  to  com- 

1  Lloyd's  Law  of  Buildings  (2d  ed.),  §  56;  Forster  v.  Ulmao,  64  Md.  528. 
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plete  &  Certain  ....  [name  of  structure  or  work] ....  at  Or  OH ....  [name  of  way  or 

stream] ....  in  the  town  or  city  of ,  county  of state  of 

,  are  invited,  and  will   be  received  at  the  office  of * 

engineer  or  architect,  or  at  the  office  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of 

the  Public  Works,  City  Hall,  city  of ,  state  of ,  until 

o'clock m.  of day  of  the  week the.. .    .day  of. .... ., 

189. .,  at  which  place  and  hour  the  bids  will  be  publicly  opened  and 
read. 

"  The  bids  will  be  compared  on  the  basis  of  the  engineer's  estimate  of 
the  materials  and  work  to  be  done,  which  is  as  follows: 

Items,  [a] \b] ......  [c] ,  etc. 

"  The  work  is  to  De  commenced  within ....  days  after  the  execution  of 
the  contract,  and  to  be  continued  with  regularity  until  completed,  which 
must  be  before  the . . .  .day  of ,  189 . . 

"  The  amount  of  the  bond  required  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract 
will  be  the  sum  of .  .  .thousand  dollars";  or,  "The  security  required  for 
the  fulfillment  of  the  contract  will  be . . .  .per  cent,  of  the  contract  price." 

"  The  contract  will  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  with- 
out reserve  " ;  or,  "The  right  to  reject  [any  and]  all  bids  is  reserved 
if  the  engineer,  architect,  commissioners,  or  board  shall  deem  it  for  the 
best  interests  of  the  company,  city,  or  state. 

"  General  instructions  for  bidders,  blank  forms  for  proposals,  plans  and 
specifications  and  contract  forms,  and  all  other  necessary  information 
may  be  had  [or  obtained]  at  the  office  of  the  engineer  or  architect,. 

Street, 

"  Signed 

"Dated " 

134.  The  Form  of  Advertisement  to  be  Adopted. — In  adopting  the  forms 
here  presented  for  the  letting  of  construction  contracts  the  author  has 
adopted  what  seems  to  be  a  rational  subdivision,  and  one  that  does  not  depart 
materially  from  established  forms  in  use  on  public  works.  Advertising 
is  expensive,  and  neither  individuals,  companies,  nor  the  government  can 
afford  to  publish  full  and  explicit  instructions  to  bidders  in  the  general  or 
technical  periodicals.  The  advertisement  need,  therefore,  contain  only 
general  information  such  as  shall  enable  a  contractor  to  determine  if  he 
would  like  to  undertake  the  work.  It  should  describe  the  character  of  the 
structure,  work  and  materials  required,  its  location,  the  magnitude  of  the 
undertaking,  when  it  must  be  commenced  and  when  completed,  the  amount 
of  security  required,  whether  or  not  the  lowest  bid  will  be  accepted  without 
reserve,  the  last  day  on  which  the  bid  will  be  received,  where  further  infor- 
mation may  be  secured,  and  who  are  the  parties  that  invite  proposals;  and  if  it 
be  public  work,  the  attention  of  the  bidders  should  be  invited  to  the  act  of 
congress  or  of  the  legislature,  or  to  the  ordinance,  under  which,  or  by  virtu* 
of  which,  the  work  is  undertaken  or  authorized  or  by  which  it  is  controlled. 

This  information  is  ample  to  advise  a  contractor  whether  the  job  is. 
in  his  line,  whether  it  is  within  his  capacity  as  to  the  execution  of  the  work 
in  the  time  named,  whether  he  can  furnish  bonds  and  has  time  to  make  a. 
careful  estimate,  and  finally,  whether  he  will  compete  for  and  undertake 
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the  work  offered  by  the  parties,  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  engineer  or 
architect  named.  These  facts  determined,  the  contractor  will  apply  for  and 
receive  full  instructions  for  bidders. 

When  the  law  provides  that  the  terms  of  all  contracts  shall,  before  they 
are  entered  into,  be  approved  by  the  board  of  estimate  and  apportionment, 
and  another  section  provides  that  the  commissioner  shall  have  power  to 
make  contracts  on  certain  conditions,  and  provides  that  he  shall  advertise 
for  proposals  to  perform  the  work  "  in  such  manner  and  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  prescribe/'  the  "  terms  and  conditions  "  referred  to 
in  the  latter  section  are  merely  those  which  the  commissioner  deems  it 
necessary  to  put  in  the  proposals,  and  not  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
contract,  but  that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  to  be  made  must 
be  approved  by  the  board  of  estimate  and  apportionment.1 

135.  As  Regards  the  Advertisement  or  General  Notice  to  Bidders. — In  the 
absence  of  special  requirements,  boards  of  commissioners  have  authority 
to  designate  the  official  newspaper  in  which  advertisements  and  notices  shall 
be  published,  but  such  designation  cannot  continue  for  a  longer  period  than 
their  term  of  office,  so  as  to  bind  their  successors  in  office.' 

The  requirements  of  a  statute  prescribing  the  mode  and  time  of  advertis- 
ing for  bids  are  mandatory,  the  compliance  with  which  is  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  power  of  a  municipality  to  enter  into  a  valid  agreement  in  respect 
thereof.1  If  it  be  required  by  statute,  ordinance,  or  resolution  that  the  adver- 
tisement be  published  in  designated  newspapers,  the  contract  will  be  invalid 
if  it  is  not  published  in  ail  such  papers  and  strictly  as  required  by  law  or 
ordinance.4  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  when  the  statute  requires  work  to 
be  advertised  in  a  newspaper  for  three  weeks,  but  the  ordinance  of  the  city 
ordering  the  improvement  provides  for  publication  in  two  papers,  that  the 
proceedings  are  not  rendered  invalid  because  it  was  advertised  in  only  one 
newspaper  ;  *  and  a  certificate  of  publication  stating  a  thing  has  been  pub- 
lished "  five  times"  does  not  show  that  the  statute  requiring  it  to  be  pub- 
lished for  five  successive  days  was  complied  with.0  When  the  paper  desig- 
nated suspended  after  three  publications  of  the  four  required,  a  publication 
in  another  paper  for  the  remaining  week  was  held  insufficient ; T  and  where  the 
designated  official  paper  had  ceased  to  be  the  official  paper  before  the  last 
insertion  of  the  notice,  the  notice  in  it  was  held  insufficient.9  If  it  is  pro- 
vided  that  notice  may  be  given  by  posting  in  lieu  of  publication  in  a  news- 
paper, an  insertion  in  a  newspaper  for  a  time  until  the  newspaper  is  sus- 
pended, and  a  posting  for  the  balance  of  the  time,  is  insufficient;*  but  where 

People*.    Waring    (Sup.),   89  N.  Y.  107;  16  Amer.  &Encr.  Ency.  Law  821. 
Supp.  193;  Lynch  t>.  Mayor,  etc.,  87  N.  Y.  6  Connersville  t>.  Merrill  (Ind.  App.),  42 

Supp.  798,  dislinguWud.  N.  E.  Rep.  1112. 

*8helden  t>.   Fox  (Kan.),   29  Pac.  Rep.  •  Chandler  v.  People  (111. ),  43  N.  E.  Rep. 

759  [1892].  590. 

"McCloud   v.  City  of  Columbus  (Ohio         '  Townsend  v.  Tallant.  33  Cal.  45. 
Sup  »,  44  N.  E.  Rep.  95.  »Basey  v.  Lavitt,  12  Me.  878. 

4  Taylor  e.  Lainbertville,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  »Fnlknert>.  Guild,  10  Wis.  568. 
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the  designated  paper  was  merged  into  another,  taking  the  name  of  the  latter, 
it  was  held  sufficient.1  If  certain  public  officers  are  required  to  designate  the 
papers  in  which  notice  shall  be  published,  and  they  fail  to  do  so,  a  publica- 
tion in  all  the  papers  from  which  they  could  have  selected  is  good.* 

When  an  officer  has  discretion  he  may  designate  a  paper  not  published  in 
the  state.'  If  the  notice  is  to  be  published  in  a  newspaper,  it  should  be  a 
Becular  paper  of  general  circulation,  printed  in  the  English  language  and  on 
a  week-day.  If  printed  in  a  supplement  to  a  newspaper,  it  should  have  the 
same  circulation  as  the  newspaper  itself.4  A.  mere  advertising-sheet  has  been 
held  not  a  newspaper.' 

The  place  of  publication  is  not  where  a  newspaper  is  printed,  nor  where 
it  is  sent  for  distribution,  but  where  it  is  first  given  to  the  public  for  circu- 
lation.6 A  requirement  that  the  notice  be  inserted  in  a  paper  "  printed  "  in 
the  county  is  not  complied  with  by  inserting  it  in  one  "published"  in 
the  county,  but "  printed "  elsewhere/  A  "  city  paper  "  must  be  published 
and  circulated  in  the  city.8 

If  it  is  required  that  printed  notices  be  posted  up,  a  publication  in  a 
paper  is  not  sufficient9  A  court-house  and  a  schoolhouse  have  been  held 
public  places,  but  it  seems  not  necessarily  "  conspicuous  "  places.10  If  the 
charter  or  act  require  that  a  notice  be  published  for  a  certain  length  of  time, 
and  the  period  of  publication  is  one  day  short  of  that  required,  it  will 
be  fatal  to  all  subsequent  proceedings.11 

If  the  statute  require  that  the  work  be  advertised  for  a  certain  period 
prior  to  the  letting  of  the  contract  or  to  the  opening  of  the  bids,  the  failure 
to  so  advertise  will  invalidate  the  award.11 

A  mistake  in  an  advertisement  that  is  unimportant  does  not  vitiate  the 
proceedings  so  as  to  require  a  readvertisement  for  proposals,  in  the  absence 
of  any  allegation  that  any  one  would  have  bid  more  than  was  bid  if  the 
error  were  not  made.  It  was  so  held  when  three  of  four  newspapers 
printed  correctly  the  date  on  which  the  proposals  were  to  be  received, 
while  the  fourth  paper  named  a  day  and  date  that  was  impossible.1* 
Authority  by  a  city  council  to  a  clerk  to  issue  a  notice  for  bids  is  not  lost 
because  the  clerk  made  a  mistake  in  his  attempt  to  publish  it,  if  there  is  no 
evidence  that  any  one  was  misled  or  harmed  thereby.14     When  the  charter 

1  Sage  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  99  U.  S.  834.  19  Be  Pennie,  108  N.  Y.  864|;  Burke  v. 

8  State  v.  Gloucester  Co.,  50  N.  J.  Law  Turney,  54  Cal.  486:  and  see  Baltimore  v. 

585;  and  see  People  *.  Chill  (Sup.),  89  N.  Keyser  fMd.).  19  Atl.  Rep.  706,  in  which 

Y.  Supp.  872.  case  a  bid  was  accepted   which  was  re- 

8  Mopley  v.  Leophart.  51  Ala.  587.  ceived  six  minutes  past  the  time,  and  one 

4 16  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  822.  properly  deposited  was  rejected  because 

k  Tyler  u.  Bowen,  1  Pittsb.  225.  the  officer  to  whom  it  was  delivered  was 

•  Le  Roy  v.  Jamwon,  8  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  269,  late.     See  also  People  v.  Yonkers,  39  Barb. 

I  Bragdon  «.  Hatch,  77  Me.  433.  (N.  "7  )  266. 

8  Haskell  t>.  Bartlett,  84  Cal.  281.  18  Appeal  of  Oilfillan  (Pa  ).  22  Atl.  Rep. 

•  Kretsch  v.  Heliu,  45  Ind.  488.  598. 

10 16  Amer  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  820.  "  Gilmore  ^.Utica  (N.  /.),  29  N.  E.  Rep. 

II  Stu'e  r.  Citv of  Bayonne(N.  J.),  8  Atl.      841. 
Rep.  295  [1887]. 
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requires  that  "  a  special  ordinance  ordering  the  work  to  be  done  shall  be 
passed  before  a  public  improvement  is  made,  and  a  general  ordinance  has 
been  passed  which  declared  that  the  council  shall  order  the  construction 
of  the  improvement  proposed,  and  directed  the  engineer  to  advertise  for 
bids  therefor/'  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  bids  are  advertised  for  before 
the  special  ordinance  is  passed  will  not  invalidate  the  proceedings.1 

Usually  all  preliminary  acts  and  resolutions  are  held  conditions  prece- 
dent, to  taking  final  steps  to  letting  the  contract.' 

The  posting  of  a  notice  from  9  o'clock  a.m.  of  the  first  day  and  which 
remained  posted  until  4  o'clock  p.m.  of  the  fifth  day  was  held  to  have  been 
posted  five  official  days.'  An  advertisement  stating  that  bids  would  be  re- 
ceived up  to  a  certain  hour  on  Saturday,  September  19, 1875,  when  the  19th 
was  Sunday,  was  held  an  unimportant  mistake,  the  notice  being  otherwise 
sufficient  as  to  time.4 

When  it  is  required  that  the  board  of  public  works  should  advertise,  an 
advertisement  issued  from  the  office  of  the  board  signed  by  its  president, 
and  stating  that  a  satisfactory  bond  must  be  filed  with  the  board,  was  held 
sufficient.6 

136.  Instructions  to  Bidders— Work  is  Undertaken  by  What  Authority 
and  under  What  Restrictions. 

PUBLIC  WORKS, 

IMPROVEMENT. 

PROPOSALS  FOB  BUILDING 

Engineer's  Office, 

....  Broadtvay,  New  York  City, 
,  1897. 

GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  BIDDERS. 

"This  work  is  undertaken  by  virtue  of  (or  in  accordance  with,  or  in 

obedience  to,  or  to  conform  to,  or  to  comply  with)  ordinance r., 

(act  of  legislature,  the  act  of incorporation ,  or 

under  the  charter  of  the  city  of ,  or  the company,  or  acts  of 

congress)  approved  the day  of ,  189. .,  under  which  act  (or 

charter,  or  ordinance)  this  improvement  is  undertaken,  nnd  to  which 
the  attention  of  bidders  is  especially  invited. 

"The  attention  of  bidders  is  also  invited  to  the  acts  of  congress 
approved  1885,  as  printed  in  Vol.  24,  page  414,  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large, 
which  prohibits  the  importation  or  immigration  of  foreigners  and 
aliens  under  contract  or  agreement  to  perform  labor  in  the  United 
States  or  territories  or  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"  The  attention  of  bidders  is  especially  called  to  the  provisions  of 
legislative  act,  chapter  277,  Laws  of  New  York  of  1894  ;  and  act  chapter 
413,  Laws  of  New  York  of  1895,  relating  to  the  dressing  and  carving  of 


1  City  of  Springfield   v.  Weaver   (Mo.      Rep.  794. 
Sup.).  87  S.  W.  Rep.  509  ;  Keane  v.  Cush-         »  Kueeland  v.  Furlong,  20  Wis.  487. 
w  ik  \r„   Ann  oa  ,#.-MMMMMM7  4  rjftae  Vm  Fowler.  65  Iud.  29. 

ft  Beniteau  v.  Detroit,  41  Mich.  116. 


oup,;,  of  d.  w.  nep.  ouv ;  iveane  v.  uusn- 

iDg,  15  Mo.  App.  96,  disapproved.  *  Cnae  v.  Fowler.  65  fiid.  29. 

1  Corsicana  v.  Kerr  (Tex.),  85  S.  W. 
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stone  used  in  New  York  state  work;  and  also  to  the  provisions  of  act 
chapter  622,  Laws  of  New  York  of  1894,  relating  to  the  hours  of  labor 
and  rate  of  wages,  and  to  the  employment  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States." 

137.  Necessity  for  Restrictions  and  Regulations. — Public  work  is  usually 
authorized  by  an  act  of  congress  or  of  the  legislature  of  the  state,  or  is 
undertaken  under  a  charter  or  franchise  bestowed  by  the  government. 
The  fact  that  it  is  public  work  implies  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  pub- 
lic, and  that  public  interests  are  involved  which  must  be  protected. 

To  secure  competition  and  prevent  combinations  and  conspiracies  tend- 
ing to  favoritism  and  to  defraud  the  people  and  the  government,  it  is  there- 
fore usual  to  incorporate  into  the  act  or  charter  a  clause  requiring  the  work 
to  be  advertised,  bids  solicited,  and  the  contract  awarded  to  the  lowest 
{responsible)  bidder. 

138.  The  Requirements  of  the  Act  or  Charter  are  Imperative. --When 
such  an  enactment  has  been  made,  it  is  not  directory  merely,  but  it  is 
imperative  in  the  requirement  that  specifications  shall  be  prepared  and 
published,  the  work  advertised,  and  the  contract  awarded  to  the  lowest 
bidder.1  The  law  is  interpreted  strictly,  for  when  in  an  act  the  legislature 
declares  that  a  board  of  public  works  "  may  "  advertise  for  proposals,  etc., 
it  has  been  construed  to  mean  that  they  " shall "  advertise  for  proposals;* 
but  in  another  case  under  a  statute  which  provides  that  a  board  shall  have 
control  of  the  construction  of  improvements,  and  that  it  may  advertise  for 
proposals  and  may  accept  or  reject  any  proposals,  it  was  held  discretionary 
with  it  to  advertise  or  not  as  it  might  elect.'  * 

When  there  are  two  sections  to  an  act,  one  of  which  provides  that  the 
board  of  supervisors  "  must "  contract  for  publishing  the  delinquent  tax  list 
with  the  lowest  bidder  after  ten  days'  notice  of  the  letting  of  the  contract, 
and  the  other  requires  the  tax  collector  to  publish  the  delinquent  list  by  a 
certain  date,  it  was  held  that,  on  failure  of  the  supervisors  to  contract  for 
publishing  the  list,  the  tax  collector  was  not  authorized  to  do  so.4 

Under  an  act  which  gave  an  election  to  commissioners  either  to  carry  on 
the  works  by  their  own  engineers  and  with  labor  employed  and  materials 
furnished  by  themselves,  or  to  let  out  the  whole  or  parts  of  the  work  by  con- 
tract to  the  lowest  bidder  after  advertising  in  the  newspaper  for  proposals, 
it  was  held  that,  the  commissioners  having  elected  to  let  the  work  out  by 
the  latter  method,  they  must  give  it  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  a  contract 
awarded  to  one  who  was  not  the  lowest  bidder  according  to  the  terms  and 

1  Beaver  v.  The  Trustees,  19  Ohio  St.  97,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  5  Misc.  Rep.  36;  and 

and  eases  cited;  Dallas  v.  Ellison  (Tex.),  Santa  Cruz  Co.  v.  Heaton  (Cal.),  38  Pac. 

%  30  8.  W.  Rep.  1128;  Greene*  New  York,  Rep.   698;    Smeltzer  t>.   Miller  (Cal.),  45 

1  Hun  <N.  Y.)  24.  Pac.  Rep.  264. 

8  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich.  95.  *  Smeltzer  «.  Miller  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep 

*  Fitzgerald  ».  Walker  (Ark.),  17  S.  W.  264. 
Rep.  702  [1891];  and  see  People  v.  Buffalo, 

*  8ee  Bees.  50-55,  supra. 
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specifications  advertised  and  proposed,  was  unauthorized  and  void.1  When 
commissioners,  by  a  single  vote,  have  once  elected  the  manner  in  which  work 
Bhall  be  done,  their  power  of  designation  is  gone.'  Bids  for  public  work  need 
not  be  invited  unless  it  is  expressly  required  by  statute,  charter,  or  ordi« 
nance.8  The  provisions  of  a  city  charter  requiring  contracts  to  be  made  upon 
advertisement  and  sealed  proposals  have  been  held  not  to  apply  to  contracts. 
by  the  commissioner  of  public  works  for  public  work  authorized  by  special 
enactment.4  The  improvement  of  a  public  park  belonging  to  a  city  has 
been  held  not  a  public  improvement  within  an  act  requiring  the  city  to  ad- 
vertise for  bids  for  work  and  materials  for  public  improvements.6  If  the 
provisions  of  the  law  be  not  carried  out,  and  a  contract  be  awarded  in  a 
manner  contrary  to  the  express  requirements  of  the  statutes  and  charters  of 
the  city  or  company,  the  irregularity  may  be  set  up  as  a  defense  to  the 
action  on  the  contract.' 

Contracts  by  a  municipal  corporation,  a  county,  or  the  state  must  be 
within  the  act  creating  them  and  within  the  privileges  and  powers  of  their 
charter,  constitution,  or  organization,  or  they  are  void,  and  the  contractor  may 
recover  nothing  for  his  labor  and  materials.  The  statutes  are  obligatory  and 
not  merely  directory.7 

If  work  has  been  done  under  a  contract  which  is  void  for  having  been 
entered  into  in  violation  of  an  express  provision  of  the  statute  law  or  the 
charter,  constitution,  or  ordinance,  the  contractor  cannot  recover  for  the 
work  done  or  the  materials  furnished:  not  on  the  contract,  because  the 
contract  is  void,  which  is  equivalent  to  saying  there  is  no  contract;  and  not 
on  an  implied  contract  or  quantum  meruit,  because  there  is  nothing  from 
which  to  imply  a  request  to  do  the  work  except  in  the  manner  required  by 
law;  or  by  request  of  the  public  officer  who  assumed  to  make  a  contract 
which  is  null  and  void,  not  having  the  necessary  authority.8* 

The  requirements  of  the  act  that,  before  the  awarding  of  any  contract  for 
any  work  authorized  by  the  act,  the  city  council  shall  invite  sealed  proposals, 
and  shall  award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  apply  to  every  contract 
authorized  by  the  act,  irrespective  of  the  character  of  the  work  to  be  done, 
or  of  the  mode  in  which  the  expense  is  to  be  paid.9  If  the  charter  provide 
that  no  contract  shall  be  made  for  any  public  work,  or  for  any  supplies  for 

1  Dickinson  v.  City  of  P.,  75  N.  Y.  65  6  Walsh  v.  Columbus,  86  Ohio  St.  169. 

[1878];  Bigler  t>.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  5  Abb.  •  Many  cases  cited  in  15  Amer.  &  En*. 

N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  51.  Ency.  Law  1091. 

»  Bigler  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.f  5  Abb.  N.  7  Evans  on  Ageucy  211,  212;  15  Amer. 

Cas.  (N.  Y.)51;  accord  People*  Bourd  of  <fc  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1084-5  and  cases  cited  ; 

Improvement,  43  N.  Y.  227.  Young  v.  Mayor  of  Leomingtou,  L.  R.  8 

*Cummiug8  t>.   Seymour,  79  Ind.  491;  App.  Cas.  517  [18831;  and  see  Smith  v. 

Kingsley  v.  Brooklyn,  5  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  New  York  (Sup.),  81  N.  Y.  Supp  7S3. 

Y.)  1;   Yarnold   v.  Lawrence,    15  Kans.  8  Bon csteel  «.  Mayor,  22  N.  Y    162;  and 

126;  but  see  Adamson  t>.  Nassau  Electric  many  ca see  in  1 5  Amer.  &  Ens.  Ency.  Law 

R.  Co.  (Sup.)  33 N.  Y.  Supp.  732.  10S5. 

4  Greene  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.f  60  N.  Y.  •  Santa    Cruz    Rock  Pavement    Co.    «. 

308.  Broderick  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep.  863. 

*8ee  Sees.  50-53,  supra. 
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the  city,  and  no  such  work  or  furnishing  supplies  shall  be  commenced,  until 
the  contract  therefor  has  been  approved  by  the  council,  all  contracts  must 
be  submitted  to  the  council  for  its  approval  or  disapproval,  without  regard 
to  auxiliary  and  supplementary  powers  to  contract  conferred  upon  commis- 
sioners, boards,  aud  other  officers.1 

It  is  imperative  that  a  contractor  exercise  every  precaution  to  have  the 
contract  in  accordance  with  the  law,  for  although  the  city  officials  may 
be  honest  and  honorable,  and  the  city  be  inclined  to  meet  his  just  claims,  yet 
any  person  interested,  as  any  taxpayer,  can  object  and  have  mandamus  issue 
against  the  city  to  prevent  a  recovery  for  anything  that  has  been  done  under 
an  illegal  contract.* 

139.  Instructions  Should  Give  All  Necessary  Information  to  Bidders.— Any 
irregularity  in  the  proceedings  directed  by  the  act  or  charter  by  which  the 
work  is  authorized  to  be  observed  may  avoid  and  destroy  the  contract. 
Therefore  when  public  work  is  required  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder  upon  notice  of  the  work  or  material  required,  such  notice  should  give 
all  the  necessary  information  to  enable  parties  desiring  to  bid  to  make 
estimates.  Resort  cannot  be  allowed  to  mere  verbal  explanation  to  ascertain 
substantially  all  that  is  contemplated  to  be  done,  as  that  might  lead  to  favor- 
itism and  other  mischief  intended  to  be  avoided  by  the  statute.' 

If  a  charter  provide  that  before  proceeding  with  any  proposed  public 
improvement  the  detailed  estimates  of  the  costs  of  such  work  or  improve- 
ments shall  be  made,  and  if  the  city  ordinance  provide  that  the  owner 
is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  intended  improvement,  a  contract  made  without 
any  estimate  of  the  cost  and  without  proper  notice  of  the  improvement 
is  illegal  and  not  binding.  The  proceedings  are  void,  and  the  collection  of 
a  tax  levied  to  pay  for  the  improvement  may  be  properly  enjoined.'  If  the 
act  or  charter  requires  public  notice  of  proposals  and  that  the  contract  be 
awarded  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  giving  adequate  security,  and 
security  be  furnished  by  the  lowest  bidder,  any  contract  not  in  strict  compli- 
ance with  the  law  or  charter  is  unauthorized  and  void.4  f  If  the  act  requires 
that  a  certain  number  of  days'  notice  be  given  of  the  time  for  the  bids,  it  is 
mandatory  and  must  be  complied  with.6  The  illegality  can  be  pleaded  in 
defense  to  any  action  on  a  contract  which  has  not  been  made  strictly  as 
required  by  the  law* 

1  Common  Council  of  Detroit  t>.  Public  5  Boerd  «.  Gillies  (Ind.),  88  N.  E.  Rep. 

L.  Comm.  of  Detroit  (Mich. ),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  40. 

054;  People  v.  Waring  (Sup.),  39  N.  Y.  •  Dillon's  Munic.   Corp'us,    §  466  (4th 

Supp.  198;  and  nee  Alford  v.  Dallas  (Tex.),  ed.),  and  cases  cited;  McDermott  v.  Board 

85  S.  W.  Rep.  810.  of  Jersey  City.  28  Atl.  Rep.  424;   Sliaw  v. 

*  Littler  9.  Jayne,  124  Ills.  128  [1889].  Trenton.  49  N.  J.  Law  339;  State  t>.  Cun 

*  Mills  v.  City  of  Detroit  (Mich.),  54  N.  ningbam  (Neb.),  59N.W.  Rep.  485;  Heidle 
W.  Rep.  897.  burgh  v.  St.  Francis  Co  ,  (Mo.),  12  S.  W. 

4  In  re  Eager,  46  N.  T.  100;  Maxwell  t>.  Rep.  914  [1889]:  Littler  v  Jayne,  124  Dls 

Stamlaus,  58  Cal.  889;  People  v.  Gleason,  123  £1888];  Dickinson  v.  Poutrbkeepsie,  75 

121  N.  Y.  631  [1890];   Smith  9.  Mayor,  10  N.  Y.    «5  [18781;    Davenport   v.    Klien- 

N.  Y.  504.  schmdt,  13Pac.  Rep.  249  [1887]. 

•See  Sees.  177,  178,  infra.  \&e  8l*cs.  138,  1^4.  m//ww. 
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When  the  statute  required  "  good  and  sufficient  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  work,"  a  contract  given  to  the  lowest  bidder  without  requiring 
"good  and  sufficient  security"  is  not  legal,  and  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  for  the  work  when  done,  it  not  having  been  accepted  or  used.1  The 
neglect  to  insist  upon  security  is  not  material  where  the  charter  provides  for 
"good  and  sufficient  security,  as  required  by  said  board/'  it  not  appearing 
that  the  board  required  any  security.' 

When  the  laws  require  that  certain  work  be  let  or  franchises  be  sold,  such 
statute  requires  that  the  transaction  be  on  a  cash  basis  or  for  cash,  and  an 
offer  to  pay  percentage  of  the  gross  receipts,  or  to  do  or  provide  any  other 
thing,  in  consideration  of  such  a  franchise,  cannot  be  considered.' 

140.  There  Must  be  Competition,  in  Compliance  with  the  Statute  or 
Charter. — The  power  of  the  city  to  make  contracts  is  limited  and  can  only 
be  exercised  in  the  manner  prescribed.  There  must  be  competition  before 
a  contract  can  be  awarded.4 

If  a  charter  provides  that  the  contract  be  given  "  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder  giving  adequate  security/' officials  authorized  to  let  the  con t met  may 
not  arbitrarily  reject  the  lowest  bid  and  accept  a  higher  bid  without  facts 
justifying  it ;  there  must  be  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  lowest  bidder  was 
not  responsible,  or  at  least  some  pretense  to  that  effect.' 

Canvassing  by  the  engineer,  or  permission  by  him  to  the  contractor  to 
alter  the  bid  where  the  proposals  have  been  referred  to  him  for  calculation 
and  comparison,  or  any  acts  by  which  one  bidder  who  was  not  the  lowest 
bidder  is  made  to  appear  the  lowest,  will  render  the  contract  void  and  unau- 
thorized.' The  making  of  a  contract  at  different  prices,  and  according  to  a 
different  classification  of  the  kind  of  work,  and  with  new  and  material  clauses 
inserted,  which  were  not  offered  to  the  other  bidders,  will  destroy  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  contract  and  render  the  contractor's  rights  thereunder  null  and 
invalid.    He  cannot  recover  for  what  his  work  is  reasonably  worth. 

A  contractor  should  insist  upon  the  con t met  being  executed  in  the  same 
terms  and  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications  upon  which  he  has  made 
his  bid,  and  whether  to  his  favor  or  detriment  should  be  no  excuse  for  his 
not  requiring  it.  Engineers  and  commissioners  will  realize  the  great  detri- 
ment they  may  cause  their  favorites  and  friends  by  seeking  to  benefit  them 
or  favor  them  to  the  exclusion  of  other  competitors.  The  law  is  well  settled, 
and  anything  which  does  not  fairly  and  fully  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  and  does  not  secure  to  the  state  or  city  the  full  benefits  of  the  com- 
petition which  is  sought,  may  render  the  contract  void  and  not  binding  upon 
the  city/ 

1  Mackey  t>.  Columbus  (Mich.),  88  N.  [1&S7]. 

W.  Rep.  399  [1888].  *  People  «.  Gleason,  121 N  Y.  681  [1890]. 

*  Carey  v.  East  Snginaw  (Mich.),  44  N.  •  Dickinson  t>.  City  of  Poujrhkeensic,  75 
W.  Hep.  168.  N.  Y.  66  [1878];  Smith  v.  Mayor.  10  N.  Y. 

*  Thompson  v.  Board  of  Sup'n  (Cal.),  44  504. 

Par.  Rep  230.  1  Dickinson  v.  Ciy of  Poaghkeepsie,  75 

«  Shaw  v.  Trenton,  49  N.  J.  Law  839      New  York  65  [1878]. 
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141.  Public  Officers  cannot  Legalize  nor  Ratify  Void  Contracts. — Such 
contracts  are  not  merely  voidable ;  they  are  void  and  cannot  be  made  valid 
by  subsequent  acts  of  the  city  or  its  officials.1  Nothing  is  added  to  the 
legality  of  a  claim  under  such  a  contract  by  the  common  council  auditing 
and  allowing  it,  for  they  have  no  jurisdiction  so  to  do.'  Though  the 
contract  was  let  to  one  who  was  apparently,  but  not  in  fact,  the  lowest 
bidder,  it  cannot  be  made  binding  upon  the  city  by  acceptance  of  the 
materials  or  by  ratification  by  an  officer  or  otherwise,  except  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  law.9  Nor  does  the  auditing  of  such  a  claim  by  the  board  of 
audit  stop  the  city  from  denying  liability  on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the 
making  of  the  contract.4  A  contract  let  when  the  appropriation  for  the 
work  was  insufficient,  is  not  ratified  by  a  subsequent  appropriation.* 

Where  the  charter  requires  that,  before  any  improvement  shall  be 
commenced,  the  city  council  shall  pass  a  resolution  ordering  the  same  to  be 
done,  the  council  cannot,  after  the  improvement  has  been  completed,  pass 
an  ordinance  ordering  the  same  to  be  done,  so  as  to  render  an  assessment 
therefor  against  the  property  owners  valid.*  And  when  an  act  provides 
that  "no  person  shall  be  employed  or  permitted  to  teach  in  any  of  the 
public  schools  of  the  state,  *  *  *  who  is  not  the  holder  of  a  lawful 
certificate  of  qualification  or  permit  to  teach,  any  contract  made  in 
violation  of  this  section  shall  be  void  ";  it  was  held  that  where  a  teacher 
is  employed  who  does  not  hold  a  certificate,  the  subsequent  procurement  of 
such  certificate  does  not  render  the  contract  of  employment  valid.7  If  a 
city  charter  provides  that  a  city  is  not  bound  by  any  contract  unless  author- 
ized by  an  ordinance  and  in  writing,  officers  of  the  city  cannot  bind  it  by  a 
contract  not  in  writing.8  A  re-awarding  of  the  contract  by  the  common 
council  over  the  veto  of  the  mayor  and  without  any  question  or  objection 
that  the  lower  bids  were  formed  and  made  by  responsible  parties,  does  not 
make  it  any  more  valid.9 

When  contracts  are  required  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder 
and  approved  by  the  governor,  and  an  act  makes  the  payment  or  acceptance 
of  money  for  refraining  from  bidding  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  criminal 
code  imposes  a  punishment  for  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  bidding,  a  letting 
to  a  firm,  which  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  bidding,  some  of 
whose  members  have  been  paid  by  the  others  for  refraining,  is  void,  not 

1  Dillon's  Munic.   Corp'ns  (4th  ed.),   §  N.  Y.  Supp.  688. 

466,  and  casos  dud;  Nel  v.  Ban  Anionio  *  Nelson  v.  City  of  New  York,  supra. 

(Tex.),   83  8    W.  Rep.  263  :  Santa  Cruz  6  Indiamipol  s  v.  Waun  (Ind.),  42  N.  E. 

Pnv.  Co.  v.  Broderick  (Cal.),  45  Pao.  Rep.  Rep.  901. 

863.  •  Buckley  «.  City  of  Tacoma  (Wnsh  ), 

8  People «  Gleason,  121 N.  Y  681  [1890],  37  Pac.  Rep.  441;  nnd  see  Ellis  v.  Cle- 

dktinguishino  E.   R  Gas  L.  Co.  t>.  Don-  burne  (Tex .),  35  8.  W.  Rep  495. 

nelly,  93  N.  Y.  557;    Arnot  v.  Spokane  '  H  smorfl.Sheldou  School  Dist.  (N.  D.)f 

(Wmsq.),   33  Pnc.   Rep.  1068:  Com'rs  v.  59  N.  W.  Rep.  1035. 

Boyle,  9  Ind.  296,  and  note,  68  Am.  Dec.  8  Arnot  f>.  City  of  Spokane  (Wash.),  33 

298.  and  4  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  864.  Pac.  Rep.  1063. 

8  Nelson  v.  City  of  New  York  (N.  Y.  •  People*. Gleason,  121  N.  Y. 631  [1890]: 
App.),  29  N.  E.  Rep.  814;  affirming  5 
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being  a  letting  to  the  lowest  bidder  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution, 
and  although  the  contract  is  approved  by  the  governor  and  by  an  expert 
printer  appointed  under  the  act,  and  within  the  maximum  price  fixed  by  it 
An  answer  setting  up  a  combination  in  the  form  of  a  firm  to  prevent  com- 
petition in  bidding,  that  the  bids  were  made  and  contracts  entered  into 
pursuant  to  that  purpose,  and  that  certain  of  the  conspirators  paid  certain 
others  for  entering  into  the  combination,  is  sufficiently  specific  on  general 
demurrer;  the  presumption  arising  from  such  facts  that  the  conspirators 
would  otherwise  have  competed  at  the  bidding.  The  state  is  not  estopped 
by  acts  of  the  commissioners  of  public  contracts  done  on  the  faith  of  the 
validity  of  the  letting  prejudicial  to  the  firm.1 

142.  The  Legislature  may  Ratify  Contracts. — The  legislature  may  ratify 
a  contract  entered  into  by  a  municipal  corporation  for  a  public  purpose 
which  was  ultra  vires  and  void,  and  thus  render  it  valid  and  binding.  Such 
a  contract  having  become  valid  by  a  later  enactment,  it  is  not  affected  by  a 
still  later  act  which  required  certain  other  forms  and  ceremonies  which  had 
not  been  complied  with.' 

Legislative  enactment  will  not  be  held  a  ratification  of  illegal  acts  in  the 
performance  of  work  unauthorized  by  a  previous  act  unless  the  intention 
so  to  ratify  is  apparent  and  beyond  question.9  A  later  enactment  authori- 
zing the  Groton  aqueduct  board  "  to  construct  work  mentioned  and  to  fur- 
nish materials  necessary  for  the  same  in  such  places  and  in 'such  manner 
by  contract  as  they  may  deem  the  public  interests  require"  was  held  to- 
repeal  an  earlier  act  which  required  "  that  all  contracts  should  be  awarded  to 
the  lowest  bidder  for  the  same  respectively,  with  adequate  security,  and 
every  such  contract  should  be  deemed  confirmed  in  and  to  such  lowest 
bidder  at  the  time  of  opening  the  bids."4 

If  the  constitution  of  the  state  require  that  the  work  be  advertised  and 
let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  the  legislature  cannot  authorize  officers  of  the  state 
to  contract  in  any  other  way.*  The  legislature  cannot,  in  some  states  at 
least,  authorize  city  officers  to  pay  money  to  an  individual  for  which  there 
is  no  legal  and  enforceable  claim,  for  it  is  a  "gift  of  public  money  within  a 
constitutional  inhibition  against  such  gifts."  * 

143.  A  Contractor  cannot  Recover  under  a  Void  or  Illegal  Contract- 
When  the  contract  provides  that  all  contracts  for  work  and  supplies  for 
more  than  $100  shall  be  let  to  "the  lowest  responsible  bidder  giving 


1  Dement  «.  Rokker  (111.),  19  N.  E. 
Rep.  88  [1889]. 

*  Brown  «.  Mayor.  68  N.  T  [1875]; 
reversing  Brown  v.  Mayor,  8  Hun.  685  ; 
but  see  Sault  Ste.  Marie  v.  Van  Deuaen.  40 
Mich.  429;  Palmer  v.  Tingle  (Ohio),  45 
N.  E.  Rep  818;  Mitchel  *  Milwaukee, 
18  Wis.  93;  Pcnrsill  v.  Gt.  Northern  Rv. 
Co.  (C.  C).  73  Fed.  Rep.  983  ;  Clinton  t>. 
Walliker  (Iowa),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  481. 

The  law  is  generally  as  stated  in  the 


text,  but  there  are  cases  to  the  contrary. 
A  collection  of  cases  in  Dillon's  Munic. 
Corn'ns  (4th  ed.),  §  465.  note 
3  Kinsley  v.  Brooklyn,  eupra. 

*  The  People  v.  The  Croton  Aq.  Board, 
49  Bnrb.  259  [1867]. 

*  Mulnix   v.   Mutual  Ben.   L.    Ins.  Co. 
(Colo  ).  46  Par   Rep.  128. 

*  Con  1  in  v.  San  Francisco  (Cal),  46  Pac. 
Rep.  279. 
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adequate  security/'  a  letting  of  a  contract  to  one  not  the  lowest  bidder 
without  showing  that  the  lowest  bidder  is  not  responsible,  nor  his  security 
is  inadequate,  nor  any  pretense  to  that  effect,  is  illegal  and  void,  and  the 
contractor  who  has  done  work  under  such  a  contract  cannot  recover  for  his 
work.1  Municipal  or  public  corporations  are  not  liable  for  the  value  of 
materials  furnished  under  illegal  or  forbidden  contracts  when  the  munici- 
pality cannot  choose  whether  or  not  it  will  retain  or  reject  the  benefits 
of  such  work  or  materials;'  nor  will  the  fact  that  the  contract  was  let 
to  the  contractor  as  the  lowest  bidder  enable  him  to  recover.  He  cannot 
recover  the  value  of  the  materials  furnished  under  a  contract  fraudulent 
or  void.* 

A  county  is  not  liable,  therefore,  for  a  court-house  erected  upon  public 
ground  under  a  contract  made  in  disregard  of  a  statute  that  forbids  con- 
tracts for  public  structures  to  cost  more  than  $500,  unless  to  the  lowest 
bidder,  upon  plans  and  specifications  previously  adopted,  even  though  the 
county  use  the  buildings.  The  requirements  of  such  a  statute  apply  to 
contracts  for  parts  of  such  structures.  The  rule  applies  to  alteration  or 
additions,  in  the  course  of  construction  under  a  legally  made  contract,  the 
cost  of  which  exceeds  $500.  If  bids  are  not  invited  and  the  contract 
awarded  according  to  law,  the  county  is  not  liable  for  the  price  or  value  of 
the  work  so  undertaken.4 

When  the  law  prescribes  a  certain  method  for  the  exercise  and  execution 
of  special  powers  conferred  they  must  be  carried  out  as  required.  The  con- 
tractor cannot  recover,  notwithstanding  a  statute  exists  that  provides  that  a 
contractor  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  if  the  work  has  been  done  and 
materials  furnished  in  good  faith,  under  a  contract  with  the  county  authori- 
ties, in  making  which  they  have  not  pursued  the  forms  prescribed  by  law. 
Such  a  statute  was  held  to  have  no  connection  with  the  cases  in  point.' 

A  sewer  assessment,  valid  on  its  face,  is  void  if  the  contract  was  let  with- 
out advertisement  for  proposals,  and  an  owner  of  assessed  property  may 
recover  a  payment  made  by  him  in  ignorance  of  the  invalidity.* 

If  county  commissioners  have  authority  to  contract,  and  work  is  done 
and  materials  furnished  with  their  knowledge  and  consent,  and  they  have 
been  accepted  and  used  by  the  county,  it  is  generally  held  that  the  con- 


1  Brady  t>.  Mavor.  68  N.  T.  813 ;  McDon- 
ald «.  Mayor.  68  N.  Y.  23 ;  Dickinson  v. 
Ponghkeepsle,  75  N.  Y.  65;  People  v. 
Gleason  (N.  Y.),  25  N.  E.  Rep.  4  [1890]. 

*  Richardson  v  County  of  Grant,  27 
Fed.  Rep.  495  •  Dickinson  v.  City  of  P., 
75  N.  Y.  65  [18781 :  People  t>.  Gleason, 
121  N.  Y.  631  [1890] ;  Bigler  t>.  Mayor 
<N.  Y ).  5  Abb.  N.  Cas.  51. 

» Nelson  t>.  Ciiy  of  N.  Y.,  29  N.  E. 
Rep  814:  affirming  5  N.  Y  Snpp.  688. 

4  Richardson  u.  Grant  Co.  (Ind.).  27  Fed. 
Rep.  495  [1888];  Buchanan  Bdge.  Co.  v. 
Walters  (Com.   PI.),  3  Ohio  N.  P.  176; 


State  t>.  Biddle  (Com.  PL),  8  Ohio  N.  P. 
178;  and  see  Hovey  «.  Wyaudotte  Co. 
(Knns.\  44  Pac.  Rep.  17;  Townsend  v. 
Holt  Co.  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  881;  Lit- 
tler v.  Jayne,  124  111.  128  p8881.  Con- 
tract for  eight  statues;  so  held  when  the 
con t  motor  kept  at  work  on  a  public  build- 
ing after  he  had  instructions  to  stop  work, 
Epperson  f>.  Shelby  Co.,  7  Lea  (Teun.) 
275 

•Heidleburgh  t>.  St.  Francis  Co.  (Mo.) 
12  S.  W.  Rep.  914  [1889]. 

•  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  City  of  N.  Y. 
tSup.),  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  980. 
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tractor  may  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  his  work  and  materials  without 
an  express  contract.1  There  must  be  no  statute  which  requires  an  express 
contract.1 

144.  Labor  Laws  and  Limitations  Must  be  Complied  With. — The  adver- 
tisement, proposal,  and  award  of  the  contract  must  conform  to  the  laws, 
charters,  and  ordinances  enacted  with  regard  to  such  work,  not  only  as 
regards  the  manner  of  soliciting  proposals,  but  of  entering  into  the  con t met. 
If  there  are  general  statutes,  such  as  those  prohibiting  foreign  contract 
work,  or  limiting  the  number  of  hours  labor  per  day,  or  the  employment  of 
aliens  or  minors,  the  bids  and  contracts  must  be  made  and  executed  in  con- 
formity with  such  laws  and  ordinances,*  and  they  should  be  brought  to  the 
notice  of  contractors  in  the  instructions  to  bidders,  and  the  bidder  should 
be  required  to  observe  them  in  his  proposal  and  estimate.  They  should  be 
made  separate  stipulations  in  the  contract.  This  advice  is  given  for  the 
benefit  of  the  bidder  as  well  as  the  public  officer.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
public  officer  to  proceed  in  accordance  with  the  laws  enacted,  without  ques- 
tioning their  constitutionality  or  legality,  so  long  as  there  is  no  conflict  in 
his  various  duties;  and  if  the  bidder  will  have  his  proposal  considered,  he 
must  make  it  conform  to  the  standard  adopted  and  by  which  the  bids  are 
to  be  judged.  If  he  does  not  do  this,  his  bid  is  pretty  certain  to  be  rejected 
as  informal.  The  constitutionality  or  legality  of  such  labor  laws  can  be 
tested  when  they  are  violated. 

Laws  which  forbid  contractors  to  accept  more  than  eight  hours  for  a 
day's  work,  except  in  cases  of  necessity,  have  been  held  not  to  abridge  the 
privileges  of  citizens  under  the  United  States  constitution,  art.  14,  sec.  1, 
or  to  deprive  any  citizen  of  his  rights  and  privileges  under  the  constitution 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  art.  1,  sec.  I.4 

In  Colorado  a  different  decision  was  reached,  and  the  court  held  that 
"a  bill  prohibiting  mining  and  manufacturing  companies  to  contract  with 
their  employees  for  labor  for  more  than  eight  hours  a  day  is  in  violation  of 
the  rights  of  parties  to  make  their  own  contracts,  under  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  (fourteenth  amendment),  and  the  bill  of  rights  of  the 
constitution  of  Colorado.*  While  a  city  council  may  by  ordinance  designate 
the  number  of  hours  laborers  shall  work  on  the  public  works  of  the  city,  it 
cannot  make  a  violation  of  such  ordinance  a  misdemeanor.* 

In  Indiana  the  act  providing  that  eight  hours  shall  constitnte  a  legal 
day's  work  applies  only  where  the  employment  is  by  the  day.T    Contractors 

1  Madison  Co.  t>.  Gibbs,  9  Lea  (Tenn.)         4  White,    J.,    dissenting    in    People   t>. 

883;  and  see  Atkins  t>.  Barnstable  Co.,  97  Beck  (Super.  Buff.),  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  473. 
Mass.  428.  'In  re  Eight-Hour  Lnw  (Col.  Sup.),  89 

9  Walcott  v.  Lawrence  Co..  26  Mo.  272;  Pac.  Re  >.  328:  semhle,  Hell  man  «.  Shoul- 

Lfhlgh  Co.  v.  Kleckner,  5  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  ters  (Cal.),  44  Pac.  Rep.  915. 
181;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  364.  •State  t>.  McNally  (La.)f  21  So.  Rep.  27. 

■People  «.  Croton  Aq.  Bd.,  26  Barb.  '  Helphenstine *.  Hartig  (Ind.  Add.).  81 

(N.  Y.)  240;  Wiggins  v.  Phila.,  2  Brws.  N.  E.  Rep.  845. 
444. 
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and  builders  usually  avoid  the  law  by  hiring  all  labor  by  the  hour  and  paying 
them  accordingly. 

An  act  of  the  legislature  which  requires  employers  to  pay  wages  once  or 
twice  each  month  between  fixed  days  has  been  held  to  impair  the  obligation 
of  the  contracts/  and  violates  the  Pennsylvania  constitution,  which  declares 
that  all  men  have  certain  inherent  and  indefeasible  rights,  among  which  are 
those  of  enjoying  and  defending  life  and  liberty,  of  acquiring,  possessing,  and 
protecting  property  and  reputation,  and  of  pursuing  their  own  happiness.9 
In  Illinois  such  a  law '  was  held  unconstitutional,  as  a  taking  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  as  being  class  legislation.4 

The  Rhode  Island  courts  have  maintained  the  constitutionality  and 
legality  of  a  statute  which  requires  every  corporation,  other  than  religious, 
literary,  or  charitable  corporations,  and  every  corporated  city,  but  not 
including  towns,  to  pay  the  wages  of  their  employees  weekly,  all  wages 
earned  by  them  to  within  nine  days  of  such  payment/ 

Some  other  examples  of  recent  legislation  on  the  subject  of  wages 
are  statutes  which  require  the  employers  to  pay  their  employees  their 
wages  earned  by  them  in  full  on  the  day  of  their  discharge,  without 
abatement  or  reduction,  and  providing  a  penalty  for  their  failure  to  pay  as 
the  statute  requires.  The  laws  as  enacted  in  some  states  required  the  wages 
to  be  paid  on  the  day  of  discharge,  notwithstanding  the  fact  they  might 
not  be  due  until  a  Inter  day  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  employment, 
which  had  the  effect  of  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  or  of  limiting 
the  right  to  contract,  and  were  therefore  unconstitutional — at  any  rate  so 
far  as  natural  persons  were  concerned.  In  respect  to  corporations  the  courts 
have  held  that  under  a  power  reserved  in  the  charter  to  alter  and  repeal 
laws  relating  to  the  formation  and  organization  of  corporations,  that  the  en- 
actment was  valid.  That  all  the  powers  a  corporation  has  were  created  and 
granted  by  the  legislative  assembly,  and  that  by  accepting  the  charter  the 
company  agreed  that  they  might  be  amended  according  to  law.6  The 
Rhode  Island  court  went  further,  and  held  that  the  power  of  a  corporation 
to  contract,  granted  by  its  charter,  was  not  such  a  property  that  modifying 
it  or  limiting  it  by  the  legislature  could  be  called  a  taking  away  of  the  com- 
pany's property  without  compensation.7 

A  law  which  requires  railroad  companies  to  pay  its  employees  what  is 
due  them  within  fifteen  days  after  demand  therefor,  and  imposes  damages  of 


1  Commonwealth  v.  Isenberg  (Quart. 
Sess.),  4  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  597. 

'Commonwealth  «.  Isenberg  (Quart. 
Sees.),  supra;  Oodcliarles  v.  Wigeman, 
113  Pa.  St.  431;  but  see,  contra,  Hancock  v. 
Yaden,  121  Iud.  866. 

•  Act  approved  April  23,  1891. 

♦Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111. 
66. 

•State  a.  Brown,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  (R  I.), 
89  Am.   &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  190 ;  Rhode 


Island  Pub.  Laws,  ch.  918,  sees.  1,  2. 

e  Stnie  v.  Brown,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  (R.  I.) 
[18921.  supra;  Leep  «.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R. 
Co. .  58  Ark.  407. 

Herein  is  one  feature  at  least  where  a 
corporation  doing  busine-s.  as  such,  is  at  a 
disadvantage  with  a  natural  person. 

'State  v.  Brown,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  (R.  I.) 
[18921,  supra;  but  see,  contra  Braceville 
Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111.  66. 
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twenty  per  cent,  of  the  same  due  for  a  failure  to  comply  with  such  law,  was 
held  unconstitutional  as  being  special  or  class  legislation.1 

Statutes  requiring  contractors  and  employers  to  pay  their  help  wages  in 
lawful  money,  and  prohibiting  payment  by  orders,  "store-pay,"  etc.,  have  been 
held  constitutional  where  their  application  has  been  general  and  to  all  classes 
of  employers."  But  when  the  laws  require  that  mine  owners  and  manufactur- 
ers shall  pay  their  help  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States,  at  regular 
intervals,  and  fails  to  include  persons  and  companies  engaged  in  other  pur- 
suits, then  it  is  class  legislation  and  unconstitutional.  It  has  been  so  held 
in  West  Virginia,  Illinois,  Missouri,  Pennsylvania.* 

Under  the  laws  of  State  of  New  York  it  is  a  misdemeanor  punishable 
with  a  fine  for  a  contractor  to  employ  any  one  but  citizens^of  the  United 
States  on  state  or  municipal  work.  Recently  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
rendered  a  decision  that  the  law  could  not  be  enforced  with  regard  to 
Italian  laborers,  as  it  conflicted  with  the  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  the  king  of  Italy,  which  guarantees  the  latter's  subjects  residing  within 
the  territory  of  the  former  country  all  the  rights  and  privileges  with  respect 
to  trade  and  employment  that  are  enjoyed  by  citizens.4 

The  constitution  and  laws  of  the  states  are  subordinate  to  every  treaty 
made  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  if  the  laws  of  any  state  refuse 
certain  rights  to  foreigners  or  aliens  which  the  treaty  of  their  country  secures 
to  its  subjects,  then  such  laws  are  void.*  A  statute  that  forbids  aliens  who 
cannot  qualify  as  electors  from  fishing  in  the  waters  of  the  state  was  held  in 
violation  of  our  treaty  with  China,  and  therefore  void.*  The  right  to  reside  in 
a  state  implies  the  privilege  of  trading  and  laboring,  and  a  statute  which  for- 
bids certain  aliens  from  working  in  a  mining  claim,  whether  for  themselves  or 
for  others,  was  declared  null  and  void.7  That  the  states  as  well  as  their  citi- 
zens are  bound  by  treaties  of  the  Federal  government  cannot  be  doubted.* 

145.  Form  of  Notice  and  Instructions.  —  The  notices  usually  require 
certain  declarations  by  the  bidder,  which  he  must  make  to  entitle  his  bid  to 
consideration,  and  specify  certain  reasonable  restrictions  and  qualifications 
that  are  made  necessary  to  become  a  bidder. 


NOTICE  TO   BIDDERS.      GENERAL   INSTRUCTIONS   AND   CONDITIONS. 

Notice  /—Bidders  are  advised  that  nny  and  all  bids  deficient  in  any  of  the  following 
requirements  may  be  rejected  as  informal. 


1  San  Antonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t>.  Wilson 
(Tex.  1892),  ft)  Amer.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas. 
513. 

8  Peel  Splint  Coal  Co.  v.  State  (W.  Va.), 
15  8.  E.  Rep.  1000. 

»  23  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  936-7;  but 
see  Hancock  «.  Yarden,  121  Ind.  360, 
contra;  and  see  Shaffer  «.  Union  Min.  Co., 
55  Md.  74. 

4  Justice  White,  in  People  v  Warren,  13 
Miscl.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  615  11895). 


*  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  465,  and 
cases  cited. 

•  In  re  Ah  Chong  d.  U.  8.,  Pac.  Coast  L. 
J..  June  12.  1880. 

1  Chapman  v.  Toy  Long.  4  Sawy.  (U.  S.) 
87 :  Baker  ».  Portland,  5  Sawy.  (U.  S.)566. 

8  The  L:i  Ninfn(C.  C.  A.),  75  Fed.  Rep. 
518 ;  The  Alexander  (C.  C.  A.),  75  Fed. 
Rep.  519;  and  *ee  Hcllraan  v.  Shou Iters 
(Cal.).  44  Pac.  Rep.  915. 
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1.  Capacity  to  Contract. 

No  bid  will  be  accepted  from,  or  contract  awarded  to,  any  corporation 
until  it  shall  have  furnished  satisfactory  proof  of  its  legal  capacity  to 
enter  into  and  perform  the  same  contract. 

2.  Bidder 8  in  Arrears  or  Default. 

No  bid  will  be  accepted  from  or  contract  awarded  to  any  person  or 
corporation  who  is  in  arrears  to  the  Proprietor,  State,  or  City,  upon  debt 
or  contract,  or  who  is  a  defaulter  as  surety  or  otherwise  upon  any  obli- 
gation to  the  Proprietor,  State,  or  City. 

3.  Bidder  must  be  a  Practical  Contractor  or  Builder. 

Proposals  from  parties  who  are  not  known  to  be  regularly  and  practi- 
cally engaged  in  the  class  of  work  called  for  by  the  drawings  and  speci- 
fications, aud  to  possess  ample  facilities  for  doing  the  same,  will  not  be 
accepted. 

4.  Bidder  must  be  Qualified. 

The  bidder  must  satisfy  the  engineer  or  commissioner  of  his  ability 
to  furnish  the  materials  and  perform  the  work  for  which  he  bids. 

5.  No  Assistance  from  Officers  or  Employees. 

Proposals  must  be  prepared  without  the  assistance,  additional  infor- 
mation, or  suggestion  of  any  person  belonging  to,  employed  by,  or  hold- 
ing office  in  the  Company,  State,  or  City. 

6.  Government  Officers  can  have  no  Interest. 

In  work  for  the  Federal  Government  this  clause  ^  often  inserted  : 
No  member  of  or  delegate  to  Congress,  nor  anv  person  belonging  to  or 
employed  in  the service  of  the  United  States,  shall  have  any  in- 
terest in  the  contract  for  this  work  or  any  benefit  that  may  arise  there- 
from ;  but  if  the  contract  be  made  with  an  incorporate  company  for 
its  general  benefit,  this  rule  will  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  this  con- 
tract so  far  as  it  relates  to  members  of  Congress. 

7.  No  Interest  in  Other  Bids. 

Seasonable  grounds  for  supposing  that  any  bidder  is  interested  in 
more  than  one  proposal  for  the  same  item  may  cause  the  rejection  of 
all  proposals  in  which  he  is  interested. 

8.  All  Persons  Interested  must  be  Named. 

Bidders  are  required  to  state  in  their  proposals  or  estimates  their 
names  and  places  of  residence,  their  business  and  the  names  of  all  per- 
sons interested  with  them  therein;  and  if  no  other  person  be  so  inter- 
ested, they  shall  distinctly  state  the  fact. 

9.  Bid,  Fair  in  all  Respects. 

The  proposal  must  state  that  it  is  made  without  any  connection  with 
any  other  person  making  any  bid  or  estimate  for  the  same  purpose,  and 
that  it  is  in  all  respects  fair,  and  made  without  connection  or  collusion 
with  any  other  person  making  proposals  for  the  same  work  or  materials. 

10.  Statement  that  no  Officer  or  Employee  is  Interested. 

Bidders  are  required  to  state  that  no  person  employed  or  appointed 
by  virtue  of  any  city  ordinance,  legislative  act,  or  act  of  Congress  rela- 
tive to  the pamo  of  work] has  any  interest  in  the  proposal 

or  contract;  that  no  member  of  the  Common  Council,  Head  of  a  De- 
partment, Chief  of  a  Bureau,  or  any  Deputy  thereof,  or  Clerk  therein, 
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or  any  other  Officer  of  the  State,  City,  or  Corporation  is  directly  or  indi- 
rectly interested  therein,  or  in  the  supplies  or  work  to  which  it  relates 
or  in  any  portion  of  the  profits  thereof. 

11.  Declaration  as  to  Truth  of  Statements. 

The  proposal  or  estimate  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  in  writing  of 
the  party  or  parties  making  the  same,  that  the  several  declarations  and 
matters  stated  therein  are  in  all  respects  true;  and  if  more  than  one 
person  in  interested  in  the  proposal,  it  is  required  that  the  verification  be 
made  and  subscribed  by  all  parties  interested;  in  case  of  a  firm,  by  each 
and  every  member  of  the  firm. 

146.  Bidders  May  be  Required  to  Possess  Certain  Qualifications. — The 
extent  to  which  bidders  may  be  required  to  conform  to  the  "red  tape/* 
so  called,  which  is  prescribed  in  the  instructions  to  bidders,  and  which  is  so 
distasteful  to  practical  contractors  and  builders,  must  be  determined  by  its 
reasonableness;  and  as  the  powers  conferred  upon  public  officers  are  largely 
discretionary,  it  may  be  said  to  be  almost  unlimited.  The  recording  of  all 
information  and  data  as  to  the  parties,  their  names,  addresses,  names  of 
members  of  firms  and  officers  of  corporations,  ancl  the  authority  by  which 
they  act  is  necessary  to  good  business  methods. 

When  commissioners  or  a  board  of  public  works  have  been  authorized  to 
invite  proposals  and  to  award  contracts  under  certain  acts  or  laws,  they  may 
prescribe  in  their  notice  to  bidders  any  reasonable  formality  to  be  observed 
that  does  not  interfere  with  or  prevent  fair  competition,  even  though  the 
court  can  assign  no  reason  for  or  purpose  to  be  served  by  the  specification 
or  requirement.1 

Neglect  on  the  part  of  the  bidder  to  conform  strictly  to  the  forms  and 
reasonable  requirements  so  prescribed  will  be  fatal  to  his  chances  of  receiv- 
ing the  award  of  the  contract.  No  bid  should  be  received  that  does  not 
comply  with  the  instructions  to  bidders.  If  a  proposal  is  informal  and 
irregular,  it  cannot  properly  be  considered.'  A  reference  in  the  bid  to 
"  plans/'  "  specifications/'  and  "  diagrams  "  has  been  held  to  be  to  the  plans, 
etc.,  furnished  the  bidder  and  from  which  he  was  supposed  to  make  his 
estimate.1  The  bid  must  not  be  lacking  in  definiteness:  it  must  be  clear  as 
to  quantity,  quality,  and  price.  A  bid  to  supply  materials  "  at  what  it 
cost  to  lay  them  down  "  is  too  indefinite.4  A  specification  for  electric  lights 
which  stated  the  candle-power,  but  failed  to  name  the  system,  was  held  suf- 
ciently  definite.*  The  omission  in  a  proposal  of  two  items  of  comparatively 
insignificant  value  will  not  render  invalid  a  bid  which  is  otherwise  proper  in 
form.* 

1  Re  Marsh,  83  N.  Y.  435  [18811;  State  *  See  Wigdns  v.  Philadelphia.  2  Brews. 

v.  Governor,  22  Wis.  110  [1867]  ;  Faunan  (Pa.)  444;    Weed  *>.  Bench.  56  How.  Pr. 

d.  Oomm'rs,  21  Ohio  St.  311  [1871]  ;  Inter-  (N.  Y.)  470;  lie  Marsh,  83  N.  Y.  431. 

Btai<\  etc.,  Co.  v.  Citv  of  Phila.  (Pa  ),  80  *  Sexton  v.  Chicago,  107  111.  828. 

All.  Rep  383;  May  «!  Detroit,  2  Mich.  N.  4  Stale  t>.  York  Co.  Comm'rs,  13  Neb.  57. 

P.  235;   State  v.  Board,  42  Ohio  St.  874;  ft  Detroit  v.  Hosmer  (Mich.).  44  N.  W. 

but  tee  People  «.   Contracting  Board,  46  Rep.  622. 

Barh.  254  [1865].  •  Stnte  t>.    York    Co.   Comm'rs,  supra. 
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The  reasonableness  of  the  first  requirement,  that  corporations,  and  all 
parties,  for  that  matter,  should  demonstrate  their  capacity  to  contract,  is  too 
evident  to  require  discussion.  Legal  capacity  of  the  parties  to  contract  is 
the  first  element  of  a  binding  agreement. 

147.  Restrictions  which  Exclude  Certain  Persons  from  Bidding. — The 
reasonableness  of  a  restriction  which  denies  certain  persons  the  privilege  of 
bidding  is  not  so  apparent  in  that  it  renders  it  possible  for  the  parties  hav- 
ing the  power  to  award  the  contract  to  foster  favoritism  by  excluding  ex- 
perienced as  well  as  inexperienced  persons  who  have  been  so  unfortunate 
as  to  have  had  differences  with  public  officers.  A  clause  that  provides  that 
bids  from  "  persons  in  arrears  to  the  government'  or  who  are  in  default 
either  as  contractors  or  as  sureties  will  not  be  received,"  or  that  "  the  bidder 
must  be  known  to  be  regularly  and  practically  engaged  in  the  class  of  work 
bid  for,"  must  give  to  some  one  the  determination  of  these  questions.  If  a 
public  officer  is  inclined  to  be  very  exacting  or  officious,  he  is  certain  to  raise 
these  questions.  Whether  or  not  a  contractor  is  in  arrears  or  default  is  a 
question  that  sometimes  requires  a  long  time  to  settle  conclusively;  and  the 
amount  of  experience  a  man  should  have  had  to  be  capable  of  undertaking 
certain  work,  the  precise  character  of  which  may  never  before  have  been  met, 
would  be  a  question  which  no  two  persons  would  determine  alike.  If  such 
questions  were  decided  by  an  engineer  or  officer  arbitrarily,  and  the  courts 
subsequently  found  that  the  contractor  was  not  in  arrears  or  default,  or  that 
he  was  capable  and  his  bid  had  proved  to  be  the  lowest  bid  for  the  work,  it 
might  prove  an  unhappy  restriction,  the  reasonableness  of  which  would  be 
questionable.  Decisions  of  boards  under  such  restrictive  clauses  should  re- 
ceive the  closest  scrutiny  of  the  courts. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held'  that  a  court  would  not  control  the  dis- 
cretion of  public  officers  in  such  a  case,  and  that  it  was  proper  to  refuse  a 
contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  although  he  was  pecuniarily  responsible,  if  he 
had  previously  defrauded  the  city  by  furnishing  inferior  supplies,  even  though 
he  had  not  been  judicially  convicted  of  the  act;1  while  in  another  case  it 
was  held  that  a  city  council  could  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to  entertain  a  bid 
for  city  printing  because  the  bidder  was  not  the  owner  of  a  newspaper." 

To  be  able  to  demand  an  award  of  the  contract  the  lowest  bidder  may 
be  required  not  only  to  offer  adequate  security  for  the  performance  of  the 
contract,  but  he  must  also  be  able  to  undertake  what  is  expected  or  demanded 
of  him.* 

148.  There  Must  be  No  Collusion  or  Other  Efforts  to  Prevent  Competi- 
tion.— The  reasonableness  of  a  requirement  that  the  contractor  shall  not 
have  had  assistance  or  advice  from  employees  or  fiduciaries  of  the  city  or 
any  department  of  public  works,  and  that  no  one  elected  to  office  or  holding 

1  Douglass  v.  Commonwealth,  108  Pa.      Rep.  414. 
Bt.  659.  ■  People  v.  Dorsbeimer,  55  How.  Pr. 

•Berry    t.   Tacoma  (Wash.),  40   Pac.      (N.  Y.)  118. 
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positions  of  trust  and  confidence  should  have  any  interest  in  the  proposal  or 
contract,  are  manifestly  reasonable  and  just  when  such  acts  or  interests  by 
the  parties  mentioned  are  contrary  to  the  express  policy  of  the  law  and  of 
good  government.* 

A  statute  prohibiting  any  councilman  of  a  city  from  being  interested  in 
any  contract  with  the  city  has  been  held  to  apply  to  a  member  of  the  council 
who  is  a  stockholder  and  secretary  of  a  corporation  having  a  contract  for 
lighting  the  city,  even  though  the  member  was  elected  after  the  contract 
was  executed.1  A  court  of  its  own  motion  may  institute  a  prosecution 
against  a  public  officer  for  being  concerned  in  a  public  contract  by  direct- 
ing the  grand  jury  to  investigate  the  matter,  and  after  a  presentment  by 
them  directing  the  district  attorney  to  submit  an  indictment.' 

That  bidders  should  be  required  to  state  the  names  of  all  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  bid,  and  that  the  bid  is  made  without  connection  with  any  other 
bidder,  and  that  it  is  in  all  respects  fair  and  without  collusion  or  fraud,  can- 
not be  questioned.  It  is  a  uniform  doctrine  that  any  combination  at  public 
or  private  sales  having  the  effect  of  preventing  competition  in  bidding  is 
against  the  policy  of  the  law  and  avoids  the  sale.'  The  same  doctrine  ap- 
plies to  bidding  for  public  work  in  response  to  invitations  for  tenders  by 
which  competition  is  sought.  A  combination  of  contractors  for  the  pur- 
pose of  destroying  competition  and  securing  to  one  a  contract  which  the  law 
requires  should  be  awarded  only  after  competition  is  against  public  policy 
and  illegal,  and  if  it  results  in  unreasonable  prices  the  proposal  may  be 
rejected  or  the  contract  repudiated  or  annulled.4! 

Any  agreement  between  parties  designing  to  make  bids,  tending  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  restrain  or  lessen  rivalry  and  competition  between 
them,  is  void  as  against  public  policy,  qyen  though  it  may  not  appear  that 
such  agreement  did  really  produce  any  result  detrimental  to  public  interests. 

This  is  true  in  auction  sales,  but  it  seems  that  the  auctioneer  or  owner 
must  have  been  a  party  to  the  collusion  or  deceit.  The  fact  that  a  person 
by  mistake  believed  himself  employed  to  attend  an  auction  sale  as  a 
"puffer,"  and  by  making  fictitious  bids  induced  one  who  was  the  highest 
bidder  at  the  sale  to  bid  more  than  he  would  otherwise  have  done,  does 
not  render  the  sale  void  as  to  the  owner  if  the  auctioneer  and  owner  had 
no  knowledge  of  such  person's  conduct.'  The  fact  that  several  of  the 
highest   bids  made  were   not  enforced    by  the  owner  does  not  entitle 

1  Commonwealth*.  De  Camp  (Pa.  Sup),  25  8.  E.  Rep.   693;  Jennings  Co.  Com'rs 

35  Atl.  Rep.  601.  t».  Verbarg,  63  Ind.  107. 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Hurd  (Pa.),  35  Atl.  4  People  v.  Stevens,  71  N.  Y.  527;  People 

Rep.  682.  v.  Lord,  6  Hun  800:  Wood  worth  v.  Ben- 

1  Durfee  v.  Moren.  57  Mo.  874  [1874]  ;  netr,  48  N.  Y.  273;  Gulick  t>.  Ward,  10  N. 

S»xton  v.  Sleberling  (Ohio).  29  N.  E.  Rep.  J.  Law  87. 

179;  and  see  Locke  v.  Willingbam  (Ga.),  '  Locke  v.  Willingham  (Ga.),  25  8.  B. 

Rep.  698. 

*  See  Sees.  42f  85,  supra,  and  512-518,  infra. 
\8ee  Sec.  82,  Cbap.  3,  Part  I.,  supra. 
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another  highest  bidder  for  a  different  lot  offered  at  the  same  time  to  rescind 
his  bid.1 

Agreements  between  two  contractors,  sending  in  distinct  sealed  proposals, 
that  if  the  contract  should  be  awarded  to  either,  both  should  share  equally 
in  the  profits,  if  any,  or  contribute  equally  for  losses,  has  been  held  against 
public  polioy  and  void.*  But  agreements  between  bidders  for  a  public 
improvement  to  become  partners  in  doing  the  work  if  either  of  them 
secured  the  contract,  and  that  any  benefit  should  inure  to  the  firm,  have  been 
held  valid  and  binding  when  it  did  not  appear  that  the  intent,  effect,  or 
necessary  tendency  of  the  contract  was  to  stifle  fair  competition.8  * 

An  interesting  case  is  where  two  contractors  by  previous  agreement 
made  a  bid  for  their  joint  benefit,  in  the  name  of  one  of  them  and  a  third 
person,  for  the  construction  of  certain  city  improvements,  and  the  contract 
was  awarded  to  them.  One  of  them,  with  the  other's  knowledge  and 
consent,  had  made  a  separate  bid,  at  a  much  higher  figure,  which  was  not 
seriously  intended.  The  city  engineer's  estimate  was  higher  than  the  latter 
bid,  and  there  were  three  other  bids  still  higher.  Under  these  circumstances 
it  was  held  that,  even  if  the  second  bid  was  put  in  for  a  fraudulent  purpose, 
there  was  no  room  for  the  inference  that  it  had  any  influence  in  the 
making  of  the  award;  and,  as  the  attempted  fraud  was  therefore  unsuc- 
cessful, it  could  furnish  no  ground  for  refusing  to  compel  one  of  the  con- 
tractors to  account  to  the  other  for  his  share  of  the  profits  made  under  the 
contract.4 

A  statute  that  provides  that  the  contract  shall  "in  all  cases  be  let  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder"  has  been  held  not  to  permit  the  substitution  of 
another  person  as  contractor  in  place  of  the  lowest  bidder,  and  further  that 
any  contract  based  upon  such  a  substitution  is  void.  The  lowest  bidder  was 
to  have  a  bonus  for  the  contract.*  f  If  as  a  result  of  illegal  combinations  to 
prevent  competition  a  contract  is  let  at  an  unreasonable  price,  the  party 
defrauded  may  repudiate  the  contract  and  recover  damages.* 

A  secret  contract,  between  persons  proposing  to  bid  on  the  construction 
of  a  public  work,  by  which  their  bids  are  to  be  put  in,  apparently  in  com- 
petition, but  really  in  concert,  with  the  intention  of  securing  as  high  a  price 
as  possible,  and  dividing  the  profits,  will  not  be  enforced,  though  one  of  the 
parties  secured  the  contract,  executed  the  same,  and  received  the  profits.7 
A  note  given  in  part  consideration  of  an  agreement  to  refrain  from  bidding 


1  Locke  v.  Willingham  (Ga.),  25  8.  E. 
Rep.  693. 

•Atcheson  *.  Mallon.  48  N.  T.  147; 
Woodworth  t>.  Bennett,  43  N.  Y.  274; 
Hunter  v.  Pfeiffer,  108  Ind.  197  [1885]. 

8  Breslin  v.  Brown,  24  Ohio  St.  565; 
McMnllen  v.  Hoffman  (C.  C),  75  Fed. 
Rep.  547;  acord,  Flanders  r.Wood  (Tex.), 
18  8.  W.  Rep.  572;   and  see  Whalen  v. 

*  See  Sec.  149,  infra. 


Brennan,  84  Neb.  129;    contra   Atcbeson 
v.  Mallon,  43  N.  Y.  147. 

4  McMullen  t>.  Hoffman  (C.  C),  75  Fed. 
Rep.  547. 

5  Hannah  v.  Fife,  27  Mich.  172. 
•People  v.  Lord.  6  Hun  (N.  Y.)  890; 

Peop'o  v.  Stevens.  71  N.  Y.  527. 

7  McMullen  v.  Hoffman  (0.  0.),  69  Fed. 
Rep.  509,  75  Fed.  Rep.  547. 

f  See  Sec.  15,  supra. 
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at  a  public  sale  of  goods  is  invalid  except  in  hands  of  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser.1 

Any  combination  of  contractors  by  which  the  privilege  of  bidding  is 
secured  by  one  without  competition  is  illegal,  though  not  criminal  in 
Indiana,  and  if  it  results  in  letting  the  contract  at  unreasonable  prices,  the 
proposals  may  be  rejected  or  the  contract  repudiated.  A  fraudulent  bid 
renders  the  contract,  with  the  bidder  making,  it  null  and  void.'  Any  promise 
of  reward  to  induce  another  contractor  who  had  intended  to  bid  not  to  bid 
renders  the  contract  null  and  void.'  Any  fraudulent  practice,  such  as 
collusion  between  public  officers  and  the  contractor,  will  have  the  same  effect.4 
In  Indiana  such  a  combination  among  the  contractors  to  make  high  bids  and 
secure  an  exorbitant  price  for  the  work  and  to  divide  the  profits  has  been 
held  not  to  be  a  crime/ 

148a.  Possibility  of  the  Law  Being  Used  to  Escape  Onerous  Contracts. — 
The  position  of  a  contractor  undertaking  public  works  is  a  precarious  one 
indeed,  when  a  slight  omission  of  duty  by  the  council  or  a  neglect  of  duty  on 
the  part  of  a  public  officer  may  destroy  his  supposed  rights  in  a  construction 
contract,  or  prevent  him  absolutely  from  recovering  for  work  done  and 
materials  furnished,  no  matter  how  conscientiously  and  skillfully  performed. 
That  a  man's  rights  and  compensation  for  an  honest  effort  performed  in 
good  faith  should  depend  upon  the  acts  and  misfeasance  of  another  over 
whom  he  has  no  control,  is  a  hardship  which  justice  can  never  require.  It 
may  be  the  effect  of  a  necessary  law,  but  it  is  wholly  wanting  in  equity. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  a  strict  application  of  the  law  might  afford  the 
contractor  an  avenue  of  escape  from  a  burdensome  undertaking,  as  when  he 
has  made  a  mistake  in  his  estimate  and  proposal,  or  when  the  conditions  are 
such  that  he  desires  to  evade  the  performance  of  the  contract.  With  the 
aid  of  some  subordinate  officer  a  fictitious  case  of  collusion  or  some 
irregularity  could  be  worked  up  which  would  render  the  award  or  contract 
void  or  illegal,  and  render  it  necessary  to  readvertise  the  work,  to  the  relief 
and  escape  of  the  cunning  contractor.  From  what  has  preceded  it  would 
not  seem  necessary  to  secure  the  assistance  of  a  public  officer,  but  fellow 
contractors  might  afford  relief  by  exposing  a  fake  combination  to  prevent 
competition  in  bidding.  If  such  irregularities  were  made  out  and  the  lowest 
bidder  was  not  shown  to  be  a  party,  the  city  or  state  could  not  equitably 
retain  his  certified  check  nor  hold  his  bondsman  for  his  failure  to  enter  into 
or  to  complete  his  contract.  If  the  state  or  city  refused  to  enter  into  the 
contract  or  was  enjoined  from  so  doing,  the  contractor  could  hardly  be  made 
to  suffer  in  consequence.    There  are  cases  where  conspiracies  have  been 

1  At  las  National  Bank  ©.Holm  (CCA. ),  4  Nelson  c.  New  York,  5  N.  Y.  Snpp. 

71  F.-d.  Rao.  489.  688,  s.  c.  29  N.  E.  Rep.  814;  In  re  D.  &  H. 

*  15  Amer.  6  Eng.  Eney.  Law  1100.  C.  Co.,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  852;  In  re  Auder- 

3  Jenuinjrs  County  Comm'rs  v.  Verbarg.  son,  109  N.  Y.  554. 

68  Ind.  107 ;  Woodworth  v.  Bennett.  48  >  State  v.  Bruner  (Ind.),  85  N.  E.  Rep. 

N  Y.  278;  Qulick  v.  Ward,  10  N.  J.  Law  20. 
87. 
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formed  to  secure  contracts,  but  the  author  has  found  none  in  which  tho 
object  has  been  to  get  rid  of  them.  In  New  York  it  has  been  decided  that 
a  contract  secured  by  corrupt  means  was  voidable  only  at  the  election  of  the 
city,  one  of  the  parties.1 

Some  of  the  cases  seem  to  have  anticipated  the  possibility  of  such  a  con- 
spiracy and  evasion,  as  in  those  cases  where  the  courts  have  held  that  the 
attempt  to  prevent  competition  must  have  been  successful  to  avoid  the 
contract,  that  to  render  the  bid  or  contract  void  the  result  must  have  been 
a  letting  at  an  unreasonable  price.'  For  a  contractor  to  prove  that  the  work 
had  been  let  at  an  exorbitant  price  or  that  the  public  interests  had  suffered 
might  not  be  an  easy  matter,  especially  when  he  himself  was  in  a  tight  place 
on  account  of  having  bid  too  low. 

149.  What  is  Good  Evidence  of  Fraud  and  Collusion  of  Public  Officers 
and  Servants. — An  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  work  whioh  was  only  a  ran* 
dom  guess,  and  made  the  amount  of  stone  excavation  at  more  than  double 
and  the  earth  excavation  at  less  than  one- half  the  actual  amount,  was  held 
not  an  estimate  that  would  form  a  basis  for  a  valid  contract;  that  such  an 
estimate,  taken  in  connection  with  a  bid  of  more  than  five  times  the  actual 
cost  of  excavation  earthwork  and  less  than  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  of  the 
actual  value  of  stone  work,  thus  showing  on  its  face,  according  to  the  engi- 
neer's estimate,  that  he  was  the  lowest  bidder,  when  he  really  was  the  high- 
est bidder,  raised  a  just  inference  of  fraud  and  collusion.9*  So  it  may  be 
shown  in  proof  of  fraud  that  the  bidder  had  offered  to  sell  materials  at 
prices  lower  than  those  stated  in  his  bid.4 

The  facts  that  the  bidder  secured  the  contract  as  the  lowest  bidder  by 
putting  in  an  unbalanced  bid;  that  the  city  officers,  exercising  the  option 
given  them  by  the  contract,  only  called  for  those  materials  the  price  for 
which  was  in  excess  of  the  fair  price,  and  in  greatly  increased  quantities; 
and  that  the  advertised  estimated  amount  of  some  of  such  materials  was 
greatly  less  than  the  amount  actually  needed  at  the  time, — are  sufficient  to 
show  fraud  and  collusion  in  the  letting  of  the  contract/ 

Public  officers  having  public  works  in  hand  are  presumed  to  know  the 
usual  prices  paid  for  work,  and  evidence  that  a  higher  price  was  agreed  upon 
than  was  shown  by  the  city  bid-book  to  have  been  paid  before  and  after  the 
contract,  for  similar  work,  was  held  competent  as  bearing  upon  the  alleged 
combination  and  collusion  of  the  commissioners.  Discretion  and  good  judg- 
ment must  be  exercised,  and  such  contract  be  fairly  made,  and  at  reasonable 

1  Devlin  v.  New  York  (Com.  PI.),  23  N.  N.  £.  Rep.  623:  and  see  McMillen  v.  Hoff- 

Y.  8upp.  888.  man  (C.  C.),  75  Fed.  Rep.  547. 

f  15  Amer.  &  Eng  Bncy.  Law  1100.  4  Nelson  «.  New  York  (App.),  29  N.  B. 

1  In  re  Anderson  (N.  Y.),  17  N.  B.  Rep.  Rep.  814,  affirming  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  668. 

209    ri8881;    but  see  contra  in  Reilly  «.  *  Nelson  t>.  New  York,  iupra. 
The  Mayor,  111  N.  Y.  478  [1889],  s.  o.  18 

*  See  Sec.  54,  Chap.  I.,  supra 
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prices,  with  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  those  concerned,  or  a  court  of 
equity  will  relieve  against  them.1 

In  general,  contracts  are  not  void  as  against  a  public  officer  if  from  the 
agreements  it  does  not  appear  that  their  intent,  effect,  or  necessary  tendency 
is  to  stifle  competition.'  Therefore,  a  contract  between  several  architects,  who 
had  each  put  in  plans  and  specifications  in  competition  for  the  erection  of  a 
public  building,  to  retire  from  further  contest  and  let  the  plans  alone 
compete,  and  that  whichever  plan  should  be  accepted  all  should  share 
equally  in  the  remuneration,  is  not  against  public  policy,  the  competition 
not  being  in  the  least  influenced  by  the  agreement." 

Likewise  when  oneof  the  parties  who  had  filed  his  bid  and  another  who  was 
about  to  file  his  bid  entered  into  an  agreement  to  become  partners  in  doing 
the  workj  in  the  event  of  either  party  being  the  successful  bidder,  both  to 
share  the  profits  alike,  the  agreement  was  held  not  against  public  policy,  it 
not  appearing  that  the  intent,  effect,  or  necessary  tendency  of  the  contract 
was  to  stifle  competition.4  * 

150.  Oath  as  to  Truthfulness  of  Statements. — It  seems  that  bidders  may 
be  required  to  verify  the  statements  made  in  their  proposals  under  oath,  and 
that  when  the  bidder  is  a  firm,  each  partner  may  be  required  to  make  oath 
to  the  truthfulness  of  the  statements  made.1 

If  a  question  be  raised  as  to  the  truth  of  statements  made  in  proposal, 
which  on  its  face  entitles  the  bidder  to  the  contract,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
board  of  public  officers  could  not  decide  the  question  against  the  bidder  and 
award  the  contract  to  another  without  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard;*  f  and  in  this  case  the  board  was  clothed  with  discretionary  powers 
providing  that  contracts  should  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder  who  fur- 
nished such  security  as  the  board  approves,  unless  in  the  interests  of  the 
public  the  board  determines  to  reject  all  bids. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED  IK  PREPARING  BIDS. 

151.  Forms  to  be  Used  and  Formalities  to  be  Observed. — 

1.  Made  in  Triplicate. 

All  bids  must  be  made  in  triplicate  upon  the  printed  forms  obtained 

at  the  office  of  the  Engineer,  No Street,  City  of , 

County  of ,  State  of. ,  and  must  be  accompanied  by  a 

copy  of  the  Advertisement,  Instructions  and  Conditions,  the  Specifica- 
tions, and  Contract. 

2.  Addressed  and  Indorsed. 

All  proposals  must  be  addressed  to  the Engineer,  to  his 

1  Cook  v.  City  of  Racine.  49  Wis.  248  4Breslint>.  Brown.  24  Ohio  St.  665;  ac- 

[18801.  card  Gulick  «.  Webb  (Neb ),  60  N.  W. 

•Whalen  v.  Brennan  (Neb.).  51  N.  W.  Rep  13. 

Rep.   759;  Breslin  «.  Brown,  24  Ohio  St.  •  People  t>.  Croton  Aqueduct.  26  Barb. 

565.  (N.  Y.)  240. 

•Flanders  c.   Wood  (Tex.),   18  8.   W.  « Connolly  ©.  Board  (N.  J.),  80  All.  Rep. 

Rep.  572  [1892].  548. 

*  See  Sec.  148,  tupra.  f  Compare  Sec.  147,  supra. 
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office,  aud  indorsed  "Proposals  for  the  Construction  [Building  of] 

,  with  the  name  [or  number]  of  the  person  making  the  hid  or 

proposal  and  the  date  of  its  presentation. 
21.  Indorsement  and  Time  of  Delivery. 

The  proposals  must  be  delivered  at  the  office  of  the  Engineer, 

in  a  sealed  envelope,  addressed  to ,  Engineer, ,  indorsed 

"Proposals  for  the  Construction  [Erection]  of,  etc., ,"at  or 

before  12  o'clock,  Monday, 18 . . . 

3.  No  Bids  Received  after  Date  Named. 

Any  and  all  bids  received  after  the  hour  named  [fixed]  for  delivering 
the  proposals  will  not  be  opened  or  considered  unless  all  of  the  bids 
then  presented  shall  have  been  rejected  and  reconsidered. 

4.  Prices  to  be  Written  Out. 

The  prices  must  be  written  out  as  well  as  expressed  in  figures,  in  the 
respective  columns  provided  for  the  same. 

5.  Blank  Forms  Furnished  must  be  Used. 

Bidders  are  required,  in  making  their  bids  or  estimates,  to  use  the 
blanks  prepared  and  furnished  for  that  purpose  by  the  Engineer,  a  copy 
of  which,  together  with  the  forms  for  the  Contract  and  Bond,  including 
the  Specifications  and  Plans,  can  be  obtained  upon  application  therefor 
at  the  office  of  the  Engineer. 
51.  Blank  Forms. 

Each  bidder  must  obtain  blank  forms  of  proposal,  and  prepare  aud 
submit  his  proposal  thereon.  The  original  drawings  named  in  the 
specification  will  be  retained  on  the  files  of  the  office  of  the  Engineer 
(Architect),  but  tracings  or  copies  of  the  same  will  be  prepared  for  the 
use  of  the  bidders. 

6.  Proposals  must  be  Confined  to  the  Estimates. 

Proposals  or  estimates  must  contain  neither  more  nor  less  than  is 
called  for  in  the  advertisement  or  provided  for  in  the  blank  form  of 
proposal  and  the  Specifications  and  Plans.  Any  bid  which  does  not 
contain  bids  for  all  items  for  which  bids  are  invited,  or  which  contains 
bids  for  items  for  which  bids  are  not  asked,  will  be  considered  informal. 
No  change  shall  be  made  in  the  terminology  or  phraseology  of  the 
proposal. 
61.  Proposal  must  be  Regular. 

Proposals  that  contain  any  omission,  erasures,  alterations,  additions, 
or  items  not  called  for  in  the  Specifications,  Plans,  and  Bill  of  Quantities 
contained  in  the  blank  form  of  proposal,  or  that  contain  irregularities 
of  any  kind,  may  be  rejected  as  informal. 
6'.  Alterations  should  be  Explained  if  Alterations  are  Permitted. 

Alterations  by  erasures  or  interlineations  should  be  explained  or 
noted  in  the  proposal  over  the  signature  (or  number)  of  the  Bidder. 

7.  Unbalanced  Bid  not  Acceptable. 

Any  bid  in  which  the  prices  stated  for  the  several  items  are  unbal- 
anced may  be  rejected. 

8.  Bids  may  not  be  Withdrawn  nor  Olianged. 

Permission  will  not  be  given  to  withdraw,  modify,  or  explain  any  pro- 
posal or  bid  after  it  has  been  deposited  with  the  Engineer. 
8l.  Bids  may  be  Withdrawn. 

If  a  bidder  wishes  to  withdraw  his  proposal,  he  may  do  so  after  it  has 
been  delivered  to  the  Engineer  at  any  time  before  the  time  set  for 
opening  the  proposals,  without  prejudice  to  himself. 
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9.  Bidders  Agree  to  Forms  Furnished. 

Parties  making  bids  are  understood  to  accept  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions contained  and  expressed  in  the  forms  of  Contract,  Specifications, 
Plans,  etc.,  annexed  to  the  proposal  submitted. 

10.  Forms  must  be  Kept  Lit  act. 

No  bid  will  be  received  if  detached  from  the  other  forms  with  which 
it  is  bound ;  the  entire  package  must  be  delivered  unbroken  and  in  good 
order,  complete  in  all  respects. 

11.  Drawings  must  be  Returned. 

Parties  obtaining  copies  of  the  Plans  and  other  drawings  must  return 
them  to  the  Eugineer  within. . .  .days  from  the  date  of  receipt. 

12.  Estimate  of  Quantities. 

The  following  is  a  statement,  based  upon  the  estimates  of  the 
Engineer,  of  the  quantity,  quality,  nature,  and  extent,  a-*  nearly  as 
possible,  of  the  work  and  materials  required,  and  the  several  bids  will  be 
tested  and  compared  by  the  quantities  given  in  this  estimate: 

Price 

3,000  cubic  yards  Rock  Excavation $ 

5,000       "         "     Earth         "         $ 

4,000      "         "     Filling $ 

1,000      "         "     Rabble  Masonry $ 

500      «         "     Concrete $ 

800  square  yards  Paving  to  be  furnished  and  laid $ 

1,000  linear  feet  of  Curb  and  Guttering $ ' 

10,000  feet,  board  measure,  Pine  Lumber $ 

1,800  pounds  Wrought  Iron $ 

etc.  etc.  etc.  etc. 

12*.  Estimate  of  Quantities, 

The  bids  will  be  compared  on  the  basis  of  the  Engineer's  estimate  of 
the  quantities  of  work  to  be  done  and  the  materials  to  be  furnished, 
which  are  as  follows: 

Item  [a].    10,000  feet  B.  M.  Pine. 
Item  [b\.    20,000  Paving  Bricks, 
etc.         etc.         etc. 

13.  Estimate  is  Approximate* 

The  above-mentioned  quantities,  though  stated  with  as  much  accu- 
racy as  is  possible  in  -advance,  are  approximate  only,  and  bidders  are 
required  to  submit  their  estimates  upon  the  following  express  conditions 
which  shall  apply  to  and  become  a  part  of  every  estimate  received: — 

a.  Bidders  must  determine  quantities  for  themselves. 

b.  Bidders  must  satisfy  themselves  by  personal  examination  of  the 
location  of  the  proposed  works,  and  by  such  other  means  as  they  may 
prefer,  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  foregoing  estimates  of  the  Engineer  and 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  work  to  be  performed  according  to  the 
Specifications  and  Plans,  and  shall  not  at  any  time  after  the  submission 
of  his  proposal  dispute  or  complain  of  such  statement  or  estimate  of 
the  Engineer,  nor  assert  that  there  was  any  misunderstanding  in  regard 
to  the  work  to  be  done  or  the  materials  to  be  furnished. 

c.  Bidders  should  make  an  inspection  and  estimate. 
131.  Contractor  should  Make  Personal  Examination. 

Before  submitting  a  proposal  each  bidder  should  make  a  careful 

*  See  Sees.  588-589,  infra. 


§  161.]  BIDS  AND  BIDDERS,  147 

examination  of  the  drawings  and  specifications,  and  fully  inform  himself 
as  to  the  quality  of  the  materials  and  character  of  the  workmanship 
required,  and  he  should  visit  the  locality  where  the  work  is  to  be  done 
and  make  a  careful  examination  of  the  place  where  the  materials  are  to 
be  delivered,  for  should  his  proposal  be  accepted  he  will  be  responsible 
for  auy  and  every  error  in  his  proposal  resulting  from  his  failure  to  do  so. 
13\  Estimate  is  Correct. 

The  quantities  given  above  are  correct,  and  are  the  quantities  that  will 
be  used  in  the  final  estimate.  The  prices  bid  must  include  all  items  of 
expense  attending  the  work  as  herein  specified. 

14.  Work  and  Materials  are  Itemized.    Bid  is  for  Wlwle  Work. 

In  the  form  of  proposal  the  materials  to  be  furnished  and  the  work 
to  be  done  are  itemized  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  the  bids  and  as  a 
basis  for  the  monthly  estimates,  but  if  the  contract  be  awarded  it  will 
be  as  a  whole. 

15.  Itemized  Bid  Required. 

Bidders  must  state  the  proposed  price  for  each  separate  item  of  the 
work  by  which,  together  with  the  time  required  to  complete  the  work, 
the  bids  will  be  compared;  but  each  bid  must  cover  the  entire  work, 
and  no  partial  bids  will  be  received. 

16.  Notliing  Allowed  for  Work  not  Mentioned. 

Work  or  materials  not  specified,  and  for  which  a  price  is  not  named  in 
the  contract,  will  not  be  allowed  for  nor  considered. 

17.  Quantities  may  be  Increased  or  Diminished. 

It  must  be  understood  that  these  quantities  are  given  merely  as  a 
basis  for  comparison  of  bids,  and  the  right  is  expressly  reserved  to 
increase  or  diminish  the  quantities  or  altogether  omit  any  items  that  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Engineer  may  be  deemed  unnecessary. 

18.  No  Claims  for  Damages  or  Extra  Work. 

Such  additions  or  omissions  do  not  entitle  the  contractor  to  any  claim 
for  extra  work  in  the  completion  of  the  work,  or  to  any  other  claims  for 
damages,  if  the  quantities  of  work  and  materials  should  prove  to  be 
greater  or  less  than  estimated. 
18\  Additions  and  Change*  to  be  at  Contract  Prices.    No  Extra  Claims. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  expressly  agreed  that  the  Engineer  may,  in 
his  discretion,  and  either  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  the 
work,  increase  or  diminish  the  quantities  to  an  extent  not  exceeding 
thirty  [30]  per  cent,  thereof.  If  the  quantities  be  increased,  the 
increase  shall  be  paid  for,  but  only  for  the  actual  amount  thereof,  and 
at  the  price  fixed  in  the  contract;  and  if  the  quantities  be  diminished, 
such  diminution  shall  not  in  any  case  constitute  a  claim  for  damages  or 
anticipated  profits  on  the  quantity  or  quantities  so  dispensed  with,  but 
only  the  quantities  actually  delivered  and  accepted  and  the  work  done 
and  approved,  will  be  paid  for. 

18".  Engineer  may  make  Additions,   Omissions,  and  Alteration*  at 
Market  Price. 

The  successful  bidden-  must  understand  that  the  right  and  privilege 
is  reserved  to  the  Engineer  to  make  any  additions  to,  omissions  from, 
changes  or  alterations  in  the  materials  and  work  called  for  by  the 
drawings  and  specifications  and  contemplated  by  or  embraced  in  his 
proposal;  and  that  any  addition  to,  or  omission  from,  said  materials  or 
work  is  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  contract  unit  value  of  the 
work  or  materials  referred  to;  and  that  any  changes  in  the  quality  of 
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the  materials  or  alterations  in  the  work  are  to  be  made  on  a  basis  of 
market  rates  prevailing  at  the  time  that  such  changes  or  alterations  are 
ordered;  and  further,  that  no  claim  for  compensation  for  any  extra  ma- 
terials or  work  shall  be  made  or  allowed  without  the  same  has  first  been 
agreed  upon  and  specifically  authorized  in  writing  by  the  Engineer,  under 
the  approval  of  the  owner,  commissioner,  etc. 

19.  Samples  to  be  Submitted. 

Each  bidder  must  submit  with  his  proposal,  at  his  own  expense. 
samples  of  the  materials  and  workmanship  [finish]  which  he  proposes 
to  use  [furnish],  the  samples  to  have  the  name  of  the  bidder,  the  title 
and  location  of  the  work,  and  the  date  of  the  proposal,  plainly  marked 

thereon.     Each  sample  of  stone must  be inches  by . . . .  inches 

by inches,  one  face  showing  natural  fracture,  and  the  other  faces 

showing  different  styles  of  finish,  with  the  location  of  its  quarry  dis- 
tinctly marked  upon  it.  The  samples  submitted  with  the  proposal  of 
the  successful  bidder  will  be  retained,  and  when  required  he  must  at 
his  own  expense  furnish  duplicates  of  the  samples. 

20.  Quality  of  Material*  to  be  Considered. 

The  character  of  the  materials  proposed  will  be  considered,  and  if  it 
be  deemed  to  the  interests  of  the  city,  state,  or  company,  or  owner  for 
this  or  any  other  reason  to  accept  any  proposal  other  than  the  lowest, 
the  right  to  do  so  is  expressly  reserved. 
201.  Materials  Offered  and  Time  required  to  Complete  will  be  Considered. 

Each  bidder  may  understand  that  the  quality  of  the  materials  offered 
and  the  time  stated  for  the  supply  of  the  materials  and  the  completion 
of  the  work  will  be  considered  in  the  matter  of  acceptance  of  the 
proposal.  The  value  of  a  day  in  estimating  the  time  required  for  per- 
formance will  be  $ . . . . 

21.  Materials  furnished  by  City,  State,  or  Oxoner. 

The  following-named  materials  [and  labor]  will  be  furnished  to  the 
bidder  by  the  city,  state,  or  owner  at  the  prices  given  in  the  blank  form 
of  proposal  or  bill  of  quantities,  the  same  to  be  included  in  the  bidder's 
estimate  and  proposal. 

22.  Patent  Rights. 

Each  bidder  must  understand  that  he  is  to  protect  and  indemnify  all 

I>ersons  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  city,  state,  or  owner  for  any 
iability  which  may  be  claimed  by  any  party  on  account  of  any  patent 
rights  connected  with  any  of  the  materials,  articles,  or  processes  used 
or  employed  in  the  work  or  in  its  performance,  or  any  contemplated  or 
embraced  in  his  proposal. 

23.  Bid  for  a  Part  or  the  Wltole. 

Bidders  are  requested  to  state  whether  their  bids  must  be  considered 
as  a  whole  or  whether  a  part  thereof  may  be  accepted. 

24.  Tenders. 

Tenders  are  to  be  made  in  the  form  of  a  lump  sum,  which  sum  must 
be  taken  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  completion  of  the  work  in  every  re- 
spect, in  accordance  with  the  specifications  and  drawings. 

FORMALITIES  TO   BE   OBSERVED. 

152.  Propriety  of  Certain  Requirements  and  Restrictions.— Any  restric- 
tion or  requirement  imposed  upon  a  bidder  which  will  facilitate  the  business 
of  letting  the  contract  and  secure  uniformity  and  a  standard  for  comparison 
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of  the  bids,  and  not  entail  too  much  work  or  expense  upon  the  contractor, 
oan  without  doubt  be  considered  reasonable,  and  within  the v  discretion 
accorded  to  public  officers  by  our  courts.  Such  requirements  are  those 
which  insist  that  proposals  shall  be  made  upon  printed  forms  in  triplicate 
and  shall  be  delivered  by  a  certain  day  named,  and  that  the  prices  shall  be 
written  out  as  well  as  expressed  by  figures  to  give  greater  certainty  and  to 
guard  against  mistakes,  and  many  other  similar  requirements.  The  act  of 
the  board  in  directing  the  city  engineer  to  reject  bids  for  public  im- 
provement unless  accompanied  by  an  offer  to  purchase  bonds  has  been  held 
not  a  ground  for  attacking  a  contract  actually  made,  it  not  appearing  that 
the  bids  were  influenced  by  that  fact.1 

153.  There  should  Be  a  Standard  for  Comparison  of  Bids. — In  order  to 
have  a  fair  and  equitable  comparison,  it  is  essential  that  all  should  have  the 
same  data  concerning  the  same  subject-matter,  and  that  the  bidders  one  and 
all  be  furnished  with  the  same  information  or  be  afforded  the  same  means 
of  acquiring  it. 

An  act  or  a  charter  which  requires  a  contract  "  to  be  given  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder  "  has  therefore  been  held  to  render  illegal  and  void  a 
oon tract  awarded  on  plans  and  specifications  prepared  by  each  of  the 
different  bidders.  The  court  says  the  term  lowest  bid  necessarily  implies 
a  common  standard  by  which  to  measure  the  respective  bids,  and  that 
a  common  standard  must  necessarily  have  been  previously  prepared  of 
the  work  to  be  done '  Such  a  letting  not  only  prevents  the  competition 
which  it  is  the  object  of  the  statute  to  secure,  but  furnishes  no  standard  by 
which  the  board  can  determine  the  lowest  bid,  and  gives  an  opportunity  for 
favoritism  in  awarding  the  contract.1 

154.  Full  Information  as  to  the  Work  should  Be  Furnished. — A  pro- 
vision that  certain  contracts  shall  be  lot  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder 
after  advertising  for  bids  requires  that  information  shall  be  given  to 
bidders  which  will  enable  them  to  bid  intelligently.4  They  should  be 
informed  either  by  the  notice  of  letting  or  by  proper  specifications  of  the 
amount  of  work  embraced  in  each  contract,  the  time  within  which  it  is  to 
be  completed,  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  done,  and  the  quality  of  the 
materials  to  be  furnished/ 

It  is  the  manifest  duty  of  the  contracting  officer  or  board  which  is 
authorized  to  make  such  public  improvements  to  prepare  plans  and  specifi- 
cations, and  to  give  a  detailed  statement  or  estimate  of  the  work  and  of  the 

1  Hie  t>.  Board  of  Trustees  (Gal.),  40  Pac.  Rep.  622  [18901;  and  see  Kneeland  v.  Hoa- 

Rep.  551-  mer,  20  Wis.  437. 

*  Urazet  t>  Pittsburgh  (Pa.)f  20  Atl.  Rep.  5  Kneeland  v.  Furlong,  20  Wis.  487;  see 

693  [18901:   bat  see  State  v   St.  Bernard  Peeples  v.  Byrd  (Ga),  25  S.  E.  Rep.  677; 

<Ohio),    10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.   Rep.   74;  and  and  $ee  Otis  «.  City  of  Chicago  (111.  Sup.), 

Connersville  v.  Merrill  (Ind.  App.)(  42  N.  48  N.  E.  Rep.  716;  semble,  Guaranty  & 

E.  Rep  1112.  T.  Co.  t>.  Chicago  (111.  Sup.),  44  N.  E.  Rep. 

» Erile  v.  Leary  fCal.).  46  Pac.  Rep.  1.  832  [1896]. 

4  Detroit  *.  Hosrner  (Mich.),  44  N.  W. 
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kinds  and  quality  of  the  materials  required,  for  the  purpose  of  affording 
bidders  data  from  which  to  estimate  the  cost  of  the  undertaking  and  to 
induce  fair  and  honest  competition.1  It  has  been  held  that  the  bidder  can- 
not be  required  to  furnish  his  own  plans.*  The  potice  must  provide  for 
plans  and  specifications.1 

Such  provisions  in  a  city  charter  or  special  enactment, -that  contracts  for 
public  works  shall  be  let  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  after  advertising 
for  bids,  require  that  such  information  be  given  as  will  enable  the  bidder  to 
bid  intelligently,  and  that  the  same  requirements,  estimates,  and  specifica- 
tions be  given  each  and  all  the  bidders,  and  that  they  shall  bid  upon  the 
same  work  and  materials  and  under  the  same  specifications.4  Such  estimates 
and  specifications  must  be  definite  as  to  quantity  as  well  as  to  quality  of 
materials  required,  or  the  contract  will  be  void.5  They  should  be  rendered 
upon  a  cash  basis.*  Under  a  charter  requiring  ordinances  for  public  work 
to  specify  the  materials  to  be  used,  an  ordinance  is  void  if  it  fails  to  specify 
the  material,7  but  the  notice  need  not  specify  that  an  asphaltum  pavement 
proposed  is  to  be  of  a  certain  kind  of  asphaltum.8  When  the  statute 
requires  that  the  nature,  character,  locality,  and  a  description  of  the 
improvement  proposed  shall  be  set  forth,  an  ordinance  providing  for  the 
paving  of  a  street  or  the  construction  of  a  brick  sewer  "with  necessary 
manholes"  is  not  defective  because  it  fails  to  specify  the  location  of  the 
manholes  and  catch-basins.9  The  exact  amount  of  paving  composition 
required  per  square  yard  need  not  be  specified.10  An  act  that  requires  the 
advertisement  to  "specify  briefly  the  locality  to  which  it  is  limited,  and  the 
time  in  which  it  must  be  completed,"  does  not  render  it  necessary  to  give 
the  dimensions  of  the  improvement  nor  the  materials  of  which  it  is  to  be 
built. n 

155.  The  Bid  Should  Contain  neither  More  nor  Less  than  is  Called  for 
by  the  Instructions,  Plans,  and  Specifications.— The  standard  adopted,  the 
necessity  of  requiriug  bidders  to  conform  to  it,  and  to  include  neither  more 
nor  less,  is  at  once  apparent.  The  addition  of  one  single  item,  such  as  a 
different  kind  of  stone,  brick,  or  timber,  a  different  quality  of  work,  or  a 
longer  or  better  guaranty,  destroys  the  equality  and  renders  the  bid  worth- 
less for  comparison  with  the  others  which  conform  to  the  standard. ,f     It 

1  McBrian  v.  Grand  RapiU,  56  Mich.  95;  8  Verdin  r.  St.  Louis  (Mo.  Sup.).  27  S. 

and    see   N.  P.  Perriue  Co.  v   Pasadena  W.  Kep  447;  Otis  t>.  Chicago  (111  )  48  N 

(Cal.),  47  Pac.  Rep.  777.  E.  Rep.  715. 

f  People  t>.  Com'rs,  4  Neb.  150.  •  City  of  Springfield  r.  Matbus.  124  111 

3  Wilkins*.  Detroit,  46  Micb.  1:0.  88  [1888];  Vnne  c.  City  of  Evanston  (111' 

4  City  of  Detroit  v.  Hosmer  (Micb  ),  44  Sup.),  37  N.  E.  Rep.  901;  Cochran  v.  Hyde 
N.  W.  Rep.  622.  Park  (111.),  27  N.  E.  R.n.  989  [18911. 

*  Bigler  v.  New  York,  5  Abb.  N.  Cas.  10  Wood  v.  Chicai-o  (111  i,  26  N.  E  Ren 
(N.  Y.)  51;  Reilly  v.  New  York,  54  N.  Y.  608.  v' 
Super.  Ct.  463.  "  Main  p.  City  of  Fort  Smith  (Ark.),  55 

•  Kansas  Town  Co.  v.  Argentine  (Kana.  S.  W.  R.  801  [18871:  and  «  e  Felker  v 
App),  47  Puc.  Rep.  542  [1897].  New  Whatcom  (Wash  ),  47  Pac  Ren  505 

1  Verdiu  u.  St.  Louis  (Mo.  Sup.),  27  S.      [18971  ! 

W.  Rep.  447.  *  Weed  v.  Beach , 56  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y. )  470. 
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cannot  benefit  a  contractor  or  builder  to  include  in  his  proposal  otheror 
more  or  better  labor  and  materials  than  are  specified  in  the  advertise* 
ment.  Under  an  act  or  charter  requiring  the  work  to  be  advertised,  pro- 
posals received,  and  the  contract  to  be  given  to  the  lowest  bidder,  the  bid 
can  be  regarded  only  as  a  proposal  for  the  labor  and  materials  so  advertised 
for,  and  if  the  price  is  not  lower  than  that  of  any  other  bidder  whose  pro- 
posal embraces  only  the  labor  and  materials  called  for  in  the  advertisement, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  contract  awarded  to  him.1 

Bids  submitted  according  to  certain  specifications  which  contain  a  war- 
ranty of  durability  for  six  years  cannot  be  compared  witli  a  bid  that  con- 
tains a  warranty  for  more  than  six  years.  If  the  additional  warranty  were 
considered  and  influenced  the  award  to  one  who  was  not  the  lowest  bidder, 
the  contract  will  be  void.*  When  bids  were  asked  for  a  storage  reservoir 
capable  of  holding  a  water-supply  for  100  days'  delivery  at  the  rate  of 
50,000,000  gallons  per  diem,  the  contract  was  not  lawfully  awarded  to  a 
bidder  solely  because  of  his  having  offered  to  provide  a  storage  capacity 
sufficient  for  250  days.1  The  same  was  held  of  a  case  where  a  contract  was 
awarded  to  one  who  was  not  the  lowest  bidder,  but  who  had  furnished 
specimens  which  were  not  called  for  in  the  notice  asking  for  bids,  the 
contract  having  been  given  to  him  because  of  the  greater  fitness  for  use  as 
shown  by  the  samples.  The  contract  was  declared  void,  as  contrary  to  the 
charter.4  Samples  or  specimens  furnished  cannot  be  compared,  and  the 
lowest  price  then  determined  by  reference  to  the  comparative  fitness  of  the 
specimens,  unless  the  advertisement  has  asked  for  samples  and  proposals  to 
do  work  according  to  such  samples,  so  that  all  should  bid  with  the  same 
understanding/  When  samples  of  materials  which  the  bidder  will  use 
have  been  furnished  as  required  by  the  instructions  to  bidders,  and  the 
sample  of  the  lowest  bidder  is  not  acceptable  to  the  engineer  as  provided  in 
the  contract,  he  cannot  demand  the  award  of  the  contract,  nor  can  it  be 
given  to  him,  even  though  he  does  offer  to  use  brick  of  another  kind  which 
comes  up  to  the  requirements  of  the  specifications.0 

While  the  acts  and  requirements  of  a  board  of  public  works  are  subject 
to  review  by  the  courts,  yet,  the  acts  being  discretionary,  the  courts  do  not 
interfere  unless  the  motive  be  fraudulent  or  does  positive  injury.  They 
tolerate  restrictions  and  requirements  for  which  they  can  assign  no  just 
cause,  and  that  are  frequently  burdensome  to  bidders.7  * 

1  Boren  v.  Com'rs  of  Darke  Go.,  21  Ohio  f  State  v.  City  of  Trenton,  49  N.  J.  Law 

St.  811  Q8711;  but  see  Weed  v.  Beach,  839. 

56  How.  Fr.  (N.  Y.)  470,  where  it  was  held  *  Van  Reipen  v.  City  of  Jersey  City 

that  when  state  officers  had  made  an  effort  (N.  J.  Sup.),  38  Atl.  Rep.  740. 

to  obtain  bids  in  a  certain  form  and  had  4  State  v.  City  of  Trenton,  supra. 

failed  in  the  attempt,  that  they  might,  as  '  Shaw  v.  Trenton,  49  N.  J.  Law  889 

against  such  faulty  bidders,  examine  all  [1887]. 

the  bids,  and  according  to  their  best  judg-  *  Hermann  v.  State,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep. 

ment  award  t lie  contract  to   the  lowest  503. 

[regular]  bidder.  '  Semble,  Re  Marsh,  88  N.  Y.  481. 

*  Pee  Sec.  146,  supra. 
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•  When  the  bid  is  accepted  the  bidder  is  bound  only  by  the  specification 
shown  him  at  the  time  he  makes  his  bid.1  If  oilier  specifications  are  shown 
him  when  he  executes  the  contract  and  he  agrees  thereto,  they  become  a 
part  of  the  contract  and  he  is  bound  by  them.1  Statements  or  explanations 
by  members  of  the  board  or  its  clerk  will  not  be  accepted  in  contradiction 
to  the  terms  of  the  formal  invitation  to  bidders.  Clerks,  engineers,  and 
individuals  have  no  power  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  advertisement  nor  to 
volunteer  additional  information  not  given  to  all  bidders.  If  a  contractor 
acts  upon  representations  by  such  unauthorized  persons,  it  seems  he  does  it 
at  his  peril,  and  must  take  the  consequences.' 

156.  Contract  Must  be  Strictly  According  to  Terms  of  Advertisement, 
Plans,  and  Specifications  by  which  Bids  were  Invited. — It  is  obligatory  upon 
the  officers  of  a  city  or  state  to  execute  the  contract  strictly  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  and  specifications  by  which  the  bids  were  made.4  The 
letting  of  a  contract  containing  provisions  materially  more  favorable  to  the 
contractor  than  the  requirements  under  which  the  bids  were  invited  and 
received  destroys  the  benefit  of  the  competition  intended  to  be  realized  by 
the  statute.  Such  contracts  are  illegal,  and  their  performance  may  be  en- 
joined.* Neither  the  quantity  nor  quality  of  the  work  or  materials  nor  the 
conditions  prescribed  can  be  changed,  nor  new  burdens  imposed,  nor  any 
alterations  made,  nor  any  new  undertakings  or  pledges  of  the  contractor 
be  considered  in  awarding  the  contract.*  So  when  the  instructions  require 
that  the  price  paid  for  earth  excavation  should  be  one  fourth  that  bid  for 
rock  excavation,  it  was  held  not  improper  and  that  a  bid  which  named 
♦l.77£  for  rock  and  44J  cents  for  earth  might  be  rejected  for  not  conform- 
ing to  the  specifications,  the  price  for  earth  works  not  being  precisely  one 
fourth  that  of  rock  excavations/ 

The  making  of  a  contract  to  pave  a  street  37  feet  wide,  when  the  bids 
were  received  for  a  street  42  feet  wide,  omitting  a  space  of  five  feet  between 
the  rails  of  a  street-car  track  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  car  company  to 
keep  in  repair,  was  held  not  such  an  irregularity  as  would  warrant  the 
setting  aside  the  assessments  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  specifications  did 
include  the  space  between  the  rails,  and  that  the  cost  thereof  was  not 
included  in  the  assessment,  and  there  was  no  showing  of  injury  resulting  to 
property-owners/ 

157.  When  Amount  of  Work  Cannot  be  Determined.— When  plans  and 

specifications  have  been  made  and  estimates  prepared  of  the  amount  and 

1  Hobbs  v.  Texns,  etc. ,  R.  Co.  (Ark  .),  55  *  Wickwire   v.   City  of  Elkhart  (Ind. 

S.  W.  Rep.  586  [1887];  Hughes  «.  Clyde.  Sup.),  43  N.  E.  Rep.  216. 

41  Ohio  St.  339.  •Nash  v.  St.  Paul,  11  Minn.  174;  People 

*  Elffin  v.  Joalyn  (111.),  26  N.  E.  Rep.  t>.  Board  of  Improvement,  43  N.  Y.  227; 
1090  [1891];  see  also  108  III.  828,  and  118  Nichols  r.  State  (Tex.),  82  8.  W.  R«  p.  452. 
111.  567.  '  Matter  of  Petition  of  March,  83  N.  Y. 

■  Lnnffley  v.  Harmon  (Mich.),  56  N.  W.  485  [1881]. 

Rep.  761:  Littler  v.  Jayne  (111.),  16  N.  E.  *  Voght  r.  Buflfalo  (N.Y.  App.),  31  N.  E. 

Rep  374  [18881.  Rep.  340.  reversing  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  759. 

4  Smith  t>.  MTayor,  10  N.  Y.  504. 
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kind  of  work  and  materials  required,  it  becomes  a  comparatively  easy 
matter  to  get  bids  upon  the  same  basis;  but  when  the  quantity  and  charac- 
ter of  the  work  cannot  be  determined,  the  standard  of  comparison  must  be 
an  approximate  one.  In  such  cases  it  is  not  only  prudent  but  necessary  to 
so  describe  the  work  that  a  comparison  can  be  made  of  the  several  pro- 
posals without  knowing  the  aggregate  and  exact  cost  of  the  whole  work. 
This  is  usually  accomplished  by  inviting  bidders  to  name  prices  per  unit  of 
measure,  the  quantities  being  given  approximately  only,  to  enable  the  con- 
tractor to  determine  at  what  price  he  will  undertake  a  job  of  the  same  size 
estimated.  In  such  cases  it  is  customary  and  prudent  to  insert  a  statement 
that  the  quantities  named  are  approximate  only,  and  that  the  contractor 
must  be  his  own  judge  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  estimate  given,  both  as  to 
quantity  and  kind.* 

Every  important  item  contemplated  in  the  work  must  be  included  in 
the  advertisement  and  specifications  under  which  tenders  were  made.  A 
part  of  the  work  may  not  be  given  outright  to  one  person  or  party,  nor  can 
a  price  be  fixed  for  a  considerable  part  of  the  work  and  the  remainder  be 
given  for  competition.  A  contract  which  fixed  the  expense  of  part  of  the 
work  by  agreement  between  the  contractor  and  the  commissioner  of  public 
works,  and  not  by  competitive  bidding,  as  required  by  law,  is  void  as  to 
such  part.1  A  price  caunot  be  fixed  for  rock  excavation  in  an  advertise- 
ment for  proposals  for  constructing  a  sewer,  because  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  which  requires  contracts  for  work  and  supplies  to  be 
founded  on  sealed  proposals  and  given  to  the  lowest  bidder.* 

It  is  a  violation  of  the  law  for  public  officers  to  test  the  bids  by  a  com- 
parison which  omits  a  substantial  part  of  the  work  to  be  contracted  for. 
A  contract  awarded  upon  a  comparison  of  bids  which  omitted  an  estimate 
of  the  rock  excavation  anticipated  to  be  met  was,  therefore,  held  illegal  and 
void." 

It  has  been  held  that  the  ratio  of  the  price  of  rock  excavation  to  that 
of  earth  excavation  might  be  fixed  as  four  to  one.4  A  minimum  price  to  be 
paid  for  labor  cannot  be  fixed,  and  a  contract  awarded  upon  the  basis  of 
such  a  specification  is  in  violation  of  the  statutory  provision  requiring  work 
to  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder.5 

Extra  work  that  has  not  been  mentioned  in  the  announcement  of  the 
work  and  prices  named  in  the  proposals  cannot  be  ordered  unless  excepted 
by  the  statute  or  especially  provided  for  in  the  charter.  Thus  an  accept- 
ance of  a  bid  to  do  rock  excavation  and  other  work  which  omitted  the 
consideration    of  rock  excavation,  and  undertook  to  pay  what  the  rock 

1  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  p.  New  York  (N.  City  (111.),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  602  ;  Re  Maban, 

T.  App.),  39  N.  E  Rep.  886.  20  Hun  (N.  Y.)  801. 

'Merriam    on   Petition,   84  N.   Y.   596         » Brady  t>.  Mayor,  20  N.  Y.  812  [18591. 
T1881];  He  also  Village  of  Hyde  Park  v.  *Re  Marsh,  83  N.  Y.  435  [1881J 

Carton,  132  111  100  ;  Lake  Shore  R.  Co.  v.  6  Frame  v  Felix  (Pa.),  31  Atl.  Rep.  875. 

*8ee  8ec.  151,  art.  18,  eupra,  and  Sees.  588-589,  infra. 
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excavation  was  reasonably  worth  as  extra  work,  was  declared  against  the- 
policy  of  the  law.1  Under  a  contract  by  a  city  which  provided  that  the 
architect  might  direct  deviations  and  the  increased  cost  be  added  to  the 
agreed  price  it  was  held  that  the  city  was  not  bound  by  the  architect's 
promise  and  order  for  piling,  necessary  for  securing  a  firm  foundation, 
because  it  had  not  been  advertised  and  mentioned  in  the  specifications  for 
the  work  and  proposals  received  for  its  construction.8 

The  contract  as  drawn  and  executed  must  not  include  extra  work,  nor 
contain  other  or  different  classifications  than  those  competed  under  and 
included  in  the  proposals.*  The  prices  must  not  be  changed  when  the  con- 
tract is  given  from  those  named  in  the  bid,  nor  provisions  made  for  extra, 
work,  as  an  allowance  of  15  per  cent,  additional  to  the  actual  cost,  when  no 
such  provision  has  been  put  in  the  notice  for  proposals.  If  such  acts  are 
committed,  they  may  render  the  contract  void  and  leave  the  contractor  with- 
out any  recovery  for  the  work  he  has  done.  "  For,"  says  the  court,  "  though 
this  principle  of  the  law  may  work  hardships,  yet  it  is  better  that  an  indi- 
vidual should  occasionally  suffer  from  the  mistakes  of  public  officers  or 
agents  than  to  adopt  a  rule  which  by  improper  combinations  or  collusions 
might  be  turned  to  the  detriment  or  injury  of  the  public."4 

It  does  not  matter  that  the  bid  is  the  lowest,  or  that  it  is  less  than  the 
amount  appropriated  specially  for  the  work;  the  difference  between  the  sum 
bid  and  the  amount  appropriated  cannot  be  recovered,  as  such  additional 
contract  is  not  binding  on  the  state,  because  not  let  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law.1  However,  it  has  been  held  in  New  York  State  that  when  the 
appropriation  for  a  public  work  is  limited,  and  a  contract  is  made  for  it 
according  to  a  plan  to  be  adopted,  and  with  a  proviso  that  the  cost  shall  be 
limited  to  a  certain  sum,  if  the  price  agreed  upon  is  within  that  amount  it 
is  a  valid  contract,  even  though  it  reserves  authority  to  make  such  changes 
of  detail  as  may  be  necessary,  and  authorizes  the  engineer  directing  the 
work  to  determine  the  price  of  the  extra  work  required/ 

Any  property-owner  or  taxpayer  may  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  prose- 
cution of  work  under  an  illegal  contract  or  the  payment  of  the  prices  specified, 
even  though  it  be  conceded  that  the  suit  is  brought  in  lieu  of  a  suit  by  au 
unsuccessful  bidder.7 

Extras  cannot  be  ordered,  for  if  that  were  allowed  the  statute  would  be 
no  safeguard  to  the  public  interests.     The  contract  might  include  but  a 

1  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich.  95  93  U.  S  247-257,  96  U.  S.  691,  2  Clifford 

[1885]  ;  Brady  v.   Mayor,   20  N.  Y.   813  590;  Texas  Transp.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  2  S.  W. 

[1859].  Rep.  864. 

•Stuart  %   Cambridge,  125  Mass   102;  » Nichols  v.  State  (Tex.),  82  S.  W.  Rep. 

Litler  v.  Jayue  (111.),  16  N.   E.  Rep.  874  452. 

[1888):    but   see    Fleming    v.   Suspension  •Kingsley  v.   Brook  yn,  78  N.  Y.  200- 

Br.dire,  92  N.  Y.  868  [1888].  [1879]. 

'Tulloek  v.  Webster  County  (Neb.),  64  '  Moynau:in  t>.  Birkett,  31   N.  Y.  Supp. 

N.  W.  Rep  705.  ?93-  Mazetv.  Pittsburgh  (Pa.),  20  All.  Rep. 

4  Dickinson  «.  City  of  Pouglikeepsie,  75  698  [1890]. 
N.  Y.  65  [1878] ;  and  see  also  11  Minu.  174. 
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part  of  the  work,  while  a  larger  and  more  profit-paying  part  could  be  ordered 
as  extras.1  Thus  under  a  contract  awarded  by  a  village  to  the  lowest  bidder 
to  do  flagging,  paving,  and  curbing,  the  village  having  undertaken  to  do  the 
necessary  grading  and  to  furnish  the  sand  and  gravel,  it  was  held  that  the- 
contractor  could  not  recover  for  the  sand  and  gravel  he  had  furnished  in 
obedience  to  a  resolution  by  the  trustees  of  the  village  requiring  him  to  do. 
so,  as  the  resolution  was  in  violation  of  the  city  charter,  which  required  that 
sealed  proposals  for  work  should  be  advertised  for  and  the  contract  awarded 
to  the  lowest  bidder.1  It  has  been  held  that  where  a  contract  was  let  for  the- 
laying  of  Nicholson  pavement  (patented)  and  ordinary  stone  cross-walks,, 
after  proposals  for  Nicholson  pavement  only  the  assessment  for  the  work 
could  be  vacated.1  Yet  in  another  case  it  was  held  that  where  a  contractor 
did  work  necessary  to  carry  out  his  contract,  either  as  extra  work  or  to 
meet  exigencies  unforeseen  when  the  contract  was  made,  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  therefor  on  a  quantum  meruit,  though  the  city  charter  provide  that 
if  any  work  shall  involve  an  expenditure  exceeding  seventy-five  dollars  it 
shall  be  done  by  contract  let  to  the  lowest  bidder/ 

The  contract  must  be  confined  to  the  work  and  materials  contained  in 
the  proposals.  Nothing  can  be  added  or  omitted  without  due  notice  having 
been  given,  as  the  object  of  the  law  is  to  secure  competition  and  the  benefits, 
to  be  derived  from  it.  The  contract  must  be  the  same  that  was  advertised." 
A  change  by  public  officers  of  a  foot  in  the  depth  to  be  dug  for  curbing, 
and  permission  to  the  contractor  to  appropriate  stone  that  was  by  the  speci- 
fications to  be  used  for  filling  in  a  certain  place,  he  furnishing  earth  which 
could  be  used  on  the  street,  are  unauthorized  and  void.  The  proposals, 
made  by  the  contractor  and  the  specifications  form  the  only  basis  of  a  con- 
tract, and  no  contract  can  be  made  under  any  other  terms. 

If  the  contractor  execute  work  not  in  strict  conformity  to  such  specifica-^ 
tions  and  proposals,  he  is  entitled  to  no  compensation  for  his  work,  for  there- 
is  no  contract,  and  none  can  be  implied."  A  recent  case  has  even  decided 
that  where,  after  letting  the  contract  for  grading  a  street  according  to  plans, 
and  estimates,  an  ordinance  was  passed  changing  the  grade,  but  no  new  plan 
or  contract  was  made,  though  the  grading  was  done  in  accordance  with  the 
last  established  grade,  an  assessment  for  such  work  was  invalid.7  A  change 
in  the  lines  or  levels  which  lessens  the  amount  and  the  cost  of  the  work  may 
render  the  contract  inoperative,  and  invalidates  the  assessment.8     A  board  of 

1  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich.  95.  •  Bonesteel  v.  The  Mayor,  22  M.  i .  162 

9  Parr  v.  Village  of  Greenbush,  11  New  [I860] ;    but  see  Barkley  t>.   Oregon  City 

York  246;  and  see  also  76  N.  Y.  463 ;  but  (Or.),  33  Pac.  Rep.  978. 

see  Bryson  •;  Johnson  Co.  (Mo.).    13  S.  '  City  of  Argentine  v.  Simmons  (Kan. ), 

W-  Rep.  289  ;  McBrian  t>.  Grand  Rapids,  37  Pmc.  Rep.  14  ;    Argentine  v.  Dagett,  87 

56  Mich.  95  [1885],  and  oilier  eases  reviewed  Pac.   Rep    14;  semble  Hague  v.  Philadel- 

therein.  phia.  48  Pa.  St.  527  [1865 J  ;  but  see  Fuller 

8ifo  Eager,  46  N.  Y.  100.  v.  Graud  Rapids  (Mich.),  63  N.  W.  Rep. 

4  Abells  «.  City  of  Syracuse  (Sup.),  40  N.  580. 

Y.  Supp.  288.  *  Warren  *.  Chandos  (Cal.)t  47  Pac.  Rep, 

•Nash  v.  St.  Paul,  11  Minn.  174.  182. 


150     ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.   [§  16& 

public  works  has  no  authority  to  exact  from  the  contractor  a  bond  that  the 
pavement  will  last  for  five  years  where  it  is  not  required  by  the  resolution  of 
intention.1  If,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,  the  charter  of  the  city  provides  that 
repairs  shall  be  paid  for  by  the  city,  and  improvements  by  the  property- 
owners  benefited,  the  same  to  be  let  to  lowest  bidder;  an  ordinance,  adver- 
tisement, and  letting  of  a  contract  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
(or  repair)  of  a  street  together  and  to  be  paid  for  by  either  party  alone,  is 
void,  being  in  violation  of  the  charter.*  * 

158.  Eight  to  Make  Changes  and  Alterations  Reserved.— Whether  public 
officers  can  reserve  the  right  to  make  changes  and  alterations  in  the  specifi- 
cations by  giving  notice  of  such  reservation  in  the  advertisement  for  proposals 
may  well  be  doubted.  Certainly  not  if  the  work  were  for  a  lump  sum,  nor 
under  any  circumstances  which  might  foster  favoritism  or  lessen  the  obliga- 
tions or  work  which  the  contractor  had  assumed.  Labor  and  materials  paid 
for  by  the  unit  of  measurements  must  be  subject  to  such  changes,  and  it  can 
work  no  hardships  to  the  public  nor  to  the  contractor.  Even  when  it  is  pro- 
vided in  the  contract  that  the  contractor  shall  make  any  alterations  in  the 
form,  dimensions,  or  materials  when  directed  by  the  board  of  public  works ; 
that  the  work  shall  be  prosecuted  in  such  order  and  at  such  places  as  the 
board  of  public  works  may  direct;  that  the  excavations  be  made  to  depths 
shown  on  profile  and  plans  on  file,  of  such  widths  and  in  such  directions  as 
may  be  necessary;  that  any  work  required  to  be  done  that  is  not  specified  shall 
be  done  in  accordance  with  the  directions  of  such  board,  it  is  held  that  the 
board  was  not  authorized  to  order  auy  material  change  in  the  plan  as  to  loca- 
tion or  course  of  a  sewer  (which  was  being  done  at  a  price  per  linear  foot), 
without  the  approval  of  the  city  council/  If  in  the  construction  of  works  it  is 
anticipated  that  difficulties,  requiring  changes,  will  be  encountered,  or  that 
the  work  may  become  much  more  burdensome,  as  by  the  meeting  of  quick- 
sand, hard-pan,  or  rock  excavation,  which  would  largely  increase  the  cost,  and 
the  extent  of  which  it  may  be  impossible  to  ascertain  in  advance;  such  contin- 
gencies should  be  mentioned  in  preparing  the  specifications  and  contracts,  and 
their  payment  be  provided  for,  so  that  they  may  be  taken  into  account  by  bid- 
ders in  making  their  proposals  by  the  cubic  yard,  linear  foot,  unit  weight,  etc.* 

159.  Instances  Where  Contract  has  been  Sustained.— The  fact  that  plans 
for  street  improvement  were  in  the  alternative  is  immaterial  in  the  absence 
of  proof  that  any  one  was  misled  or  prevented  from  bidding,  or  that  the  cost 
of  the  work  done  was  enhanced  thereby.* 

Such  contracts  are  divisible.     "When  a  contract  has  been  let  for  work,  a 

1  McAllister  v.  City  of  Tacoma  (Wash.),      Rep.  336. 

B7^?c*  ?ep'  *i7'  ,  4  McBrian  v.  Grand  Rapids,  56  Mich.  95; 

•  Verdin  v.  St.   Louis  (Mo.),  38  S.   W.  Insley  v.  Shepard,  31  Fed.  Rep.  869  ri8871- 

Rep.  480;  and  see  Santa  Cruz  R.  P.  Co.  v.  ascord  Kingsley  «    Brooklyn     78  N   Y 

Broderiok  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep.  863;  and  200 {1879] 

Coif  r.  People  (111.),  43  N.  E.  Rep  607  *  Gilmore  v.  City  of  Utica  (N.  Y.  App  )  29 

*Comntui  c.  Detroit    Mich  A  64  N.  W.  N.E  Rep.  841,  affirming  15  N.Y.Supp.  274. 

*  See  Sec.  334,  infra. 
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part  of  which  has  been  legally  authorized  aud  contracted  for,  and  another 
part  of  which  is  illegal  and  unauthorized,  the  contractor  may  recover  for  that 
which  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  charter  and  according  to  law.1  When 
a  contract  is  in  violation  of  the  charter  of  a  city  as  to  a  part  of  the  work,  it 
will  render  the  assessment  for  the  work  so  far  void,  as  the  work  done  was  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  and  will  not  furnish  a  ground  for  vacat- 
ing the  whole  assessment.*  It  may  be  reduced  by  the  amount  which  it  may 
have  been  increased  by  reason  of  fraud  or  substantial  error  or  irregularity.* 

160.  Works  Whose  Cost  Exceeds  a  Certain  Amount  Within  the  Statute, 
Charter,  or  Ordinance. — The  question  often  comes  up  as  to  whether  the 
statute  or  charter  requires  all  work,  however  insignificant,  to  be  included  in 
the  specifications  and  contract,  and  if  it  includes  alterations  and  additions 
and  extras  from  whatever  cause.  The  delay  and  annoyance  resulting  from 
such  a  requirement  would  be  expensive  and  aggravating  beyond  measure  if 
it  were  necessary  to  advertise  and  wait  for  proposals  for  every  small  extra 
item  or  minor  change  required  on  or  in  works.  This  trouble  is  usually 
obviated  by  a  clause  in  the  act  or  charter  that  only  such  contracts  for  mate- 
rials and  work  whose  cost  is  more  than  a  specified  sum,  e.  g.,  $500,  shall  be 
advertised  and  let  to  the  lowest  bidder.4 

The  addition  of  such  a  clause,  if  the  sum  is  made  large,  enables  public 
officers  to  let  work  in  parts  and  to  evade  the  law,  thus  defeating  its  very 
object.  Courts  are  alive  to  this  fact,  and  seek  to  require  the  most  scrupu- 
lous care  and  strictest  honesty  of  all  parties.  Evidence  of  dishonest  prac- 
tices will  be  construed  against  the  contractor  and  in  favor  of  the  public. 

When  a  certain  amount  is  specified  as  the  limiting  cost  of  work  that  may 
be  let  without  advertising  for  proposals,  it  must  not  be  exceeded.  Under  an 
act  requiring  "  any  expenditure  of  more  than  $2500,  to  be  let  to  the  lowest 
bidder  after  advertising  for  bids,"  an  informal  contract  for  work  and  mate- 
rials, including  eight  bronze  statues,  to  cost  more  than  $2500,  without 
advertising  for  bids,  was  declared  void;  and  it  was  held  that  they  could  not 
be  included  under  an  advertisement  and  specification  "  for  the  iron  inner 
dome  and  other  ornamental  ironwork,"  nor  did  verbal  explanations  made  at 
the  time  the  proposal  was  made  remedy  the  omission  of  them.6 

When  proposals  have  been  made  to  furnish  labor  and  materials  for  a 
structure  according  to  a  schedule  of  prices  for  specific  qualities,  and  a  con- 
tract  was  subsequently  entered  into,  to  erect  the  structure  for  a  certain  sum 
of  money,  "being  the  aggregate  cost  at  the  prices  specified  in  the  said  pro- 
posals," it  was  held  that  the  statement  of  the  cost  was  intended  only  as  an 

1  Texas  Transp.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  2  S.  W.  4It  maybe  doubted  if  $500  is  an  appro- 
Rep.  864  [1886] ;  see  also  In  re  TAcCormick,  priate  sum.  See  Littler  v.  Jayne  (111.),  16 
60  Barb.  128  [1870],  not  fatal  to  t7ie  assess-  N.  E.  Rep.  374  [18881,  where  the  act  was 
merit.  amended,  making  the  sum  $2500  instead 

*  Me r nam  in  Petition,  84  N.  Y.  596  [18811.  of  $500,  which  seems  an  opposite  extreme. 

3  In  re  Anderson,  17  N.  E.  Rep.  209  (N.  5  Littler  v.  Jayne  (111.),    16  N.  E.  Rep. 

Y.  1888);    In  re  McCormack,  60  Barb.  128  374  [18881. 
[1870]. 
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•estimate,  and  that  the  intention  was  to  pay  the  prices  named  for  such  mate- 
rials and  labor  as  were  actually  furnished.1 

161.  What  Work  Comes  Within  the  Statute.— A  charter  of  a  city  that 
requires  that  "all  contracts  for  doing  work  and  furnishing  materials  for  an 
improvement  shall  be  given  to  the  lowest  bidder"  was  held  not  to  apply  to  a 
contract  to  furnish  hose  to  the  fire  department;'  but  a  contrary  construction 
was  put  upon  the  same  charter  the  following  year,  when  it  was  held  that  a 
charter  that  required  that  all  contracts  should  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder 
did  include  a  contract  to  purchase  fire-hose,  and  that  an  award  of  a  contract 
contrary  to  the  charter,  and  including  additional  qualifications  not  included 
in  the  estimate  and  specifications  advertised,  was  void.5  The  work  of  clean- 
ing streets  of  a  city,  and  of  supplying  it  with  water,  have  been  held  to  come 
within  the  prohibitions  of  the  charter  against  making  contracts  for  work 
without  previously  advertising  for  proposals.4  A  statute  which  requires  all 
contracts  for  the  improvement  of  roads  to  be  let  to  lowest  bidder  has  been 
held  to  iuclude  contracts  for  repairs  to  permanent  bridges  and  culverts/ and 
cells  of  a  jail  have  been  held  to  be  a  part  of  a  public  building/ 

The  removal  of  garbarge  at  $800  per  month  was  held  not  to  be  within  a 
statute  requiring  "  that  work  necessary  to  be  done  to  complete  a  particular 
job  and  involving  more  than  $1000"  should  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  as 
the  work  in  question  was  not  done  to  complete  a  particular  job  and  did  not 
necessarily  involve  an  expenditure  of  $1000  or  more.7  If  it  be  provided  that 
no  contractor  purchase  involving  an  expenditure  of  more  than  $1000  shall  be 
made  without  first  advertising  for  bids,  an  exchange,  without  advertising  f<  r 
bids,  of  pumping-engines  incurring  an  expenditure  of  more  than  $10,000  will 
not  bind  the  city,  even  though  it  is  made  by  order  of  the  city  council  authoriz- 
ing the  board  to  make  such  an  exchange,  such  order  being  held  not  to  abro- 
gate the  terms  of  the  ordinance.8  So  under  a  contract  for  the  construction 
of  a  public  building  a  substitution  of  another  kind  of  work  which  increases 
the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  building  by  more  than  $1000  cannot  be  made.9 
The  cost  of  the  materials  substituted,  it  seems,  is  not  to  be  added  to  the  cost 
of  furnishings  whose  place  they  take.10  Verbal  explanations  that  certain 
work  will  be  required  and  certain  materials  must  be  furnished  are  not  suf- 
ficient to  include  items  not  mentioned  in  the  advertisement  or  specifications, 
though  they  be  a  part  of,  or  properly  belong  to,  the  structure  advertised. 
They  cannot  be  included  if  their  cost  exceed  the  statutory  limit.11 

>  Swift  t>.  New  York,  26  Him  'N.  Y.)  508.  •  Ertle  «.  Leary  (CaU,  46  Pac.  Rep.  1. 

reverted  by  Court  of  Appeals  89  N.  Y.  52.  T  Swift  «.  Mayor,  83  N.  Y.  528. 

*  City  of  Trenton  v.  Shaw  (N.  J.),   10  «Worthingtou  v.  Boston  (Mass.),  41  Fed. 
All.  Rep.  248  ri8871.  Rep.  28  [18901  _ 

»  Sta'e  «.  Citv  of  Trenton  (N.  J.),  12  •Brady  v.  New  York,  55  N. .a.  Super. 

Ail.  Rep.  902  ri8881.  Ct.  45;    and  see    Sadler    v.    Eureka  Co. 

*  8tnte  v.  Kern.  51  N.  J.  Law  259  [1889].  Comm'rs..  16  Nev.  89;  and  Swift  v.  Mayor, 
Water;    Davrnport  r.   Kleinschmidt.    18  83  N.  Y.  528.                       „<*„.,,   ,„„ 
Pac.   Rep.   249.  Water;    Frame   c.   Felix  w  Brady  *  New  York,  112  KY.  480. 
<Pa),  31  Ail.  Rep.  375  "  Littler  v.  Jayne  (111.),  16  N.  E.  Rep. 

*  Follmer  c.  Commissioners,  6  Neb.  204.  874  [1888]. 
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162.  State  or  City  to  Furnish  Certain  Things  at  a  Specified  Price.— It 
is  sometimes  the  practice  of  public  corporations  to  purchase  a  certain  brand 
or  make  of  materials,  the  engineer  and  council  being  satisfied  that  they 
are  the  best,  or  it  may  be  necessary  to  secure  conformity  thoughout  a  system 
of  works.  When  a  city  has  contracted  for  supplies  under  such  circumstances 
or  has  them  in  stock,  it  may  require  the  contractor  to  purchase  them  at 
the  price  paid  by  the  city  and  use  them  in  the  works.' 

163.  Contracts  for  Patented  Articles  or  Materials  of  a  Special  Manufac- 
ture.— If  proposals  are  invited  in  good  faith,  it  has  been  held  that  a  city  may 
-contract  for  the  use  of  such  materials  as  it  deems  best,  though  such  materials 
are  the  subject  of  private  ownership  or  the  product  of  exclusive  manufac- 
ture, or  the  methods  of  preparing  them  are  covered  by  patents." 

An  ordinance  providing  for  paving  a  street  with  a  particular  kind  of 
5i8 p halt  in  which  there  is  a  monopoly  is  not  void,  though  the  city  charter 
provides  for  letting  contracts  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder/  the  council 
having  the  right  to  reject  the  bid  if  it  is  exorbitant;  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
monopoly  does  not  require  that  it  be  assessed.4  If  the  thing  needed  for  pub- 
lic use  is  part  of  a  patented  article  and  can  be  bought  only  in  one  place,  it  is 
sometimes  held  that  the  article  need  not  be  advertised.6 

In  New  York  state  it  has  been  held  that  the  provision  which  entitles  the 
person  making  the  lowest  estimate  to  have  the  contract  awarded  to  him  does 
not  apply  to  estimates  for  patented  articles  or  processes.0  Some  states  hold 
to  the  view  that  such  contracts  are  not  prohibited;  but  the  teudency  of  the 
♦courts,  according  to  Judge  Dillon,7  is  that  the  statute  prohibits  any  contract 
that  cannot  be  advertised  or  let  in  the  manner  it  prescribes,  and  he  cites 
•cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  contract  for  a  patented  pavement  with  a 
person  who  had  the  exclusive  right  to  lay  the  same  was  void.8  Mr.  McKinney, 
in  the  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  says  that  the  majority 
•of  the  cases  take  the  same  view,  and  hold  that  the  statutory  prohibition  ap- 
plies to  patented  articles,  citing  numerous  cases.' 

It  is  impossible  to  tell,  except  in  states  where  it  has  been  already  decided, 
what  law  would  be  sustained,  and  engineers  or  contractors  would  do  well  to 
take  good  counsel  if  the  question  come  up  in  their  business.  The  cases  which 
•hold  that  materials  or  processes  which  are  patented  or  are  the  subject  of  a 


1  Merriam  in  Petition,  84  N.  Y.  596 
[1881]. 

*City  of  Newark  t>.  Bomel  (N.  J.),  81 
All.  Rep.  408;  N.  P.  Perrine,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Quackenbush  (Cal.),  88  Pac.  Rep.  533; 
-State  v.  Board  of  Coram' re  (Kan.),  45  Pac. 
Rep.  616. 

*  Verdin  t>.  City  of  St.  Louis  (Mo.  8up.), 
83  S.  W.  Rep.  480.   Burgess,  J.,  dissenting. 

4  Verdin  v.  St  Louis  (Mo.  \  27  S.  W.  Rep. 
447. 

*  Silsby  Manfg.  Co.  v.  Allentown  (Pa.), 


20  Atl.  Rep.  646;  accord  Hobart  v.  Detroit, 
17  Mich.  246;  Mutter  of  Petition  of  Dugro, 
50  N.  Y.  513;  but  see  Dolan  «.  Mayor  of 
N.  Y.,  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  397. 

•People*.  Van  Nort,  65  Barb  (N.  Y.) 
331;  but  see  Boon  v  Utica,  26  N.  Y.  Supp 
932;  and  Matter  of  Eager,  46  N.  Y.  100. 

*  Dillon'sMunic.  Corp'ns.,  §467'4th  ed.). 
•Dillon's    Munic.  Corp'ns,   8  468,   note 

(4th  ed.  1890). 

•  15  Amer.  &  Bng.  Ency.  Law  1093-94. 
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monopoly  may  be  made  the  subject  of  a  proposal  and  contract  are  given 
below/  as  well  as  those  which  are  to  the  contrary.' 

164.  Instances  where  Contracts  have  been  Made  for  Things  in  Which  there 
was  a  Monopoly. — Perhaps  the  law  will  be  better  understood  by  a  few  cases. 
Those  which  most  frequently  occur  are  in  contracts  for  patented  pavements 
and  sidewalks,  and  there  is  no  uniformity  in  the  decisions  of  the  different 
states.  There  are  several  cases  of  patented  machines,  one  a  pump,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  pump  authorized  was  patented  did  not 
relieve  the  board  from  the  necessity  of  advertising  for  bids.8  Another  case 
decides  that  a  requirement  that  work  shall  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder  does 
not  forbid  a  contract  for  a  garbage  crematory,  parts  of  which  are  patented, 
when  the  patents  have  been  offered  to  the  city  or  any  contractor  at  a  fixed 
price,  and  there  is  in  fact  free  competition  as  to  work  and  materials.4  In 
the  same  state  it  has  been  held  that  a  city  cannot  contract  for  a  patented 
pavement,  no  arrangement  having  been  made  with  the  patentee  binding  him 
to  sell  the  privilege  of  using  the  process  to  the  bidder  at  a  fixed  price.* 
Where  the  royalty  required  to  be  paid  on  a  patented  article  required  to  be 
used  in  the  performance  of  a  contract  for  public  works  was  fixed,  and  the 
proposal  inviting  bids  for  the  contract  definitely  stated  that  the  royalty 
should  be  paid  by  the  accepted  contractor  in  a  particular  way,  and  several 
bids  were  actually  made  for  the  work,  and  the  contract  was  let  to  the  low- 
est bidder,  there  was  actual  competition  by  bids,  in  compliance  with  the 
law  requiring  the  letting  of  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder.6 

In  Louisiana  it  has  been  held  that  a  city  may  contract  with  the  highest 
bidder  in  order  to  remove  and  destroy,  under  certain  regulations,  the  offal 
that  is  annoying  to  health/ 

When  the  job  embraces  several  kinds  of  work,  some  of  which  are  patented, 
while  others  are  not,  it  has  been  held  in  New  York  that  separate  proposals 
should  be  invited,  one  for  that  part  which  is  not  patented,  and  another  for  that 
which  is  patented  and  for  which  there  can  be  no  competition.'  Specifications 
in  the  alternative  have  been  allowed  in  a  case  where  the  lathing  to  be  used  was 
required  to  be  a  certain  "patent  lathing,"  or  "some  other  lathing  of  equal 
quality  to  be  manufactured  from  sheet  iron  within  the  limits  of  the  city." ' 


^obart  v.  Detroit,  17  Mich.  246;  Re 
)ugrof  50  N.  Y.513:  N.  P.  Perrine  Co.  v. 
Quackenbush  (CaL),  88  Pac.  Rep.  588;  Ver- 
din  t>.  St.  Louis  (Mo.).  27  S.  W.  Rep.  447; 
Deaov. Charlton,  28  Wis.  590;  Kllvington  t>. 
City  of  Superior  (Wis.),  58  N.  W.  Rep.  487; 
Re  McCormack.  60  Barb.  128;  Worth!  ngt  on 
v.  Boston  (Mass.),  41  Fed.  Rep.  23  [18901; 
Harlem  Gas  Co.  t>.  New  York,  88  N.  Y. 
«0a-  Nebraska  City  t>.  Nebraska  Gas  Co.,  9 
Neb.  889;  Yarold  v.  Lawrence,  15  Kan. 
126  People*. Van Nort,65Barb.(N.Y.)  881. 
•State  v.  Elizabeth,  85  N.  J.  Law  851. 
Boon  f>.  tJtlca,  26  N.  Y.  8upp.  982;  Nich- 
olson Pavement  Co.  v.  Painter,  85  Cal; 


699;  Burgess  v.  Jefferson  City,  21  La.  Ann. 
148;  Dean  v.  Charlton,  28  Wis.  590;  Dean 
*>.  Borchsenius,  80  Wis.  286;  Barber  As- 
phalt Co.  v.  Hunt,  100  Mo.  22. 
*  Worthington  t>.  Boston,  41  Fed.  Rep.  9S 


4  KiWington  *.  City  of  Superior  (Wis.), 
58  N.  W.  Rep.  487. 

*Dean  t>.  Charlton,  23  Wis.  590. 

1  State  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Shawnee 
County  (Kan.),  45  Pac  Rep.  616;  fee  ale* 
Detroit  v.  Robinson,  38  Mich.  106. 

1  State  v.  Payssan  (La.),  17  So.  Rep.  481. 

8  Re  Eager,  46  N.  Y.  100. 

•  Mulrein  v.  Kalloch,  61  Cal.  528. 
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Contracts  for  work  or  public  undertakings  for  which  franchises  or  exclu- 
sive rights  already  exist,  and  by  which  competition  is  prevented,  it  seems  are 
not  within  the  statute  requiring  all  contracts  for  work  and  materials  to 
be  advertised  and  let  to  the  lowest  bidder.  It  was  therefore  held  that  a 
contract  made  without  inviting  proposals  with  a  gas  company  who  had  the 
exclusive  right  to  supply  a  particular  part  of  a  city  with  gas.  was  valid  and 
binding.1  A  contract  with  the  only  electric-light  company  in  the  city  with- 
out advertising  was  held  valid.2 

When  professional  services,  as  those  of  a  surveyor,  are  required  and  he 
is  to  be  employed,  it  has  been  held  that  the  common  council  or  board  have 
the  power  to  select  with  references  to  securing  the  necessary  skill,  and  no 
advertisement  is  required."  It  has  therefore  been  held  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  advertise  and  to  give  to  the  lowest  bidder  a  contract  to  fur- 
nish fireworks,  for  the  reason  that  the  articles  were  of  a  peculiar  character, 
depending  for  their  value  upon  the  personal  skill  of  the  manufacturer.4 
This  is  an  interesting  case,  and  the  question  may  be  properly  asked  if  a 
contract  for  the  erection  of  a  lighthouse  would  come  under  the  same  rule, 
it  having  been  held  that  the  construction  of  such  a  structure  was  particu- 
lar work,  depending  upon  the  personal  skill  of  the  contractor,  and  such 
work  as  could  not  be  completed  bj  his  executor  or  administrator.*  It  is 
thought  not. 

The  renting  of  chambers  for  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  New  York  has 
been  held  not  to  fall  within  a  provision  requiring  all  contracts  for  work  or 
supplies  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder  ;e  nor  do  contracts  for  carriage  hire 
of  aldermen  and  councilmen  when  engaged  in  public  service.7 

165.  Conditions  and  Stipulations  as  to  the  Performance  and  Completion 
of  the  Work. 

1.   Work  and  Materials  to  be  to  Satisfaction  of  Engineer  or  Architect. 

Bidders  will  be  required  to  furnish  materials  and  to  complete  the 
entire  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer  and  in  substantial  accord- 
ance with  the  specifications  hereunto  annexed  and  the  plan  therein 
referred  to.  No  extra  compensation,  beyond  the  amount  payable  for 
the  several  classes  of  work  before  enumerated,  which  shall  be  actually 
performed  at  the  prices  therefor  to  be  specified  by  the  lowest  bidder, 
shall  be  due  or  payable  for  the  entire  work. 
1\  Inspection  and  Acceptance  of  Work. 

Each  bidder  must  understand  that  should  his  proposal  be  accepted 
the  materials  delivered  and  the  work  performed  by  him,  at  any  and 
all  times  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  and  prior  to  final  accept- 
ance and  payment,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  the  inspection  of  the 
engineer  or  architect,  or  his  authorized  agent,  with  the  full  right  to 

1  Harlem  Gas  Co.  v.  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  4Detwiller  v.  Mayor,  46  How.  Pr.  fN. 

809;  Nebraska  City  v.  Neb.  Gas  Co. ,  9  Neb.  Y.)  2 1 8. 
839.  *  Wentworth  «>.  Cock.  10  A  &  E.  45. 

'Hartford  v.  Hartford  Elec.  Lt.  Co.,  65         «D*vies  *.  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  207. 
Conn.  324.  '  Smath  t>.  New  York,  21  How  Pr.  1. 

8  People  *.  Flagg,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  282. 
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accept  or  reject  any  part  thereof  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer 
or  architect,  or  his  authorized  agent,  is  not  strictly  in  accordance  with 
the  drawings  and  specifications;  and  that  he  must,  at  his  own  expense, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  to  bo  specified  by  the  engineer  or  architect, 
remedy  any  defective  or  unsatisfactory  materials  or  work,  and  that  in 
the  event  of  his  failure  to  do  so  after  notice  the  engineer  or  architect 
will  have  the  full  right  to  have  the  same  done  and  to  charge  the  cost 
thereof  to  his  account.  Each  bidder  must  understand  that,  should 
his  proposal  be  accepted,  inspection  of  or  payment  for,  any  portion  of 
the  work  embraced  therein  by  the  engineer  or  architect,  or  his  author- 
ized agent,  will  not  relieve  him  of  responsibility  to  remedy  any  defec- 
tive materials  or  workmanship,  at  his  expense,  at  any  time  before  final 
inspection  and  acceptance  of  and  final  payment  for  all  of  the  materials 
and  work  contemplated  by  and  embraced  in  his  proposal. 

2.  Prices  to  Include  Everything. 

The  prices  bid  are  to  cover  all  expenses  of  furnishing  materials 

[except ,which  will  be  furnished  by  the  company  or  city] 

and  to  cover  all  expenses  and  furnishing  of  tools,  labor,  and  utensils 
incidental  to  and  necessary  for  the  full  completion  of  the  work  in  con- 
formity with  the  contract  and  specifications. 
t\  Price  Bid  to  Include  Everything. 

Bidders  will  state  a  price  for  completing  the  work  specified  in  the 
bill  of  quantities  and  described  in  the  contract  and  specifications, 
which  price  is  to  include  and  cover  the  furnishing  of  all  the  material 
and  labor  and  the  performance  of  all  the  work  requisite  or  proper  for 
the  purpose,  and  the  completing  of  all  the  above-mentioned  work  and 
the  materials  in  the  manner  set  forth,  described,  and  shown  in  the 
specifications  and  on  the  plans  furnished  for  the  work,  and  in  the  form 
of  contract  exhibited  and  furnished  by  the  engineer. 

3.  No  Deviation  from  Plans  and  Specifications. 

Bidders  are  informed  that  no  deviation  front  the  specifications  will 
be  allowed  unless  a  written  permission  shall  have  been  previously 
obtained  from  the  engineer  or  architect. 

4.  Bonds  to  Maintain  and  Keep  in  Repairs. 

The  successful  bidder  will  be  required  to  furnish  bonds  to  maintain 
and  keep  in  repair  the  whole  of  the  works  undertaken  by  him,  and  all 
other  works,  roads,  and  streets  interfered  with  or  rebuilt,  for  a  period 

of months  after  the  full  performance  and  completion  of  the 

contract. 

5.  Protection  of  Work  and  Materials. 

The  successful  bidder  will  be  responsible  for  the  proper  care  and 
protection  of  all  materials  delivered  and  work  performed  by  him  until 
the  completion  and  acceptance  of  and  final  payment  for  all  the  work 
embraced  in  his  proposal,  and  part  payments  from  time  to  time  on 
account  of  such  materials  and  work  will  not  in  any  way  relieve  him 
of  such  responsibiltv. 

6.  Building  Regvlalinns. 

The  successful  bidder  must  fully  comply  with  all  municipal  building 
ordinances  and  regulations,  and  obtain  all  required  licenses  and  per- 
mits, and  pay  all  charges  and  expenses  connected  therewith,  and  be 
responsible  for  all  damage  to  persons  or  property  which  may  occur  in 
connection  with  the  prosecution  of  the  work. 

7.  Skilled  Labor. 

The  successful  bidder  is  to  employ  otily  skilled  and  reliable  workmen 
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in  the  performance  of  the  work,  and  must  agree  that  the  eugineer  or 
architect  shaU  have  the  right  to  decide  upon  and  discontinue  the  serv- 
ices of  any  workman  employed  by  him  on  the  work  who  does  not 
possess  satisfactory  skill  and  qualifications  or  is  otherwise  objectionable. 

8.  Bidder  Must  Furnish  Bond  for  Payment  of  Labor  and  Materials. 
Each   bidder  must  distinctly   understand  that  if  his   proposal   is 

accepted,  he  will  be  required  to  execute  a  formal  bond  or  contract;  and 
the  part  and  final  payments,  as  the  vouchers  are  issued  on  account  of 
the  contract,  shall  be  subject  to  a  reserved  right  of  the  engineer  or 
architect  to  withhold  any  part  of  the  money  to  be  paid  under  the  con- 
tract in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  promptly  make 
payments  to  all  persons  supplying  him  with  labor  or  materials  in  the 
prosecution  and  completion  of  the  work  provided  for  in  the  specifica- 
tions, drawings,  and  proposal. 

9.  Commencement  and  Progress  of  Work. 

The  work  must  be  commenced  ten  days  after  the  execution  of  the 
contract  and  prosecuted  to  completion  without  interruption  or  delay; 
the  whole  work  is  to  be  completed  and  delivered  by  the,... day  of 

.  •  ■  •  %  i.O«f  •  • 

10.  Number  of  Days  Required  to  Complete  the  Work. 

Each  bidder  must  also  state  the  number  of  working-days  he  will 
require  to  complete  the  work,  which  number  of  days  will  be  counted  in 
the  comparison  of  bids  at  the  rate  of  twenty-five  dollars  ($25)  per  day. 

11.  Contractor's  Delay. 

All  additional  expense  to  the by  reason  of  extension  of  the 

contract  at  the  request  of  the  contractor  shall  be  deducted  from  pay- 
ments due  or  to  become  due  the  contractor  at  the  rate  of 

dollars  for  each  and  every  day. 
II1.  Liquidated  Damages. 

The  damages  to  be  paid  for  each  day  that  the  contract  may  be  unful- 
filled after  the  time  specified  for  the  completion  thereof  shall  have 

expired  are,  by  a  clause  in  the  contract,  fixed  and  liquidated  at 

dollars  per  day. 

11*.  Liquidated  Damages. 

Each  bidder  must  understand  that  should  his  proposal  be  accepted 

thesum  of dollars  as  liquidated  damages  will  be  fixed  for  each 

and  every  day's  delay  not  oaused  by  the that  may  occur  beyond 

the  time  stipulated  in  his  proposal  for  the  supply  of  all  the  materials 
and  the  performance  and  completion  of  the  work. 
11".  Liquidated  Damages. 

Liquidated  damages  of dollars  per  day  are  fixed  by  the 

terms  of  the  contract  for  each  and  every  day  that  the  contract  remains 
unfulfilled  after  the  date  of  completion  specified. 

12.  Bonus  for  Early  Completion. 

A  bonus  of dollars  per  day  will  be  paid  for  each  and  every  day 

that  the  work  is  completed  before  the  date  specified  for  completion. 

13.  Payments  on  Estimate. 

After  the  acceptance  of  a  proposal,  and  execution  and  approval  of  a 
formal  bond  and  contract,  monthly  payment  will  be  made  on  account 
of  the  work  actually  done  and  in  place  in  the  structure;  and  such 
payments  will  be  based  upon  the  estimated  value  of  the  quantity  of  such 
work,  computed  from  the  contract  unit  of  value,  less  10  per  cent,  to  be 
retained  until  the  entire  and  satisfactory  completion,  final  inspection, 
and  acceptance  of  all  the  materials  and  work  embraced  in  the  contract, 
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at  which  time  final  payment  of  the  balance  dne  will  be  made;  but  no 
payment  will  be  made  for  any  materials  delivered,  bnt  not  actually  put 
in  place. 

14.  Payments  to  Contractor  Only. 

Payments  will  be  made  only  to  principals.  Assignments  and  powers 
of  attorney  to  collect  moneys  will  not  be  recognized. 

15.  Payments  Contingent  on  Appropriations, 

Payments  will  be  made  upon  monthly  estimates,  but  contingent  upon 
such  appropriations  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  made  by  law,  and  ten 
(10)  per  cent,  will  be  reserved  from  each  payment  until  the  completion 
of  the  contract. 

16.  Officers  Not  Responsible. 

The  payments  to  the  contractor  shall  be  made  out  of  the  funds  under 
the  control  of  the  city,  county,  or  state  in  their  public  capacity;  and  no 
member  or  officer  of  such  city,  county,  or  state,  whether  or  not  a  party 
to  this  agreement,  is  to  be  personally  responsible  to  the  contractor. 

17.  Cannot  Assign  or  Sublet. 

The  original  contractor  will  be  held  to  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, and  transfers  of  contracts  or  of  interests  in  contracts  are  prohibited 
(by  law). 

166.  Conditions  and  Stipulations  as  to  Performance  and  Completion  of  the 
Work. — The  above  stipulations  are  common  to  construction  contracts  and 
belong  strictly  to  the  contract  itself,  and  are  treated  and  discussed  in  sec- 
tions specially  devoted  to  them  in  Part  III.*  They  do  not  enter  into  the  pro- 
posal except  as  being  terms  of  the  agreement  which  the  bidder  must  execute. 
167.  Bond  or  Certified  Check  to  Insure  the  Execution  of  the  Contract,  and 
Security  for  its  Faithful  and  Complete  Performance. 

1.  Certified  Check. 

Each  bidder  must  submit  with  his  proposal  a  certified  check  for . . . . 

dollars ,  drawn  to  the  order  of ,  as  a  guaranty  that  he  will 

fully  and  faithfully  comply  with  the  terms  of  his  proposal  should  the 
same  be  accepted,  and  that  within  ten  days  after  the  form  is  sent  him 
he  will  execute  a  formal  bond  and  contract  in  accordance  therewith. 
1\  Bond  or  Certified  Check. 

Each  bid  or  proposal  must  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  bidder  and 

witnessed,  and  be  accompanied  by  a  bond,  approved  by ,  in  a 

sum  equal  to  one  tenth  of  the  sum  bid,  as  liquidated  damages,  con- 
ditioned that  the  party  making  the  bid  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the 
acceptance  of  said  proposal,  execute  the  contract,  with  security  approved 
by  the  engineer  [commissioner]  for  its  faithful  performance.  In  owe 
the  bid  be  accepted,  the  formal  bond  to  be  executed  and  approved  will 
be  attached  to  and  form  a  part  of  the  advertisement,  instructions,  and 
conditions,  specification,  accepted  proposal,  letter  of  acceptance,  and 
the  drawings,  all  properly  signed,  within  the  time  specified  in  this 
advertisement;  or,  in  place  of  the  bond  to  accompany  proposal,  the 
bidder  may  deposit  with  the  commissioner  a  sum  of  money  or  a  properly 

certified  check  of  the  same  amount  payable  to ,  said  check  to 

be  returned  to  the  bidder  on  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  final  con- 
tract and  the  bond  required  for  its  faithful  performance. 

See  Sees.  200-800.  infra. 
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Is.  Bid  Must  be  Accompanied  by  Certified  Check. 

No  proposal  will  be  received  and  considered  unless  accompanied  by 
either  a  certified  check  upon  a  state  or  national  bank  drawn  to  the  order 

of ,  or  money,  to  the  amount  of . . . .  per  centum  of  the  amount 

of  the  security  required  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  contract. 
1'.  No  bid  will  be  considered  which  has  not  responsible  sureties  upon 
its  accompanied  bonds,  or,  if  without  bond,  is  not  accompanied  by  a  cer- 
tified check,  as  aforesaid. 
I4.  Bond  for  Execution  of  Contract  (U.  S.  Form). 

The  bond  attached  to  each  bid  must  be  signed  by  two  responsible 
sureties,  to  be  certified  to  as  good  and  sufficient  guarantors,  by  a  judge 
of  the  United  States  court,  a  United  States  district  attorney,  collector 
of  customs,  or  by  some  other  officer  under  the  United  States  government. 
Each  guarantor  must  justify  in  a  sum  not  less  than  one  tenth  of  the 
whole  amount  of  the  proposal. 

2.  Forfeiture  of  Check. 

Should  the  successful  bidder  fail  or  refuse  to  execute  a  formal  bond 
or  contract  within  ten  days  after  the  same  is  sent  to  him,  his  certified 
check  may  be  declared  forfeited,  the  letter  of  acceptance  of  his  proposal 
may  be  revoked,  and  all  obligations  in  connection  therewith  will  be 
released  and  annulled. 
21.  Forfeiture  of  Check. 

If  tlie  successful  bidder  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  within  five  days  after 
notice  that  the  contract  has  been  awarded  to  him,  and  that  the  adequacy 

and  sufficiency  of  the  security  offered  by  him  is  approved ,  to 

execute  the  contract,  the  amount  of  the  aforesaid  deposit  made  by  him 

shall  be  forfeited  to  and  retained  by as  liquidated  damages  for 

such  neglect  or  refusal;  but  if  he  shall  execute  the  contract  within  the 
time  aforesaid,  the  amount  of  his  deposit  will  be  returned  to  him 
forthwith. 

3.  Delivery  of  Certified  Check.    ' 

Such  check  or  money  is  not  to  be  inclosed  in  the  sealed  envelope 
containing  the  estimate,  but  it  is  to  be  delivered  to No  pro- 
posal will  be  received  until  such  check  or  money  has  been  deposited  and 
examined  and  found  to  be  correct. 

4.  Return  of  Certified  Checks. 

All  deposits  except  that  of  the  successful  bidder  will  be  returned  to 
the  persons  making  the  same  within  three  days  after  the  contract  is 
awarded. 
41.  Return  of  Certified  Check. 

The  certified  check  of  the  successful  bidder  will  be  retained  until  the 
execution  of  a  formal  bond  or  contract,  and  the  approval  of  the  same 

by ,  and  the  certified  checks  of  the  unsuccessful  bidders  will  be 

returned  within  three  days  after  the  proposal  of  the  successful  bidder 
shall  have  been  accepted. 

5.  Names  of  Sureties. 

Bidders  are  reouired  to  name  the  sureties  or  surety  company  who  will 
sign  the  required  bond  in  case  the  contract  should  be  awarded  to  him 
or  them. 
51.  Consent  of  Sureties. 

Each  bid  or  estimate  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  consent  in  writing 

of  two  householders  of  the  state  of ,  with  their  respective  place* 

>     of  business  or  residence,  to  the  effect  that : 
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a.  If  the  contract  be  awarded  to  the  person  making  the  estimate,  they 
will  upon  its  being  so  awarded  become  bound  as  hid  sureties  for  its 
faithful  performance. 

b.  If  lie  shall  omit  or  refuse  to  execute  the  same,  they  will  pay  to  the 
corporation  any  difference  between  the  sum  to  which  he  would  be 
entitled  upon  its  completion  and  that  which  the  corporation  will  be 
obliged  to  pay  to  the  person  to  whom  the  contract  may  be  awarded  at 
any  subsequent  letting,  the  amonut  to  be  calculated  upon  the  estimated 
amount  of  the  work  by  which  the  bids  are  tested. 

5*.  Oath  of  Sureties. 

The  consent  above  mentioned  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  ofeth  or 
affirmation  in  writing  of  each  of  the  persons  signing  the  same  that  he 

is  a  householder  or  freeholder  in  the  state  of ,  and  is  the 

owner  of  property  in  value  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  security  required 
for  the  completion  of  the  contract  and  stated  in  the  proposals,  over  and 
above  all  his  debts  of  every  nature,  and  over  and  above  his  liabilities  as 
bail,  surety  or  otherwise;  that  he  has  offered  himself  as  a  surety  in  good 
faith  and  with  an  intention  to  execute  the  bond  required  by  the  law  if 
the  contract  shall  be  awarded  to  the  person  or  persons  for  whom  he 
consents  to  become  surety. 

6.  Acceptability  of  Sureties. 

The  adequacy  and  acceptability  of  all  sureties  and  the  amount  and 
character  of  the  surety  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract  will  be 
determined  by  the  commissioners  after  the  proposals  are  opened,  the 
award  made,  and  the  contract  signed. 

7.  Sureties  Must  be  Residents  of  State. 

If  a  bond  be  required  with  the  contract,  the  sureties  thereon  must  be 
residents  of  the  state  of and  satisfactory  to  the  commissioner. 

8.  Surety  Not  an  Officer  or  Partner. 

An  officer  of  a  corporation  will  not  be  accepted  as  surety  for  such 
corporation,  nor  will  a  firm  be  accepted  as  surety  for  a  member  of  the 
partnership. 

9.  Surely  Must  Not  be  in  Default. 

No  person  will  be  accepted  as  surety  who  as  a  contractor  ha3  failed  to 

satisfactorily  perform  any  contract  with  the. ,  or  as  a  surety  has 

failed  to  abide  by  a  bond  for  the  performance  of  such  a  contract,  or  as  a 

uarantor  has  failed  to  abide  by  a  guaranty  accompanying  a  proposal. 

Mie  surety  must  be  signed  by  two  responsible  persons,  who  must  justify 
before  an  official,  authorized  to  administer  oaths. 

10.  Time  in  Which  to  Execute  the  Contract. 
The  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  contract  may  be  awarded  will  be 

required  to  appear  at  the  office  of  the  commissioner  of  public  works 
with  the  securities  offered  by  him  or  them  and  execute  the  contract 
within  ten  days  (not  including  Sunday)  from  the  date  of  notification  of 
such  award  and  that  the  contract  is  ready  for  signatures  and  sign  the 
contract  in  triplicate. 

11.  Ratio  of  Security  to  Proposal. 
The  security  required  for  faithful  performance  of  the  contract  and 

specifications  will  not  be  more  than  one  fourth  (£)  of  the  amount  of  the 
contract,  and  the  right  is  reserved  to  increase  the  amount  of  said  security 
after  proposals  are  opened  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  third  (£)  of  the 
total  consideration  of  the  contract. 


i 
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168.  Bond  and  Certified  Cheek  to  Insure  the  Execution  of  the  Contract 
and  Surety  for  Faithful  Performance  and  Completion  of  the  Work. — The 
bidder  may  be  required  to  file,  before  the  bids  are  opened,  a  satisfactory 
bond  or  certified  check,  conditioned  that  he  will  enter  into  a  contract  with 
good  and  sufficient  surety  if  he  is  found  to  be  the  lowest  bidder.  Such  a 
requirement  ib  reasonable,  aud  the  lowest  bidder  caunot  insist  upon  the 
acceptance  of  his  bid  without  first  filing  such  bond.1  If  he  has  neglected 
to  do  so  before  the  proposals  have  beeu  opened,  it  may  be  doubted  if  lie  can 
do  so  afterwards  if  the  board  refuse  him  the  privilege.  It  seems  that  public 
officers  may  in  their  discretion  excuse  the  failure  to  accompany  the  bid  with 
such  a  bond.  It  has  been  held  that  a  bond  furnished  on  the  same  day  that 
the  proposal  was  accepted  was  sufficient.' 

If,  however,  the  statute  or  charter  provides  that  whenever  any  improve- 
ment shall  be  declared  necessary  the  council  shall  authorize  the  department 
of  city  works  to  advertise  for  bids  under  Beal,  which  bids  shall  be  publicly 
opened  and  announced,  with  the  name  of  the  bidder,  the  amount  proposed, 
"and  the  names  of  the  sureties,"  it  will  be  held  that  such  provision  requires 
security  to  be  given  with  every  bid,  such  security  to  be  a  guaranty  of  the 
bid,  as  well  as  of  the  performance  of  the  contract  if  awarded  to  the  bidder.* 
If  a  charter  require  security,  but  there  is  no  provision  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  bond  or  as  to  its  form,  or  whether  it  was  to  be  furnished  with  the  bid 
or  after  its  acceptance,  the  regulation  of  such  matter  is  left  to  the  officers 
who  are  to  receive  the  bid.' 

Such  a  provision  is  necessary  to  insure  good  faith  in  bidders  and  to  make 
sure  that  the  proposals  are  not  withdrawn  before  the  contract  is  awarded.  A 
proposal  is  a  formal  offer  which  by  the  law  of  contracts  may  be  withdrawn 
or  revoked  at  any  time  before  it  has  been  accepted  ;  when  accepted  in  pre- 
cisely the  terms  of  the  proposal  it  becomes  a  binding  contract.  An  accept- 
ance which  varies  the  terms  of  the  offer  is  a  counter-offer  which  may  invali- 
date the  offer.4  * 

Therefore  a  deposit  by  one  bidding  for  a  city  contract,  made  on  con- 
dition that  it  be  forfeited  if  the  bidder  fail  to  qualify  after  award  of  the 
contract,  cannot  be  forfeited  for  his  failure  to  sign  a  contract  aud  bond 
securing  its  performance  when  the  conditions  therein  are  more  burdensome 
than  were  the  specifications  contained  in  the  advertisement,'  or  where  the 
oontract  is  not  based  on  legal  proceedings  of  the  municipal  authorities/ 

Where  it  is  an  express  condition  of  the  acceptance  of  a  bid  that  the 
bidder  shall  make  a  deposit,  which  is  to  be  forfeited  on  his  refusal  to  enter 

"May  v.  Detroit,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  235  and  »^e  also  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  and 

'  Rtiblin?  v.  Board  (Ind.).  40  N.  £  Rep.  Buildings.  98. 

1079;    trrribU  8iniih   •.   Philadelphia,  2  ■Cotter*.  Costeel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)>«7 

Brews.  (Pa.)  443.  S.  W.  Rep.  791. 

•Selpho  v.  City  of  Brooklyn  (Sup.),  89  •N.  P.  Perriue  Co. «.  Pasadena  (Cal.),  If 

N.  Y.  Supp.  50.  Pac.  Rep.  777. 

4  Tattle  «.  Love.  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  470; 

*  See  Law  of  Contracts,  Chap.  IT.,  Sees.  92-97,  eupra. 
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into  the  contract,  the  bidder,  when  he  has  abandoned  such  a  contract  without 
just  cause,  is  not  entitled  to  be  relieved  against  the  forfeiture.1 

Public  officers  have  no  discretion  in  the  matter;  if  the  lowest  bidder  has 
refused  or  neglected  to  execute  the  contract,  the  check  that  he  has  deposited 
as  security  must  be  forfeited  and  retained  by  the  city  as  liquidated  damages 
and  paid  into  the  sinking-fund,  and  any  other  disposition  of  the  bid  or  the 
check  is  unlawful.* 

When  the  act  provides  that  the  bidder  whose  bid  is  accepted  and  who 
fails  to  furnish  proper  security  "within  five  days  after  written  notice  "  that 
the  contract  has  been  awarded  him  shall  forfeit  the  deposit  accompanying  his 
bid,  the  forfeiture  will  not  occur  if  the  authorities  have  failed  to  give  him 
the  written  notice,  though  he  has  been  informed  of  the  acceptance  of  his  bid.' 

The  decisions  may  be  modified  or  conditioned  upon  whether  the  court 
regards  the  certified  check  as  a  penalty  or  as  liquidated  damages.  When 
the  notice  required  each  bid  to  be  accompanied  by  a  check  for  $500,  "as 
a  guaranty  of  good  faith  that  the  bidder,  in  case  his  bid  is  accepted,  will 
enter  into  a  contract,"  and  the  plaintiff's  bid  was  accepted,  but  he  failed 
to  enter  into  a  contract  within  a  reasonable  time,  whereupon  defendant 
appropriated  his  check,  it  was  held  that  the  money  deposited  by  plaintiff 
was  not  liquidated  damages,  but  a  penalty,  and  defendant  was  entitled  to 
retain  only  so  much  as  would  cover  its  actual  damages.4 

The  fact  that  the  resolution  provides  that,  if  any  person  whose  bid  is 
accepted  shall  fail  to  enter  into  a  written  contract  and  give  the  required  bond 
within  ten  days,  the  certified  check  deposited  by  him  shall  be  forfeited,  etc., 
does  not  limit  the  city  council  to  ten  days  in  which  to  accept  a  written  con- 
tract and  bond,  and  require  a  forfeiture  of  the  contract  in  case  they  are  not 
furnished  within  that  time.6 

169.  Proposal  to  be  Accompanied  by  Consent  of  Sureties. — A  notice  to 
bidders  requiring  that  "the  proposal  should  specify  the  names  of  the  sure- 
ties offered,  with  the  written  consent  of  the  persons  so  named/'  has  been  held 
reasonable,  and  it  was  held  that  by  reason  of  neglect  to  furnish  the  written 
consent  prescribed,  the  lowest  bidder  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  contract 
awarded  him  ;  and  the  fact  that  he  was  present  at  the  opening  of  the  pro- 
posals accompanied  by  responsible  persons  for  the  purpose  of  giving  their 
written  consent  to  the  use  of  their  names  as  sureties  did  not  remedy  the 
omission  to  specify  their  names  in  the  sealed  proposals.  It  was  held  too  late 
to  perfect  the  bid.e  When  the  statute  requires  that  each  bid  "  shall  be  accom- 

1  Village,   of  Morgan   Park  «.  Grahan  84  Atl.  Rep.  774. 

ail).  26  N.  E  Rep.  1085 118911.  *  City  of    Springfield    «.  Weaver  (Mo. 

»  Kimball  t>.  Hewitt,  2  N.  Y  gupp.  697  Sup.).  37  S.  W.  Rep.  509. 

[1888].  •  State  t>.  Governor.  22  Wis.  110  [18671 ; 

*  Erwing  v.  New  York,  16  N.  Y.  Snpp.  State  v.  Bart  ley  (Neb).  70  N.  W.  Rep.  867; 

612[1891];«Asa'«0Mitcblerv.Easton(Pa),  and  see  Roberts  v.  Brett.  6  C.   B.   N.  6. 

28  Atl.  Rep.  1109.  6*5;  Stafford  v.  Lowe,  16  Jobns  (N  Y> 

4  Lindsey  v  Rockwall  County  (Tex.).  30  67  ;  Cremer  v.  Higginson,  1  Mason  C.  O. 

8  W.  Rep.  880;  Willson  v.  Baltimore  (Md.),  R.  328,  368. 


§  170.]  BIDS  AND  BIDDERS.  169 

panied  by  sufficient  guaranty  of  some  disinterested  person/'  the  act  is  not  com- 
plied with  by  merely  writing  the  name  of  the  person  offered  as  surety  as  such.1 

When  one  of  the  sureties  who  was  named  iu  the  bid  refused  to  execute 
the  bond  as  surety,  it  was  held  sufficient  to  justify  a  refusal  to  execute  the 
contract  even  after  the  bid  had  been  accepted  and  the  details  of  the  contract 
agreed  upon,  and  even  though  the  lowest  bidder  did  offer  other  securities.* 
The  bid  must  conform  to  the  form  of  the  proposal  required.3  It  may  be  re- 
quired that  the  sureties  shall  be  residents  of  the  state,  and  the  award  of  the 
contract  may  be  refused  to  a  bidder  who  neglects  to  furnish  such  security.4 

The  public  officers  may  determine  the  responsibility  of  the  sureties 
offered,  and  if  they  are  sufficient;  and  it  seems  they  are  not  limited  in  their 
inquiry  to  their  reputed  or  actual  responsibility,  but  may  consider  their 
vocation,  business  habits,  character  of  their  investments  and  property,  and 
their  reputation  for  integrity  and  prudence.6  A  requirement  that  "all 
proposals  must  be  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  deposit  for  the  sum  named 
to  the  credit  of  the  auditor/'  is  satisfied  by  a  certificate  of  deposit  to  the 
credit  of  the  bidder  and  indorsed  as  "  Pay  N.  S.  B.  Auditor,  etc.,  or  order." 
It  was  held  that  the  board  could  not  reject  the  bid,  that  being  the  lowest 
bidder,  and,  having  furnished  the  requisite  security,  he  was  clearly  entitled  to 
the  contract  :  that  he  was  entitled  to  it  as  a  matter  of  right  and  of  law.  Such 
technicalities  cannot  be  prescribed.'  * 

THE  AWARD  AND   FINAL  EXECUTION  OF  THE  CONTRACT.      ACCEPTANCE  OF 

THE   PB0P08AL. 


170.  Information  to  be  Furnished  and  Conditions  to  be  Imposed  when 

Contract  is  Executed. 

i.  Bidders  Residence  and  Address. 

The  place  of  residence  of  each  bidder,  with  post-office  address,  county, 
and  state,  district,  or  territory,  must  be  given  after  his  signature,  which 
must  be  written  in  full. 

2.  Signatures  and  Seals. 

All  signatures  must  be  witnessed  and  have  affixed  to  them  seals  of 
wax  or  wafer. 

3.  Partnership  Bids. 

When  a  firm  bids,  the  individual  names  of  the  members  shall  be 
written  out,  and  shall  be  signed  in  full,  giving  the  Christian  names ; 
but  the  signers  may,  if  they  choose,  describe  themselves  in  addition  as 
doing  business  under  a  given  name  and  style  as  a  firm. 

4.  Bids  by  Corporations. 

In  cases  where  a  corporation  submits  a  proposal,  the  proposal  must  be 
signed  with  the  full  name  of  each  officer  of  the  corporation,  and  their 

1  State  v.  Board  of  Ed.,  42  Ohio  St.  874.  4Parman  «.  Comm'rs  of  Darke  Co.,  21 

f  Adams  v.  Ives,  68  N.  Y.  650  [1875].  Ohio  St.  811  [1871]. 

•Wiggins  v  Philadelphia,  2   Brewster  *  Adams  v.  Ives.  68  N.  Y.  650  [18751; 

(Pa.)  444;  Weed  v.  Beach,  56  How.  Pr.  Shaw  t>.  Trenton,  40  N.  J.  Law  889  [1887]. 

(N.  Y.)  470 ;  accord  Wilson  t>.  Baltimore  e  People  tJ.  Contracting  Board,  46  Barb. 

(Md.),  84  Atl.  Rep.  774.  254  [1865]. 

#  As  to  Sureties  in  General  $ee  Sees.  18-22,  &upra. 
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addresses  given,  in  addition  to  the  corporation  signature,  with  official 

corporate  seal  thereto. 
&.  Bids  by  Agents. 

Any  one  signing  a  proposal  as  the  agent  of  another  or  of  others  mm*, 
file  with  it  legal  evidence  of  his  authority  to  do  so. 

8.  Officers  Autlwrity  to  Bid. 

If  a  person  signs  for  a  corporation,  he  must  present  legal  evidence  that 
he  has  rightful  authority  to  such  signature,  that  the  signature  is  binding 
upon  the  corporation,  and  that  the  corporation  has  a  legal  existence. 

?.  Award  of  Contract. 

The  award  of  the  contract,  if  awarded,  will  be  made  to  the  bidder 
who  is  the  lowest  for  doing  the  whole  of  the  work,  and  whose  estimate  is 
regular  in  all  respects.  It  must  be  understood  that  an  acceptance  by 
the  board,  council,  or  state,  of  proposals  made,  shall  be  conditional  upon 
the  execution  of  the  formal  contract  (of  which  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions are  a  part),  and  the  furnishing  of  the  required  bond  for  its  faithful 
and  complete  performance. 

8.  Right  to  Reject  Bids  Reserved. 

The  right  to  reject  [any  and]  all  tide  (planB,  and  estimates),  is  reserved 
if  the  Commissioners  of  Public  Works  shall  deem  it  for  the  interest  of 
the so  to  do. 

•.  Right  Reserved  to  Waive  Informalities. 

The  board  or  owner  reserves  the  rights  to  waive  any  informalities  in 
any  proposal  that  may  be  received,  and  to  reject  (any  or)  all  proposals 
submitted  in  response  to  the  advertisement,  and  to  disregard  the  oid  of 
any  failing  contractor  known  as  such  to  the  Engineer. 

10.  Invitation  to  Opening  of  Bids. 
Bidders  are  invited  to  be  present  at  the  opening  of  the  bids. 

[Signed] 


Dated 


Commissioners,  Council,  or  Board. 

171.  Acceptance  of  Proposal  and  Execution  of  Contract.  Sight  to  Reject 
Bids. — When  the  statute  does  not  require  that  the  contract  be  awarded  to 
the  lowest  bidder,  public  officers  may,  if  they  choose,  invite  competition,  and 
in  their  discretion  make  alterations  in  the  plans  and  specifications  adver- 
tised before  executing  the  contract  and  without  the  knowledge  of  competing 
bidders.1  They  must  not  abuse  the  discretionary  power  conferred,  and  their 
acts  must  be  free  from  fraud.* 

To  determine  what  is  the  lowest  aggregate  bid,  the  bids  must  be  consid- 
ered in  their  entirety,  and  not  by  taking  separate  items  from  different  bids.1 

Where  an  advertisement  for  bids  for  the  erection  of  public  school  build- 
ings states  that  the  board  reserves  the  right  to  reject  all  bids,  one  making 

1  Kinsley  e.  Brooklyn.  5  Abb.  N.  Cns.  Rep.  1061;  Bhefbaur  *.  Bonn!  (N.  Y.),  81 

(N.  Y.)  1;  Brevoort  •.  Detroit,  24  Mich.  All.  Rep.  454:  Gilmore  v    Ution  (NT.  Y. 

322:  dimming*  t.  Brvmonr,  79  Ind.  491 ;  App.).  29  N.   E.  Rep.  841';  Hubbard  * 

lnslev  t>.  Sliipurd,  81  Fed.  Rep.  809.  Sandusky.  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  038. 

♦  Elliot  v.  Miuneapolb  (Minn.),  60  N.  W.  *  Hubbard  «.  fiandusky ,  supra. 
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th&  lowest  bid  has  no  right  of  action  against  the  board  where  the  bid  is 
rejected  and  the  contract  given  to  another,  though  it  waft  the  rnle  of  the 
board  that  contracts  should  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder.1  It  has  been  held 
that  a  contract  may  be  awarded  to  one  at  any  price  within  the  legal  rate 
fixed  for  public  printing,  though  another  offers  to  do  the  work  for  sixty  per 
cent,  less.*  If  the  charter  or  a  statute  require  the  contract  to  be  awarded  to 
the  lowest  bidder  after  advertising  for  bids,  a  contract  not  so  made  and 
awarded  will  be  void.*  If  the  statute  provides  that  the  contract  "shall  be 
let  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder/'  an  ordinance  or  advertisement  which 
states  that  "the  commissioner  reserves  the  right  to  reject  any  proposal  at 
his  discretion,"  is  invalid.4  If  the  act  or  charter  says  the  contract  shall  be 
awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder  it  is  useless  to  "  reserve  the  right  to  reject  any 
and  all  bids/'  though  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  "all  the  bids  might 
be  rejected."*  The  body  awarding  the  contract  acting  in  good  faith  may 
refuse  to  award  to  any  one  if  they  deem  it  for  the  best  interests  of  the  public 
to  do  so.  They  may  reject  all  the  bids  and  readvertiso  for  new  proposals  * 
It  seems  that  the  awarding  of  the  contract  may  be  indefinitely  postponed/ 
or  the  work  may  be  abandoned  altogether  or  the  plane  and  specifications 
changed.* 

It  seems  that  the  contract  cannot  be  awarded  to  another  who  makes  a 
better  offer  after  the  bidB  have  been  received  and  opened.* 

178.  Power  to  Determine  Besponsible  Bidder  is  Discretionary. — If  the 
statute  provide  that  the  contract  be  awarded  to  "the  lowest  responsible 
party "  or  to  "  the  lowest  responsible  party  furnishing  good  and  sufficient 
security/'  the  courts  have  usually  held  it  to  confer  discretionary  powers  upon 
the  public  officers  to  determine  whether  or  no  the  bidder  was  responsible 
and  if  his  surety  was  good  and  sufficient. l*  When  such  discretionary  powers 
belong  to  a  board  of  public  officers  the  right  "  to  reject  any  and  all  bids* 

Anderson  v.  Board  of  Public  Schools  *  People  «>.  AM  ridge,  81  N.Y.  Supp.  920. 

(Mo.  Sup  ),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  610.  8Keogh  «.  Wilmington,  4  Del   Ch  491. 

*  Board  of  Com' rs  of  Henry  County  «.  9Kcrr  v.  Philadelphia,  8  Phi  la.  (Pa.) 
Gillies  (Ind.  Sup.).  38  N.  E  Rep.  40.  292. 

•Littler  v.  Jayuc,  124  111.  128;  Slate  v.  I0 Douglass  v.  Commonwealth,  108  Pa. 

Licking  Co..  26  Ohio  St.  581.  St    559  ;    Kelly  «.    Chicago,  62    111.   279 

4 Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R  v.  City  of  Chi-  [18711  ;  Findley  v.  Pittsburgh.  82  Pa.  St. 

cagodll.),  83N.  E.  Rep  602.  851;  interstate,    etc.,  Co.  «.  Pbiln.  (Pa.), 

•  Walsh  t>.  Mayor.  113  N.  Y.  142  [18891  \  30  All.  Rep.  3*3  :  Comm.  «.  Mitchell.  82 
People  v.  Croton  Aqueduct,  49  Barb.  259  ;  Pa.  St.  848  ;  Hoole  t>.  KiukWtd,  16  NVvl 
Bell  v.  City  of  Rochester,  30  N.  Y.  Snpp.  217;  People  v.  Dorsheimer,  55  How.  Pr. 
885;  People©.  Aldridge,  81  N  Y.  Supp.  (N.  Y.)  118;  Hubbard  «.  Sandusky.  9 Ohio 
920;  Connolly  v.  Board  (N.  J.),  80  All.  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  638;  People  v.  Mooney 
Rep.  548;  Booth  t>.  City  of  Bayonne  (N.  (Sup),  88  N.  Y.  Sup  495;  State  v.  Bd. 
J.),  28  Atl.  liip.  381.  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  of  Ed.  -Ohio).  20  Bull.  156;  wmbU,  Van 
Ency.  Law  1096  ;  Gunning  O.  Co.  t>.  New  Reipen  v.  Jersey  City  (N.  J.),  88  Ail.  Rep. 
Orleans  (La),  18  So.  Rep.  182  ;  People  v.  740;  and  see  State  v  Marion  Co.,  39  Ohio 
Willis  (Sup.),  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  987;  State  v.  St.  188  ;  People  v.  Gleasoti,  4  N.  Y  Supp. 
Directors.   5  Ohio  St.  284 ;  Kelly  v.  Chi-  888;  Weed  *>.  Beach,  56  How.  Pr.   N.  Y.) 


cago.  62  111.  279.  470;  May  v.  Ditroit,  12  Am  L.  Re*.  (N. 

*W.»1<zh     «       Mftvni*       11R      V       V       1/19         fl\    UQ.    MVRrinn     «      Amn<t     T?*mMa     fill 

Rep.  548. 


Walsh   *.    Mayor,    118    K.    Y.    142      S.)  149;  McBriau   v.   Grand   Rapids,  66 
1889]  :  Connolly  «.  Board  (N.  J.),  89  Atl.      Mich.  9G. 
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seems  to  be  properly  reserved,  the  exercise  of  which  right  is  subject  to  the 
close  scrutiny  of  the  court. l 

Sometimes  the  ordinance  or  act  itself  authorizes  the  engineer  to  reject 
any  and  all  bids  if  deemed  too  high  or  the  parties  bidding  are  deemed  irre- 
sponsible.' Under  such  a  clause  the  act  of  the  engineer  in  rejecting  the 
lowest  bid  can  be  impeached  only  on  the  ground  of  bad  faith. 

If,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,  the  statutes  provide  that "  every  such  contract 
shall  be  deemed  confirmed  in  and  to  such  lowest  bidder  at  the  time  of  the 
opening  of  the  bids,"'  then  there  is  no  discretion;  the  contract  goes  to  the 
lowest  bidder. 

173.  Discretion  Must  be  Exercised  in  Good  Faith. — The  body  or  board  or 
council  accepting  the  bids  must  determine  whether  the  lowest  bidder  is  re- 
sponsible and  shows  the  ability  and  offers  the  security  prescribed;  and  if  the 
bid  is  not  rejected  because  of  a  bona  fide  determination  of  the  lack  of  such 
qualifications,  it  cannot  be  rejected  for  other  extraneous  causes.4  The  word 
"  responsible  "  has  been  held  not  to  have  reference  to  pecuniary  ability  alone, 
but  to  have  reference  to  the  skill,  ability,  and  integrity  of  the  bidder,  and 
that  it  is  proper  to  consider  which  bidder  would  be  most  likely  to  do  faithful, 
conscientious  work.*  The  word  "responsible"  has  been  held  to  mean  the 
ability  to  perform  all  the  conditions  of  the  contract;  and  the  commissioner 
of  public  works  may  reject  a  bid,  notwithstanding  it  is  the  lowest  made, 
and  the  bidder  is  able  to  give  the  required  bond,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  such 
official,  after  due  investigation,  the  materials  customarily  used  and  the 
workmanship  exhibited  by  the  bidder  in  the  performance  of  the  kind  of 
work  required  are  poor  and  unsatisfactory. e 

The  discretion  must  be  exercised  in  good  faith  and  without  fraud  or 
collusion;7  and  such  a  power  to  dispense  with  certain  requirements  con- 
ferred upon  a  board  or  council  by  act  of  legislature  being  discretionary,  it 
cannot  be  delegated.'  The  board  cannot  exercise  an  arbitrary  discretion  in 
awarding  the  contract,  but  must  base  its  discretion  on  facts  reasonably  tend- 
ing to  support  its  determination.' 

It  seems  that  evidence  is  admissible  to  impeach  the  contract  and  show 

1  People  v:  Willis  (Sup.),  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  T  Reuting  t>.  Titusvllle  (Pa.).  84  All.  Rep. 

987;  Peeples  v.  Byrd  (Ga.),  25  S.  E.  Rep.  916;  Ross  t>.  Bd.  of  Ed..  42  Ohio  St.  874; 

677;  8taie  v.   New  Orleans  (La.)  19  So.  Hubbnnl  t>.   Sandusky,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 

Rep.  690;  Gunniog  G.  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  Rep.  688;  Van  Reipen  ».  Jersey  City  (N.  J.), 

(La.),  18  So.  Rep.  182.  83  Atl.  Rep.  740:  Gunning  G.  Co.  v.  New 

•Johnson  t>.  Duer  (Mo.),  21  S.  W.  Rep.  Orleans  (Li.).  18  So.  Rep.  182;  People©. 

800  ;  State  v.  New  Orleuns,  supra.  Town  of  Campbell,  note  8;  State  v.  Betts,  4 

•The  People  «>.  The  Crotou  Aqueduct,  C.  C.  (Ohio)  86. 

49  Burb.  259  [1867],  •  R*  Emigrant  Ind.  Sav.  Bank,  75  N. 

4Shawt?.Trentonf49N.J.Law839[1887].  Y.  88S;  but  see  People  v.  Town  of  Camp- 

•Comm.   t>.   Mitchell.   82  Pa    St.   843;  bell  (Sup.),  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  1062.  where  en- 

Hoolc  v.  Kinkead.  16  Nev.  217;  Reuting  gineer  was  aut/iorised  to  receive  proposers 

t>.  Tilii8ville  (Pa.  Sup.*,  31  Atl.  Rep.  916  and  award  contract;  and  see  Board  v.  Kemp 

•People  c.  Kent  (111.  Sup.).  43  N.  E.  (Ind.  App.),  43  N.  E.  Rep.  314. 

Rep.  760:  Peeples  v.  Byrd  (Ga  ).  25  S.  E.  •  McGovern  «.   Board  (N.  J.  Sup.).  81 

Rep.  677:   Stnte  o.  St.  Bernard,  10  Ohio  Atl.  Hep.  613;  semble,  In  re  McCain  (&  D.)f 

Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  74.  68  N.  W.  Rep.  163. 
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that  the  bid  accepted  was  not  in  fact  the  lowest  according  to  the  data  pro- 
posed as  tests,  without  alleging  a  fraudulent  collusion  between  the  bidder 
and  the  officers  awarding  the  contract.1 

174.  Bids  Rejected  but  Reconsidered  Without  a  Hew  Advertisement. — A 
common  council  which  has  rejected  all  bids  received  in  reply  to  an  adver- 
tisement for  proposals  may  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  without  readvertising 
for  new  proposals,  reconsider  the  vote  of  rejection  and  award  the  contract  to 
one  of  the  original  bidders.  It  has  been  so  held.'  It  may  be  doubted  if 
the  bidder  could  be  held  to  his  offer,  it  having  been  once  rejected  and  not 
renewed  again.  Therefore  when  the  instructions  to  bidders  required  a 
guaranty  that  the  bidder  would  not  withdraw  his  proposal  within  sixty  days, 
and  that  if  the  same  were  accepted  he  would  enter  into  a  contract  within 
ten  days  after  the  day  on  which  he  should  be  notified  of  such  acceptance,  it 
was  held  that  after  that  time,  as  against  the  bidder,  the  bid  could  not  be 
accepted;  and  it  was  further  held,  that  though  personal  notice  of  the  accept- 
ance was  intended,  and  that  though  notice  was  deposited  in  the  mail  a  few 
days  before  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days,  but  which  did  not  reach  the 
bidder  until  after  the  expiration  of  that  period,  was  insufficient  to  render 
him  or  his  guarantors  liable  for  a  failure  to  enter  into  a  contract.'  * 

A  second  advertisement  for  bidders  has  been  held  unnecessary  in  case  of 
nonperformance  by  the  original  contractor,  the  liability  of  the  contractor 
and  his  sureties  having  been  deemed  adequate  indemnity  against  additional 
expense  in  completing  the  work.  If  the  expense  has  not  been  increased  by 
fraud  and  irregularity,  an  assessment  levied  under  the  net  cannot  be  vacated 
or  reduced.4  The  fact  that  the  work  was  completed  at  an  expense  consid- 
erably exceeding  the  contract  price  does  not,  it  seems,  require  that  it  should 
havo  been  readvertised  and  relet.' 

175.  Hot  Always  Necessary  to  Rcadvertise. — When  the  lowest  bidder 
had  failed  or  refused  to  enter  into  the  contract  and  to  give  the  guaranty  re- 
quired, it  was  held  that  the  contract  might  be  awarded  to  the  next  lowest 
bidder  without  readvertising  for  bids;'  but  it  seems  that  the  next  lowest 
bidder  cannot  compel  the  award  of  the  contract  to  him.7 

There  are  cases  to  the  contrary  which  hold  that  if  the  lowest  bidder  with- 
draw his  bid  it  is  necessary  to  advertise  again,  and  not  to  award  the  contract 
to  the  next  lowest  bidder.'  The  charter  may  require  that  notice  be  given  at 
a  reletting  of  a  contract  the  same  as  at  the  first  letting,  and  the  contract  re- 
awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder,  in  which  case  it  must  be  strictly  followed.' 

1  Brady  v.  Mayor,  20  N.  Y.  812  [18591  •  Gibson  t>  Owens  (Mo.  Sup.),  21  8.  W. 

*  Ross  t>.  Stackhouse,  1 14  Iml.  200  [1887].       Rep.  1 107. 

•Haldane  v.  United  States  (0.  C.  A.)f  60  7  Stale  v.  Shelby  Co  ,  36  Ohio  St.  826; 

Fed.  Rep.  819.  see  also  Mackenzie  v  Baraga  Tp  ,  39  Mich. 

•In  re  Leeds,  53  N.  Y.  400  [1873],  Jus-  554. 

Uce  Allen  dissenting.  "Twiss    t>.   Port    Huron,   63  Mich.  528 

*  in  re  Leeds,  supra;  Brass  Foundry  [18861:  s.  a,  80  N.  W.  Rep.  177. 

Works  t>.  Parker  Co.,  115  Ind.  284,  con-         •Dillon's   Mimic.   Corp'ns  [4th  ed.],  § 
struciion  of  a  public  building.  466,  note,  and  eases  cited. 

*See  Sec.  95,  supra. 
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Some  cases  hold  that  after  bids  have  been  received  material  alterations  can- 
not be  made  in  the  contract  awarded  without  a  new  advertisement.1  * 

If  the  contractors  abandon  the  work,  the  act  of  their  surety  in  finishing 
the  building  for  the  city  as  their  agent  has  been  held  simply  the  completion 
of  the  original  contract,  and  henoe  that  the  letting  of  a  new  contract  to  a 
new  "  lowest  bidder  "  is  unnecessary.* 

If  the  contractor  has  abandoned  the  work,  a  contract  by  the  county  with 
the  subcontractor  to  pay  him  for  work  done  by  him  or  to  be  done  by  him 
was  held  not  void  if  the  work  had  progressed  so  that  in  the  judgment  of  the 
commissioners  it  might  be  completed  substantially  under  the  original  con- 
tract, and  by  keeping  in  operation  the  agencies  already  in  motion.1  Work  90 
abandoned  may,  it  seems,  be  completed  without  readvertising  or  competition 
at  fair  prices,  even  though  the  expense  considerably  exceeds  the  contract 
price/  If  the  lowest  bidder  be  allowed  to  withdraw  his  bid  on  the  ground 
of  a  mistake,  it  seems  it  is  improper  to  award  the  contract  to  the  next  lowest 
bidder.  The  work  should  be  advertised  again,  and  other  bidders  be  allowed 
to  revise  their  bids.* 

These  are  special  cases,  and  are  so  fortified  with  conditions  that  a  gen- 
eral statement  of  the  law  can  scarcely  be  made.  Indeed,  it  can  hardly  be 
desired  that  such  general  law  should  exist,  for  it  might  be  employed  as  a 
means  of  avoiding  the  statute  by  getting  a  mock  contractor  to  undertake 
the  work  wd  then  abandon  it  to  th*  merciless  grasp  of  conspirators  and 
boodlers. 

When  proposals  have  been  solicited  for  public  work  and  they  have  bean 
received,  giving  separate  bids  for  the  material  and  different  kinds  of  work 
required  in  the  construction,  one  of  which  has  been  accepted  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  when  the  structure  is  located  the  amount  to  be  paid  will 
be  determined  by  its  length  and  size  upon  the  basis  fixed  in  the  bid,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  advertise  for  new  proposals  when  the  structure  1b  located, 
even  though  it  is  considerably  shorter  than  was  the  one  bid  upon.'  And 
when  the  advertisement  and  proposal  was  for  paving  a  specified  distance 
and  the  contract  entered  into  was  to  pave  only  a  part  of  that  distance,  "or 
further  if  ordered/'  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  readvertise  for 
proposals  when  the  balance  of  the  work  was  ordered  to  be  done;  that  it  was 
covered  by  the  original  contract.7  If  the  council  resolve  to  readvertise  for 
bids  for  a  street  improvement  because  the  lowest  bid  is  in  excess  of  the 
estimate  by  the  engineer,  their  act  must  be  approved  by  the  mayor,  or 
passed  over  his  veto,  as  provided  in  the  city  charter.'     If  no  notice  to  the 

1  Dickinson  ©.  Poughkeepaie,  14  N.  T.  *  Twiss  v.  Port  Huron,  63  Mich.  528. 

Super.  Ct.  1.  'Inslev  0.  Shepard.  31  Fed.  Rep.  869 

» MoOliesney  v.  City  of  8yracuse  (Sup.),  [1887];  Brevoort  •.  Detroit,  24  Mich.  822. 

22  N.  Y.  Supp.  507.  *  Brevoort  v.  Detroit,  supra. 

9  Bass  F.  &  F.  Works  v.  Parker  County  •  Booth  «.  City  of  Bayonne  (N.  J.),  28 

(Ind.).  115  Ind.  2  14  [1888].  Atl.  Rep.  881. 

4  Matter  of  Leed*.  63  N.  T.  400. 

*  See  alio  Sec.  155-160,  eupra. 
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mayor  be  required  by  law,  a  contract  for  a  public  improvement  may  he 
awarded  legally,  without  any  notification  by  the  oomraiwionem  to  the  mayor 
of  the  meeting  when  the  award  was  made.1 

17<i.  Whether  Loweet  Bidder  eaa  Compel  am  Award  to  Himsell— 
Whether  or  not  a  board  may  be  compelled  to  award  the  contract  to  the 
lowest  bidder  ie  not  fully  settled.  There  are  numerous  decisions  partly  to 
the  effect  that  a  conrt  will  not  compel  the  city  or  its  board  to  award  the 
contract  to  the  loweet  bidder;9  that  when  a  board  is  invested  with  a  discretion, 
the  conrt  will  not  seek  to  control  it  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  bad  faith.* 
The  fact  that  the  lowest  bid  is  considerable  [11500]  greater  than  the  esti* 
mate  cost  does  not  warrant  the  inference  that  its  acceptance  was  fraudulent.4  * 

It  has  been  held  that  when  an  act  directs  municipal  officers  to  award  a 
contract  "  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  "  it  vests  discretionary  powers  in 
such  officers,  the  word  "  responsible  "  applying  not  only  to  pecuniary  ability, 
but  also  to  judgment  and  skill  of  the  contractor.*  f  Soon  officers  are  free 
from  control  so  long  as  they  act  in  good  faith,  though  they  do  act  erro- 
neously and  indiscreetly.*  The  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  commis- 
sioners if  they  have  exorcised  reasonable  care  to  advise  themselves  whether 
the  lowest  bidder  could  be  depended  on  to  do  the  work  bid  for  with  ability, 
promptitude,  and  fidelity,  and  in  good  faith  concluded  that  he  could  not, 
though  the  oourt  be  satisfied  that  such  oonoluskm  was  erroneous/  or  that 
tbey  have  been  indiscreet.*  A  board  of  publio  works  is  better  qualified  to 
determine  what  bid  for  a  public  work  should  be  accepted  than  a  eourt  of 
chancery  can  be,  and  the  court  will  interfere  only  where  the  chancellor  oan 
see  that  the  board  has  either  acted  in  violation  of  law  or  m  each  a  manner 
that  its  contract  virtually  amounts  to  a  fraud.* 

The  lowest  bidder  is  usually  held  to  acquire  no  legal  right  to  compel  by 
mandamus  that  the  contract  shall  be  awarded  to  him  when  discretionary 
fewer  has  been  conferred  upon  the  commissioners."  The  fact  that  a  bidder 

"Terrell*.  Strong  (Sup.),  85  N.Y.Supp.  Diet.  (HI.  Bup.),  4*    N.  S.    Hep.   US; 

1000;  see  also  Barber  Aaph.  P.  Co  v.  Uil-  Wright  *.  Com'rs,  6  Mont  89. 

man  (Mo.  Sup.),  88  S.  W.  Rep.  458.  «  Booth  v.  City  of  Bayonne  (N.  J.  8opA 

•  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns,   $  83,  note,  28  All.  Rep.  881. 

and  many  cases  died.  «  Interstate,  etc.,  Co.  e.  Olty  ef  Phila, 

•Kelly  ».  Chicago,  69  HI.  879  [1871];  (Pa.)f  80  Art.  Rep.  888;  Douglass*.  Con* 

Douglnss  9.  Common  wealth,  108  Pa.  St.  monwea'th,  108  Pa.  8t.  559. 

559 ;  Howlett  v.  Directors,  5  Ohio  St  885;  •  Douglass e.  Commonwealth,  106  Pa.  St. 

T1856];   People  v.  Croton  Aq.  Board,  49  559. 

Barb.  959;  Kindlcy  0.  Pittsburgh,  82  Pa.  '  State  ».  Village  of  8t.  Bernard,  10  Ohio 

At.  b5l ;  see  also  Grant  v.  Common  Council  Oir.  Ct.  R.  74. 

(Mich.),  53  N.  W.  Rep.   997;  Coram,  e.  8Findley  e.  City  of  Pittsburgh,  88  Pa, 

Mitchell,  82  Pa.  8t.  848;  Hoole  «.  Kinkead.  St.  351. 

16  Nev.  217;  Weed  t>.  Beach,  56  How.  Pr.  •  Johnson  *.- Sanitary  Diet,  of  Chicago, 

(N.  T.)  470;  People  v.  Contracting  Bd.,  27  58  111.  App.  306. 

K.  Y.  378,  88  N  Y.  882;  State  v.  Bd.  of  »•  15  Amor.   6  Sag.   Ency.    Law  1097; 

Ed.,  42  Ohio  St.  874:  People*.  Kent  (Dl.)f  State  *.  Kendall,  15  Neb.  263;   State*. 

48  N.  B.  Rep.  760:  In  re  McCain  (8.  D.),  Dixon   Co.   (Neb.).   37  N.  W.  Rep.  986; 

68  N.  W.  Rep.  163;  Johnson  t>.  Sanitary  State  v.  McGrath.  91  Mo.  886;  ant  sssDo- 

*  See  Chap.  I.,  Sees.  50-56,  supra,  and  428-429,  infra,  as  to  proof  of  fraud. 
f  See  Bee.  178,  supra. 
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was  the  lowest,  and  has  been  reported  to  the  common  council  as  such,  does 
not  establish  a  binding  contract  with  a  city  until  approved  and  ratified  by 
the  common  council,  as  required  by  law. '  * 

When  a  charter  provides  that  the  contract  shall  be  "let  to  the  lowest 
reliable  and  responsible  bidder/'  it  requires  public  officers  to  exercise 
discretion  and  determination,  and  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  courts 
wonld  not  issue  an  injunction  to  prevent  an  award  of  a  contract  to  one  who 
was  not  the  lowest  bidder.1  The  facts  must  be  made  to  appear  sufficiently 
to  show  that  they  bring  the  case  within  the  officers'  discretion,  and  that  it 
was  exercised  in  obedience  to  law. ' 

177.  Public  Officers  may  be  Enjoined  from  Illegally  Awarding  Contract — 
It  is  well  settled  that  any  taxpayer  can,  or  if  a  taxpayer  be  the  lowest  bidder 
he  can  himself,  bring  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  contract 
illegally  awarded.4  The  lowest  bidder  can  do  this  though  he  is  prompted 
by  other  considerations  than  his  liability  to  excessive  taxation.9  So  where  a 
council  merely  finds  that  the  one  to  whom  the  contract  was  awarded  was 
"the  lowest  and  best  bidder"  without  finding  any  facts  which  rendered 
another,  who  was  apparently  the  lowest  bidder,  not  the  lowest  bidder  in 
fact,  the  performance  of  the  contract  will  be  enjoined." 

The  discretion  vested  in  commissioners  will  be  controlled  by  the  courts 
only  when  necessary  to  prevent  fraud,  injustice,  or  the  violation  of  a  trust; ' 
and  the  mere  fact  that  the  commissioners  awarded  the  contract  to  one  not 
the  lowest  bidder  is  insufficient  to  establish  the  charge  that  they  acted 
fraudulently  or  illegally.8 

If  public  officers  are  about  to  award  a  contract  without  advertising  for 
bids  as  required  by  law,  or  if  a  contract  has  been  let  in  violation  of 
the  law,  a  court  of  equity  will  prevent  the  execution  or  performance  of 
the  contract  at  the  instance  of  any  taxpayer.  The  allegation  and  proof 
of  fraud  will  cause  an  injunction  to  issue  to  restrain  the  awarding  of  the 


troit  P.  P.  Co.  ©.Auditors,  47  Micb.  185; 
Slate  v.  Supervisors  York  Co.,  17  Neb.  648; 
People  t>.  Bd.  of  Ed.,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  892; 
Mayo  v.  Hampden  Co.  Coram'rs,  141  Mass. 
74;  People  t>.  Campbell,  72  N.  Y.  496; 
Deckraan  f>.  Oak  Harbor,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
Rep.  409;  Stnte  .«.  Scott,  17  Neb.  686; 
People  «.  Cn»ton  Aq.  Board,  26  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  240;  Rabling  t>.  Board  of  ComirTrs 
(Ind.  Sup.),  40  N.  E.  Rep  1079;  eases  col- 
lected 14  Anier  &  En.fi:.  Ency.  Law  210, 
note  6:  Enst  River  Gas  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  93 
N.  Y.  557;  Times  Pub.  Co.  «.  City  of  Ev- 
erett (Wash.).  87  Pac.  Rep.  695. 

1  Smith  v.  Mayor,  10  N.  Y  504;  and  see 
Walsh  «  New  York,  118  N.  Y.  142;  and  see 
also  United  States  v.  Lamont,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
97. 

9 15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1096 ; 
and  see  Grant «.  Common  Council  (Mich.), 


51  N.  W.  Rep.  997. 

8  Commonwealth  t>.  City  of  Philadelphia 
(Pa.  Sup.),  85  All.  Rep.  195. 

4  Board  f>.  Gillies  (Ind.).  88  N.  E.  Rep. 
40;  and  see  Christian  v.  Dunn  (Com  PL), 
8  Kulp.  820 :  Wood  v.  Pleasant  Ridee,  12 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  177;  Coinra'rs  t>. 
Templeton.  51  Ind.  266. 

*  Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Everett  (W«sh  ),  87 
Pac.  Rep.  695  ;  semble.  People  t>.  Contract- 
ing Board,  88  N.  Y.  382 ;  and  see  Peeples 
t>.  Byrd  (Ga.).  25  8.  E.  Rep.  677. 

•  Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Everett  (Wash.),  87 
Pac.  Rep.  695. 

'  Terrell  t>  Strong  (Sup.),  85  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1000  ;  Johnson  v.  Sauitary  Dist.  (111.  Sup.). 
45  N.  E.  Rep.  213. 

»  Terrell «.  Strong  (Sup.),  35  N.  Y.  Supp, 
1000. 


•See  Sec.  188,  infra. 
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contract ; '  and  injunction  seems  to  be  the  proper  reiLcdy/  though  not  a 
necessary  remedy,  it  seems.  If  a  taxpayer  has  before  the  commencement  of 
the  work  notified  the  contractors  that  he  would  contest  the  legality  of  the 
proceedings  under  which  they  were  acting,  he  is  in  a  position,  after  they 
Lave  completed  the  work,  to  ask  that  the  placing  of  a  lien  on  his  property 
f  Dr  the  cost  of  construction  be  enjoined.1 

It  has  been  held  that  when  a  contract  was  awarded  to  a  bidder  who  was 
only  $200  higher  than  the  lowest  bid,  only  $30  of  which  was  to  be  paid 
by  the  city,  and  the  mistake  was  one  of  judgment  merely  and  not  inten- 
tional, it  did  not  warrant  the  intervention  of  the  attorney-general.4  It 
lias  been  held  to  be  illegal  to  divide  the  work  between  the  highest  and 
lowest  bidder.9 

178.  What  Remedies  a  Bidder  May  Have. — Contractors  before  demanding 
the  rights  of  the  lowest  bidder  under  the  charter  of  a  city  or  a  special  act  of 
legislature  should  make  sure  that  the  law  requires  the  contract  to  be  given 
to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder.  They  should  have  taken  pains  to  conform 
strictly  to  the  notices,  instructions,  and  ordinances  made  in  regard  to  the 
work/  A  statute  conferring  the  entire  control  of  the  work  for  procuring 
a  water-supply  upon  water-commissioners,  and  directing  them  to  give  public 
notice  for  proposals,  but  which  does  not  require  them  to  let  the  work  to  the 
lowest  bidder,  was  held  to  give  the  commissioners  full  discretion  as  to  the 
acceptance  or  rejection  of  all  sealed  proposals.7  When  public  officers  have 
exceeded  their  powers  and  deprived  the  lowest  bidder  of  his  lawful  rights  to 
the  award  of  a  contract,  the  question  very  naturally  comes  up  as  to  what 
remedies  he  has  to  recompense  him  for  the  loss  and  the  injustice  he  has 
suffered.  There  arc  a  few  cases  to  the  effect  that  if  the  bidder  can  show 
that  he  is  legally  entitled  to  tho  contract  under  the  terms  of  the  act,  he  may 
enforce  the  award  by  mandamus  although  the  contract  has  been  awarded  to 
another  party.  The  lowest  bidder  must  have  used  reasonable  diligence  in 
asserting  his  rights  and  have  done  nothing  to  waive  his  rights.8 

There  are  decisions  to  the  effect  that  the  bidder  has  no  ground  for 
mandamus,  as  he  has  no  cause  of  action  and  no  clear  legal  rights  until  the, 
contract  is  made  and  concluded.*     In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that  if  the 

1  Smith  v.  Phila.,  2  Brews.  (Pa.)  448;  Water  Com'rs  of  Jersey  City  (N.  J.  Sup.) 

Follmer   v.  Nuckolls   Co.,  6   Neb.   204;  28  All.  Rep.  424. 

Schumm  v.  Seymour,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  148.  8  Wiggins  t>.  Philadelphia,  2  Brews.  (Pa.) 

'Hoffman   v.  Board  (Mont.),   44   Pac.  444;  State  v.  York  Co.  Com'rs,   18  Neb. 

Rep.  978.  57 ;  Weed  v.  Beach.  56  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 

•Brace,  C.J.,  and  Sherwood  and  Rob-  470;  State  v.  Bart  ley  (Neb.),  70  N.    W. 

in  son,  JJ.,  dissenting.—  Verd  in  v.  City  of  Rep.  367. 

St  Louis  (Mo.  Sup.),  88  S.  W.  Rep.  480.  1  Flemmingc.  City  of  Suspension  Bridge, 

8ee  also  Dibble  v.  New  Haven  (Conn.),  56  92  N.  Y.  368  [1888]. 

Conn.    199,  where  the  building  committee  8  Boren  «.  Com'rs  of  Darke  Co.,  21  Ohio 

had  been  instructed  by  vote  to  let  work  to  St.  811  [1871]  ;  Wood's  Master  and  Servant 

lowest  bidder;— no  injunction  was  granted.  (2d  ed.)  162. 

4  Attorney-General  v.  Detroit,  26  Mich.  •  People  f>.  Croton  Aq.  Board,  26  Bart* 

268 :  and  see  Attorney  General  v.  Boston,  (N.  Y.)  240;  Weed  v.  Beach,  56  How.  Pr. 

123  Mass.  460.  (N.  Y.)  470 ;  Kelly  t>.  Chicago.  62  111.  27fc 

'  McDermott    v.   Board    of   Street  and 
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lowest  responsible  bid  be  rejected  and  any  other  be  accepted,  the  action  of 
tjie  board  may  be  controlled  by  mandamus  without  doing  violence  to  the 
rule  that  in  matters  involving  judgment  and  discretion  the  board  cannot 
be  controlled  by  mandamus  proceedings.  The  lowest  bidder  must  show  a 
clear  legal  right  in  himself.1  Another  case  holds  that  even  when  a  bid  for 
public  work  has  been  accepted,  and  the  contractor  has  a  clear  right  to  the 
contract,  yet  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  the  commissioners  to  execute 
the  contract;  that  the  proper  remedy  is  an  action  against  the  city  for 
damages.*  It  has  been  held  that  the  lowest  bidder  had  no  right  of  action 
-at  law  against  the  city  to  recover  profits  which  he  might  have  made  had  his 
bid  been  accepted.1 

A  recent  case  decides  that  the  provision  in  a  city  charter  that  contracts 
for  public  work  shall  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  reliable  and  responsible 
bidder  is  not  for  the  benefit  of  a  bidder  for  such  work,  but  to  protect 
the  property-holders  and  taxpayers,  and  therefore  the  lowest  reliable  and 
responsible  bidder  has  no  such  vested  or  absolute  right  to  a  compliance 
with  such  provisions  of  the  statutes  as  will  entitle  him  to  maintain  a  suit 
to  enjoin  their  violation  by  public  officials;  that  the  presentation  by  a  reliable 
and  responsible  bidder  of  the  lowest  bid  to  officials  whose  .duty  it  is  to  let 
the  contract  to  the  lowest  reliable  and  responsible  bidder,  but  who  have 
the  right,  under  the  statute,  to  reject  all  bids,  and  who  have  given  notice 
in  their  advertisement  for  bids  that  they  reserve  the  right  to  reject  any  and 
all'  bid 8,  does  not  constitute  an  agreement  that  they  will  make  a  contract 
for  the  work  with  such  a  bidder;  nor  does  it  vest  in  him  such  an  absolute 
right  to  the  contract  as  will  authorize  a  court  of  equity,  at  his  suit,  to 
compel  the  officials,  or  the  municipality  they  represent,  to  enter  into  a 
contract  for  the  work  with  him,  when  they  are  about  to  award,  or  have 
awarded,  it  to  a  higher  bidder.4 

Whether  mandamus  will  lie  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  and  an 
allegation  by  the  board  of  public  works  that  no  appropriation  exists  to  cover 
the  expense  of  the  works,  and  that  they  have  changed  the  design  and 
character  of  the  work  to  be  done,  and  have  decided  that  the  public  interests 
required  that  the  work  should  be  readvertised  and  let  under  proposals 
framed  in  accordance  with  such  alterations,  was  good,  and  a  discretion  they 
might  properly  exercise.5 

A  refusal  to  approve  the  contract  on  the  ground  that  the  work  was  to  be 
done  with  a  certain  brand  of  material  named,  when  it  appears  that  the 
contractor  has  furnished  samples  of  material  of  the  kind  and  quality 
required  and  named,  and  that  the  contract  has  been  made  with  reference  to 
such  samples,  is  technical  and  without  foundation;  but  when  the  contract 

1  State  t>.  Bd.  of  Ed.,  42  Ohio  St.  374.  *  Colorado  Paving  Co.  «.  Murphy  (C.  C. 

»  People  v  Campbell,  72  N.  Y.  496.  A.),  78  Fed.  Rep.  28. 

'Talbot  Pav.  Co.  v.  Detroit  (Mich.),  07  '  People  v.  Croton  Aq.  Board,  49  Barb. 

N  W.  Rep.  979 ;  East  Riv.  G.  Lt.  Co.  «.  259. 
Donnelly,  93  N.  Y.  557. 
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has  been  given  to  another  party  and  the  work  done,  a  court  in  its  discretion 
would  not  grant  a  writ  of  mandamns  to  compel  the  city  council  to  approve 
the  contract.1 

If  the  act  undertaken  by  the  city  council  or  public  officers  is  unlawful, 
it  seems  fairly  well  settled  that  the  prosecuting  officer  of  the  state  may  file 
a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain  illegal  acts  or  have  them  corrected;  but  when  the 
officers  had  acted  in  good  faith,  and  by  an  error  of  judgment  committed 
unintentionally,  a  contract  was  let  to  a  bidder  who  was  not  the  lowest,  but 
which  iucreased  the  expense  by  $20  only,  and  the  contractor  had  incurred 
large  expense  to  carry  out  the  contract,  and  there  was  no  complaint  by 
the  taxpayers,  it  was  held  that  the  amount  was  too  small  to  warrant  any 
interference  by  the  attorney-general.* 

179.  Liability  of  Public  Officers  for  Acts  Discretionary  or  Quasi- 
Judicial;  Misdeeds  in  Awarding  the  Contract.*— It  is  a  well  settled  rule 
that  no  public  officer  is  responsible  in  a  civil  suit  where  his  acts  have  been 
judicial  or  discretionary,  however  erroneous  or  indiscreet  they  may  have 
been.  Some  cases  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  public  officers  in  their 
judicial  capacity  were  exempt  from  civil  actions,  however  erroneous  or  mali- 
cious their  acts  may  have  been.8  To  a  contractor  this  will  seem  questionable 
law — law  quite  devoid  of  justice.  The  hardships  it  promises  are  tempered 
somewhat  by  many  decisions  that  modify  this  declaration.  It  has  been  said 
that  a  judicial  officer  acting  without  corrupt  or  malicious  motives  is  not 
liable  in  damages  for  an  erroneous  interpretation  or  application  of  the  law 
and  that  this  same  exemption  embraces  his  acts  in  a  yttasi-judicial  capacity.4 
So  it  has  been  said  by  good  authority  that  certain  acts  and  duties  of  public 
officers  partake  of  the  character  of  legislative  and  judicial  functions,  though 
not  strictly  so;  but  they  may  be  so  far  of  that  nature  as  to  exempt  the 
officers  from  any  liability  for  injuries  resulting  from  their  acts. 

Among  the  duties  and  acts  that  belong  to  this  class  are  those  frequently 
required  of  engineers  and  commissioners,  such  as  the  location  of  sewers  and 
other  improvements,  the  adoption  of  plans  and  the  determination  of  dimen- 
sions and  sufficiency  of  things  which  should  be  distinguished  from  the  sub- 
sequent carrying  out  of  the  plans.  In  the  one  case  the  officers  and  city  are 
considered  as  acting  judicially,  which  excuses  it  and  them  from  liability  for 
injuries  resulting  from  errors  of  judgment,  and  perhaps  even  those  from 
negligence. *f     The  letting  of  contracts  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  has 

;  Talbot  Paving  Co.  v.  Council  of  Detroit  »  East  River  Gas  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  93  N. 

SHich.),  51  N.  W.  Rep.  933  [1892] ;  citing  Y.  557,  and  25  Hun  615  [1881]  ;  People  v. 

tate  v  Bd.  of  Ed  ,  24  Wis.  683 ;  People  Gleason  (N.  Y.).  25  N.  E.  Rep.  4,  [1890]; 

«.  Contracting  Bd.,  27  N.  Y.  878 ;  People  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  489. 

v.   Campbell,   72  N.   Y.   496;    People  «.  4  The  Muscatine  R.  Co.  v   Norton,  88 

Kent  (111.),  43  N.  E.  Rep.  760 ;  Kelly  t>.  Iowa  83  [18781. 

Baltimore.  53  Md  134.  6  Bishop's  Non-Contract  Law.    §  746  ; 

*  Dillon's  Munic.    Corp'ns   §   912    and  Kirchman  t>.  West  &  S.  T.  Ry.  Co.,  58111. 

note;  see  also  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  App.  515. 
Law  1093,  note. 

*  See  also  Sees.  844-859,  infra.  \  See  Sees.  245-8  and  844-859,  infra. 
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been  held  a  judicial  act,  for  the  erroneous  exercise  of  which  no  action  would 
lie  against  the  city.1  The  act  should  clearly  be  one  which  requires  the 
exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion  of  a  judicial  or  legislative  nature,  or 
its  corrupt  or  negligent  performance  will  create  a  liabilty  to  the  injured 
party.' 

In  New  Jersey  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  city  charter  or  act  of  legis- 
lature expressly  prohibits  the  making  of  a  contract  for  work  without  having 
previously  advertised  for  proposals  in  a  prescribed  mode,  an  award  of  a 
contract  by  a  city  official  without  such  previous  advertisement,  made 
willfully  and  with  evil  intent,  has  been  held  to  constitute  a  criminal  offense, 
and  to  render  the  officer  liable  to  indictment.  It  was  the  officer's  duty  to 
award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  and  a  charge  that 
the  officer  willfully  and  corruptly  gave  the  contract  to  a  bidder  who  had 
not  offered  the  more  advantageous  terms  was  held  to  constitute  a  criminal 
offense.* 

Neither  the  city  nor  its  board  is  liable  to  an  action  of  damages  for  refus- 
ing to  accept  the  lowest  offer  or  tender  made,  if  the  refusal  is  in  good  faith 
and  judgment/  The  duty  to  award  the  contract  has  been  held  a  duty  to 
the  public,  and  not  to  an  individual,  for  the  violation  of  which  duty  the 
statute  gave  no  action;  the  lowest  bidder  could  not  therefore  recover  profits 
he  would  have  made  if  the  contract  had  been  awarded  to  him.*  It  is  well 
settled  that  the  city  is  not  liable  for  damages  arising  from  the  rejection  of 
the  lowest  bid  by  a  department  of  public  works  intrusted  with  its  works. 
This  was  held  even  when  the  statute  declared  that  the  contract  "  shall  be  let 
to  the  lowest  bidder  at  the  time  of  the  opening  of  the  bids,  and  shall  be  forth- 
with duly  executed  with  such  lowest  bidder."  * 

Selectmen  who  have  been  directed  at  a  town  meeting  to  contract  for  a 

public  work,  "the  proposal  to  be  advertised  and  the  contract  given  to  the 

lowest  bidder,"  and  who  advertised  for  work  and  reserved  to  themselves  "  the 

right  to  reject  all  bids  if  none  were  satisfactory,"  were  held  to  be  authorized  to 

refuse  to  award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder  and  to  reject  all  bids,  and 

that  the  bidder  had  no  right  of  action  against  the  town  on  the  contract,  nor 

for  time  and  money  spent  in  making  estimates  of  the  work,  and  that  his 

rights  were  not  affected  by  a  subsequent  town  meeting  referring  the  whole 

matter  to  the  selectmen  to  build  at  the  earliest  possible  moment/ 

180.  Liability  of  Public  Officers  for  Ministerial  Acts.— If  the  duties  of 

the  public  officer  are  not  discretionary  or  of  a  judicial  nature,  he  is  liable  for 

1  Bishop's  Non-Contract  Law,  §  747.  Munic.  Corporations. 

9  Bishop's  Non-Contract  Law,  §  748.  '  Palmer  «.  Haverhill,  2  Amer.  Corp. 

1  State  v.  Kern,  51  N.  J.  Law  259  [1889].  Cas.    450;    s.    c.f    98  Mass.    487  [1868]; 

4  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp.  (4th  ed.),  ea$e§  Peeples  v.  Byrd  (Ga.),  25  S.  B.  Rep.  677; 
collected,  §  470.  Murdough  v.  Town  of  Revere  (Mass.),  42 

5  East  River  Gas  Lt.  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  98  N.  E.  Rep.  502  ;  and  tee  Audsley  v.  New 
N.  Y.  557.  York  (C.  C.  A.),  74  Fed.  Rep.  274,  where 

•  Walsh  t>.  New  York  City,  20  N.  E.  architect*  were  invited  to  submit  competitite 
Rep.  825  [1889] ;  s,  c,  118  N.  Y.  142;  and  prise  plane,  and  the  project  wu  abandoned. 
$ee   Meechem   on   Agency,  and  Dillon's 
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negligence  or  wrongdoing  to  any  one  sustaining  special  damage  in  conse- 
quence thereof.  So  held  when  the  same  powers  and  duties  which  once 
belonged  to  a  public  officer  were  bestowed  upon  a  contractor.  Contractor 
was  held  responsible.1 

When  commissioners  have  accepted  a  proposal  and  directed  a  contract 
to  be  made  with  the  bidder,  but  later  they  rescinded  the  resolution  and 
resolved  to  do  the  work  themselves  on  plans  reported  by  and  under  the 
supervision  of  a  committee,  and  to  appoint  a  superintendent  of  the  work; 
they  are  undertaking  to  carry  out  the  work  which  as  judicial  officers  they  had 
resolved  on  and  they  cease  to  act  as  officers  exercising  judicial  and  legisla- 
tive duties,*  and  become  liable  individually  for  the  consequences  of  their 
negligent  acts,  the  city  being  relieved  from  responsibility.' 

So,  too,  public  officers  intrusted  with  the  conduct  of  public  work  are  sub- 
ject to  a  personal  action  for  damages  if  they  have  willfully  exceeded  their 
powers  or  have  maliciously  or  corruptly  transgressed  their  prescribed  duties. 
The  element  of  malice  and  corruption  must  exist  when  public  officers  are 
clothed  with  discretionary  powers,  for  a  court  will  not  inquire  into  them  so 
long  as  they  are  honestly  exercised.* 

Though  the  members  of  a  common  council,  acting  judicially  in  deter- 
mining who  is  the  lowest  bidder,  are  not  liable  in  a  civil  action  or  a  criminal 
prosecution  for  their  action,  yet  such  immunity  cannot  be  evoked  by  a 
higher  bidder,  who  has  been  given  the  contract,  to  establish  the  validity  of 
the  contract;  nor  will  the  fact  that  the  council  has  audited  and  allowed  the 
claim  give  it  any  validity.*  * 

181.  Bids  Cannot  be  Recalled. — When  bids  have  been  made  and  accom- 
panied by  certified  checks,  they  cannot  be  recalled  or  withdrawn  neither 
before  nor  after  the  bids  are  opened — not  even  by  permission  of  the  public 
officers  who  have  the  work  in  charge  and  who  award  the  contract.* 

Public  officers  are  invested  with  no  discretion  to  permit  amendments  or 
alterations  of  proposals  on  account  of  any  alleged  mistake  therein,  unless 
the  fact  of  such  mistake  and  the  requisite  data  for  its  correction  are  appa- 
rent on  the  face  of  the  proposal.6  * 

182.  The  Acceptance  or  Award.— A  notice  to  the  public  of  proposed 
works,  asking  for  proposals,  is  an  invitation  for  tenders  or  a  request  for  offers, 
and  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  offer  to  be  accepted  by  the  person  who  makes 
himself  the  lowest  bidder.  The  tender  or  proposal  submitted  by  the  bidder 
must  be  accepted  before  a  contract  is  created/    Not  until  the  proposal  of  the 

1  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  84  N.  T.  389  N.  T.  557. 

[1866].  •  Kimball  v.  Hewitt,  2  N.  Y.  Supp  697 

*  Robinson  o.   Rohr  (Wis.),  40  N.  W.  [1888].    A  like  decision  was  rendered  by 
Rep.  668  [1888].  the  attorney-general  of  the  United  States  in 

•  Edwards   t>.    Ferguson,    78   Mo.    686  June.  1895. 

{1881],  and  ca*e%  cited.  « Beaver  v.   Trustees,   19  Ohio  St.  97 ; 

4 People*.  Gleason  (N.  Y.),  26  N.  E.  R.     Twiss  v.  Port  Huron,  68  Mich.  528. 
4  [1890] ;  Gas  Light  Co.  t>.  Donnelly,  93         1  Dillou   Munic.  Corp.  (4th  ed.),  §  470 ; 

•See  Liability  of  E  gineer,  Sees.  826-869,  infra. 
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bidder  is  accepted  are  the  contract  rights  created,  and  both  parties  liable  to 
damages  for  refusing  to  carry  it  out.  When  written  proposals  for  work  to 
be  done  are  followed  by  a  written  bid  and  a  written  acceptance  of  such  a  bid 
by  the  proper  authorities,  a  binding  contract  is  created  to  do  the  proposed 
work.1  * 

183.  What  Constitutes  an  Acceptance  of  the  Proposal  or  an  Award  of  the 
Contract. — A  bid  made  according  to  advertisement  and  accepted  by  the 
proper  authority  creates  a  contract  of  the  same  force  as  if  a  formal  contract 
had  been  written  out  and  signed  by  the  parties.9  The  award  of  a  contract  to 
the  lowest  bidder  creates  a  binding  contract  on  behalf  of  the  city  to  subse- 
quently execute  a  contract,  for  a  breach  of  which  the  city  is  liable  in  damages 
to  the  bidder.1  The  record  of  the  proceedings  of  a  school  board,  signed  by 
the' secretary  thereof,  reciting  a  resolution  to  accept  the  bid  of  one  of  its  own 
members  to  furnish  supplies,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  contract.4  The 
acceptance  must  be  in  the  terms  of  the  proposal,  without  changes  or  modifi- 
cations of  the  contract,  plans,  or  specifications.  An  acceptance  in  other 
terms  is  but  a  counter  offer,  and  it  may  invalidate  the  offer  unless  the  change 
be  agreed  to  by  the  bidder.6  *  A  bidder  will  be  entitled  to  refuse  to  sign,  and 
be  justified  in  so  doing,  when  the  formal  written  contract  presented  for  his 
signature  contains  stipulations  not  in  the  advertisement  proposal  and 
records.9  If  he  does  sign  the  agreement  he  will  be  bound  by  it,  the  bid 
being  held  to  be  merged  into  the  formal  contract.7 

If  the  acceptance  is  unqualified  and  no  new  terms  are  contemplated,  it  is 
irrevocable  and  binding.  A  subsequent  notification  that  the  acceptance 
was  reconsidered  is  no  defense  to  an  action  on  the  contract.*  If  the  bid  be 
regularly  made  and  it  is  the  lowest,  the  acceptance  .of  it  creates  a  vested 
right  to  the  contract,  which  cannot  be  taken  away  by  subsequent  legislation 
without  just  compensation.* 

A  lowest  bidder  to  whom  the  contract  was  awarded  does  not,  by  accepting 


Doyle  v.  Dusenberg,  74  Mich  79:  Howard 
v.  School,  78  Me.  231  [1886]  ;  Spencer  v. 
Harding,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  561  [1870] ;  tee  2 
Engineering  Magazine  481-487 ;  Forster 
v.  Ulman,  64  Md.  523. 

1  Wiles  v.  Hoss  (Ind.),  16  N.  E.  Rep.  800 
£1888],  114  Iud.  371  [18871 ;  Jackson  v.  N. 
Wales  Ry.  Co.,  1  Hall  &  T.  75;  s.  c,  6  Ry. 
Cas.  112.  A  schedule  of  prices  for  work 
and  materials  signed  by  the  parties  has  been 
held  not  to  be  a  written  contract  for  the 
erection  of  a  building.  Eyser  v.  Weisger- 
ber  2  Iowa  468. 

•  Garfelde  v.  United  States,  93  U.  9.  242 ; 
Lewis  v.  Brass,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  667  [1877] ; 
The  Guardians  v.  McLoughlin,  4  Ir.  Rep. 
C.  L.  457  [18561. 

8  Lynch  «.  City  of  New  York  (Sup.),  87 


N.  Y.  Supp.  798  ;  Gt.  Northern  R.  Co.  «. 
William,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  16. 

4 Alexander  v.  Johnson  (Ind.  Sup).  41 
N.  E.  Rep.  811. 

'Tuttle  v.  Love.  7  Johns.  fN.  Y.)  470; 
Highland  Co  v.  Rhoados,  26  Ohio  St.  411  ; 
Howard  v.  Indus.  Sc»i.  78  Me.  230; 
Hughes  v.  Clvde.  41  Ohio  St.  339:  and  »ee 
Martine  v.  Nelson,  51  III.  422;  Lovd'a 
Building  and  Buildings  93. 

•Highland  Co.  v.  Rhoades,  26  Ohio  St. 
411.     w 

7 Taylor*.  Fox,  16  Mo.  App.  527;  terri- 
ble, Kimberly  v.  Dick,  41  L  J.  Ch.  88 
[1871]. 

8 Safety  Insulated  Wire  and  Cab'e  Co.  e. 
Baltimore  (C.  C.  A.),  66  Fed.  Rep   140. 

9  In  re  Protestant  Epis.  School,  58  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  161. 


*/8w  Law  of  Contracts,  Bees.  88-97,  supra. 
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a  return  of  the  deposit  made  by  him  with  his  bid,  after  he  had  notice  that 
his  bid  had  been  rejected,  and  after  he  had  protested  against  reletting  the 
work,  and  the  commissioner  had  readvertised  the  proposals  for  bids, 
thereby  waive  his  right  to  insist  upon  performance  of  the  obligation  created 
by  the  acceptance  of  his  bid. ' 

An  acceptance  of  a  bid  in  writing  which  states  that  a  contract  shall  sub- 
sequently be  entered  into  is  a  conditional  acceptance,  and  binds  both  the 
bidder  and  the  acceptor.'  Though  the  acceptance,  may  not,  with  the  bid, 
constitute  the  contract,  it  has  been  held  to  give  the  bidder  a  legal  right  to 
the  contract  if  he  complies  with  the  requirements  imposed  in  the  advertise- 
ment/ An  act  passed  by  the  legislature  subsequent  to  the  award  of  con- 
tract, but  prior  to  its  formal  execution,  changing  and  fixing  the  plans  of  the 
work,  cannot  affect  the  validity  of  the  contract.4 

It  has  been  held  that  the  fact  that  it  was  contemplated  that  a  written 
agreement  should  be  executed  did  not  prevent  the  proposal  and  its  accept- 
ance from  becoming  a  complete  contract.5  When  it  is  announced  in  the 
advertisement  that  a  formal  contract  will  be  prepared  and  signed,  or  the 
proposal  is  made  dependent  upon  such  a  contract  being  entered  into,  then 
the  acceptance,  it  seems,  does  not  create  the  contract ;  at  least  it  has  been 
held  that  the  work  might  be  abandoned  altogether.6  * 

Public  officers  and  owners  will  save  trouble  if  they  always  make  the 
acceptance  of  a  proposal  conditional  on  the  bidder  signing  a  contract  of  the 
prescribed  form  and  furnishing  approved  sureties  for  the  execution  and 
completion  of  the  work. 

Whether  an  acceptance  of  a  proposal  creates  a  contract,  or  whether  it  is 
a  subsequent  contract  to  be  entered  into,  is  a  question  of  intention  of  the 
parties  when  the  proposal  was  made  and  the  acceptance  communicated/ 
If  the  acceptance  be  made  "subject  to  the  signing  of  a  formal  con  tract," 
or  "snbject  to  the  preparation  and  approval  of  a  written  contract,"  it  must 
be  taken  for  what  it  says,  and  no  different  intention  can  be  shown.8 

If  the  bid  be  conditional,  the  condition  must  be  performed  before  the 
contract  can  be  completed.* 

The  fact  that  the  owner  or  his  architect  said  to  one  of  the  bidders,  "You 
are  the  lucky  man,"  has  been  held  merely  a  recognition  that  he  is  the  lowest 

» Lynch  «.  City  of  New  York  (Sup.),  87  46  N.  E.  Rep.  887 

N.  Y  Supp.  798.  7  Lewis  t>.  Brass,  L.  R.  8  Q  B.  D.  667  ; 

•Crossly  v.  Maycock,  L.  R  18  Eq.  180.  Crossly  v.  Maycock,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  180. 

•  Hughes  v.  Clyde,  41  Ohio  St.  839 ;  8  Winn  v.  Bull.  L.  R.  7  Ch.  Div.  29 
Lewis  v.  Brass,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  D.  667  :  see  [1877]  ;  and  see  Coram'rs  v.  Petch,  10  Ex. 
ate?  The  Guardians  v.  McLoughlin,  4  Ir.  611,  and  Spencer  «.  Harding.  L.  R.  5  C. 
Rep  C.  L.  457  [1856].  P.  561 ;  Mainprice  v.  Wesley,  6  B   &  S. 

*In  re  Protestant  School,  58  Barb.  (N.  420.     And  see  oilier  English  cases  in  Em- 

Y)161.  den's  Law  of    Building,  etc,  pp.  58,  59; 

•  Adams  v.  United  States,  1  Ct.  of  01.  but  see  Eadie  t>.  Addison,  52  L.  J.  Ch  80. 
192  47  L.  T.  548,  contra. 

•Municipal  Sig.  Co.  r.  Holyoke  (Mass  ).  •  Howard  v.  School.  78  Me.  280. 

*  &e  8ecs.  171, 176.  supra  ;  and  see  Sec.  797,  infra. 
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bidder,  but  not  equivalent  to  awarding  the  contract  to  him.1  And  when  the 
engineer  informed  a  bidder  in  writing  that  his  tender  was  accepted,  and  that 
intimation  was  confirmed  by  the  directors  of  the  company  upon  his  attend- 
ance at  one  of  their  meetings,  no  document  being  executed  accepting  the 
tender  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  binding  at  law,  and  the  project  was  after- 
wards abandoned,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  could  not  compel  the  com- 
pany to  execute  a  contract,  nor  could  he  recover  from  them  the  loss  he  had 
sustained  in  preparing  for  the  works." 

A  bid  properly  made  under  valid  and  regular  proceedings  and  once 
accepted,  and  the  contract  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder,  is  good  always.1 
A  contract  so  made  cannot  be  destroyed  by  the  rescission  of  the  ordinance  by 
the  council;4  but  if  the  ordinance  has  not  been  legally  passed,  any  aud  all 
proceedings  under  it  are  invalid,  and  a  contract  under  such  an  ordinance 
gives  a  contractor  no  rights  to  recover  damages  for  refusing  him  the  work.5 
A  written  proposal  and  an  oral  acceptance  thereof  have  been  held  not  to 
constitute  a  written  contract."  But  a  written  bid  and  a  verbal  acceptance 
by  a  managing  receiver,  and  a  signing  of  the  specifications  and  plans  by  the 
bidder  and  the  company's  architect,  have  been  sustained  as  a  binding  con- 
tract.7 Proceedings  which  consist  of  opening  bids  and  awarding  the  work, 
without  stating  the  amount  of  the  bids  submitted,  or  the  sum  for  which 
the  work  was  awarded,  have  been  held  sufficient  to  authorize  the  con- 
tract.* 

Where  a  contractor's  bid  for  the  construction  of  a  building  is  accepted, 
and  the  terms  of  the  building  contract  are  left  to  be  stated  in  a  writing 
subsequently  entered  into  by  the  parties,  that  writing  is  the  highest  evidence 
of  the  terms  of  the  building  contract* 

The  proceedings  of  public  officials  in  opening  the  bids  and  awarding 
contract  is  such  business  as  should  be  overt  and  open  to  public  inspection. 
Frequently,  therefore,  the  bidders  are  invited  to  be  present  when  the  pro- 
posals are  opened. 

When  the  charter  requires  that  bids  shall  be  opened  on  the  day  named 
in  the  notice,  or  on  such  subsequent  day  as  the  council  might  adjourn  to, 
and  provides  that  the  "council  shall  determine  which  proposal  is  most 
favorable,"  it  does  not  require  the  determination  of  such  question  at  the 
meeting  at  which  the  bids  are  opened.10 


1  Leskie  v.  Haselline,  155  Pa.  St.  98. 
4  Jackson  v.  The  N.  W.  Ry.  Co..  1  Hall 
ATwelleR.  'JS  [1848]. 
a  Lewis  v.  Bra  8,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  Div.  667. 
4  Baird  t>.  Mayor,  23  N.  Y.  254. 

*  Baird  «.  Mayor,  88  N.  Y.  254  :  but  see 
Carey*.  JE.  Saginaw  (Mich.),  44N.W.  Rep. 
168.  [18901,  where  contract  was  not  in 
writing  and  sealed,  as  charter  required. 

•  Specht  v.  Stevens  (Neb),  65  N.  W.  Rep. 
879;  accord,  Bruce  v.  Pearsall  (N.  J.),  34 
Atl.  Rep.  982. 


1  Girard  L.  Ins  Co.  v.  Cooper,  16  Supp. 
Ct.  Rep.  879 

8  Megrath  v.  Gil  more  (Wash  ),  39  Pac. 
Rep.  131. 

•Town  of  Hamilton  ©.  Chopard(Wash.), 
87  Phc.  Rep.  472. 

10  Lilienthal  v.  City  of  Yonkers  (Sup). 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  and  see  People  v. 
Yonkers,  89  Barb  (N.  Y.)  266.  See  also 
Mavor  v.  Keyser(Md).  19  Atl.  Rep  706, 
and  People  v.  C  rot  on  Aq.  Bd.,  26  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)240. 
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If  the  bidder  has  made  a  mistake  and  withdraws  his  proposal  after  it 
has  been  accepted,  he  may  be  held  liable  to  the  owner  for  what  the  work 
costs  in  excess  of  his  bid.1  Fraud  or  false  misrepresentations  by  the  owner 
or  his  authorized  agents  as  to  the  character  of  the  work  undertaken,  and 
an  immediate  notification  as  soon  as  discovered  by  the  bidder,  will  relieve 
him  from  his  original  offer,  as  it  would  also  from  the  contract.' 

The  mere  fact  that  a  party  is  the  lowest  bidder,  and  knows  that  fact, 
•does  not  constitute  an  award  to  him  of  such  contract  under,  an  act  regulat- 
ing the  letting  of  work  upon  competitive  bids,  which  provides  that  "if  the 
lowest  bidder  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  within  five  days  after  due  notice  that 
the  contract  has  been  awarded,  to  execute  the  same,  the  deposit  made  by 
him  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  city."  *  * 

184.  Bid  to  Furnish  Materials. — If,  in  answer  to  an  advertisement  for 
proposals  to  supply  goods,  to  furnish  materials,  or  to  perform  work,  a  bidder 
submits  a  bid  offering  to  furnish  the  materials  or  do  the  work  in  such 
quantities  or  at  such  times  as  may  be  ordered,  which  bid  is  accepted,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  bidder  is  bound  to  supply  the  goods  or  perform  the 
work  when  ordered  although  there  is  no  binding  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
acceptor  to  take  or  order  anything,  and  that  there  is  sufficient  consideration 
for  the  bidder's  promise.4  If  this  is  good  law  and  the  bidder's  offer  cannot 
be  recalled  or  revoked,  contractors  and  materialmen  will  do  well  to  limit 
their  proposals  as  to  quantity  and  time,  so  that  they  may  not  be  compelled 
to  carry  a  stock  of  materials,  or  hold  themselves  in  readiness  to  perform 
-such  a  contract,  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time. 

If  the  dealer  or  manufacturer  is  bound  to  furnish  materials  when  ordered, 
it  would  seem  that  there  would  be  a  reciprocal  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
one  inviting  the  bids  to  order  from  the  bidder  what  materials  he  required 
or  purchased  during  the  period  named.  So  it  has  been  held.5  A  contract 
to  furnish  stone  "at  such  times  and  in  such  quantities  as  may  be  requited" 
"was  construed  to  refer  to  the  needs  of  the  work  or  service.6 

A  contract  to  furnish  materials  in  which  the  quantities  were  stated  as 
"more  or  less/'  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  materials  should  be  delivered  in 
such  quantities  "as  shall  be  directed  by  the  treasurer  and  according  to  the 
specifications  and  the  requirements  of  the  treasurer  under  them,"  and  pay- 

1  Lewis  «.  Brasi,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  667.  4  Gt.  Northern  Ry.  Co.  p.Witham,  L.  R. 

»  Martine  c.  Nelson,  fil  III.  422.  9  C.  B.  16  [18731. 

'Erving  v.  City  of  New  York  (N.  Y.  5  Levey  t>  N.  Y.  Central  U.  Co  ,  24  N. 

App),  20  N.  E.  Rep.  1101,  affirming  16      Y.  Supp.  124. 

N.  Y.  Supp.  612.  6  Mueller  v.  United  States.  19  Ct.  of  CI. 

581. 

•The  form  of  Insttuctions  to  Bidders  has  been  made  more  comprehensive  than  or- 
dinary work  will  require,  but  it  is  submitted  that  frequently  circumstances  exist  where 
they  all  may  have  a  bearing,  and  conditions  will  arise  which  may  he  met  by  the  clauses 
here  given. 

If  the  circumstances  do  not  require  the  use  of  all  the  clauses  given,  the  engineer  or 
architect  may  omit  such  clauses  as  seem  unnecessary  by  and  with  the  advice  or  consent 
•of  the  company's  or  owner's  legal  adviser. 
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ments  were  "to  be  made  upon  the  engineer's  certificate  that  the  quantities 
have  been  delivered  as  per  requisition  and  in  accordance  with  the  specifica- 
tions/9 the  words  more  or  less  always  following  each  statement  of  quantity, 
was  held  to  be  a  contract  for  only  what  materials  were  needed,  and  that  no 
damages  could  be  recovered  for  not  taking  the  quantities  stated  in  the 
specifications.1 

If  proposals  are  made  for  certain  materials,  as  the  stone  in  an  old  struct- 
ure  about  to  be  torn  down,  specifying  no  limitations  or  qualifications,  an 
unconditional  acceptance  thereof  has  been  construed  a  contract  for  all  the 
materials  specified  [stone].1 

185.  Form  of  Proposal  for  Public  Work. 

PROPOSAL 

Fob  the  Construction;  Erection;  for  Improving,  Removing,  and 
Building;  to  Furnish  all  the  Labor,  Tools  and  Materials; 

to  Furnish  and  Deliver,  to  Exavacate,  etc.  etc near, 

or  on,  or  over Street,  Way,  or  River  at 

City,  Town  of ,  County  of ,  State  of • 

Country. 

To  the  Chief  Engineer,  Architect,  or  Surveyor. 
To  the  Board  or  Commissioner  of  Public  Works. 
Dear  Sir  or  Gentlemen. 

We ,  the  President,  Secretary,  Treasurer,  and  General  Man- 
ager of Company,  a  corporation   duly  authorized  by  act  of 

Congress  or  Legislature ,18  . . .,  to  contract  and  to  do  such 

other  business  as  is  required  under  the  annexed  contract. 

The  undersigned  do[es]  hereby  declare  : 

1.  Not  in  Arrears  or  Default.— -That  I,  [We  or  the Company,] 

am  [are  or  is]  not  in  arrears  to  the Company,  City,  or  State, 

•upon  debt  or  contract  or  by  default  as  surety  or  otherwise.  , 

2.  Capacity  to  do  Work.— That  I,  [We  or  the Company  or 

Firm,]  have  [has]  been  regularly  engaged  in  contract  work  or  in  build- 
ing or  in  the  erection  of of  the  class  of  work  required  by  the 

annexed  contract  and  specifications  for years,  and  that  I  [We  or  it] 

respectfully  invite  attention  to  the  following  works  that  have  been 

erected  by  me  [or  us  or  the  said Company],  and  respectfully 

refer  to  the  following  parties  for  whom  I  [We  or  it]  have  performed 
construction  work:  The  Now  York  and  Brooklyn  Bridge,  erected 
1870-1883,  for  the  New  York  and  Brooklyn  Bridge  Trustees,  cost 
$15,000,000  ;  Office  Building  for  The  Manhattan  Life  Insurance  Co., 
16  stories,  67  ft.  by  125  ft.,  72  Broadway,  New  York,  1893;  etc.  etc. 

3.  No  Help  from  Engineer's  Office.— That  this  estimate  and  proposal 
submitted  has  been  prepared  without  any  assistance  from  any  person 
belonging  to,  employed  by,  or  holding  office  in  the  Engineering  [Ar- 
chitectural] Department,  or  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  the 


1  Collmeyer  t.  Mayor.  88  N.  Y.  116.  *  Thorn  c.  Comm'rs.  32  Beav.  490. 


§  185.]  BIDS  AND  BIDDERS.  187 

4.  No  Employee  or  Officer  Interested. — That  no  member  or  delegate 

,  nor  any  person  acting  for  or  employed  by  the  Department  of 

Public  Works  of  the  City,  [State,  or  United  States,]  nor  any  person 
appointed  by  virtue  of  any  city  ordinance,  [legislative  act,  or  act  of 
Congress]  relative  to  the  work,  is  directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  this 
proposal  or  in  the  supplies  or  works  to  which  it  relates,  or  in  any  portion 
of  the  profits  thereoi  contrary  to  the  ordinance  or  laws  of  the  City, 
[State,  or  United  States ....]. 

5.  Bidder  is  the  only  Person  Interested. — That  I  [We,  the 

Company,]  am  [are,  is]  the  only  partyfies]  interested  in  this  proposal  or 
in  the  contract  proposed  to  be  taken;  that  it  is  made  without  any  con- 
nection with  any  other  person  or  persons  making  any  proposal  for  the 
same  work,  and  that  it  is  in  all  respect  fair  and  without  collusion  or 
fraud. 

5\  Bidder  alone  Interested. — And  I  [We,  or  the Company],, 

of City, County, State,  do  further  declare 

that  I  [We  or  It]  am  [are  or  is]  the  only  person [s],  party  or  parties 
interested  in  this  proposal,  and  that  no  other  person  than  the  person 
herein  named  has  any  interest  in  this  proposal  or  in  the  contract 
proposed  to  be  taken. 

6.  Ordinance,  Charter,  or  Act  Examined. — That  I  [We]  ha\e  examined 
and  am  [are]  familiar  with  the  Ordinances....,  [Acts  of  Legislature, 
Act  of  Congress,  or  Charter  of  the  City  or  Company,]  mentioned  in  the 
Advertisement  and  Instruction  to  Bidders,  annexed,  and  relating  to  the 
work  in  question,  and  will  undertake  to  conform  to  such  laws,  ordi- 
nances, and  charter. 

7.  Locality  Examined  and  Quantities  Estimated. — That  I  [We],  with 
our  Engineer,  have  personally  examined  the  location  of  the  proposed 
work,  and  have  satisfied  myself  [ourselves]  as  to  the  amount  and  charac- 
of  the  work  and  materials  necessary  to  complete  the  work  according  to 
the  annexed  plans,  specifications,  and  contract. 

8.  Terms  and  Prices. — That  I,  [We]  the  undersigned,  further  declare 
that  I  [We]  have  carefully  examined  the  annexed  form  of  contract, 

prepared   by ,  and   that  I  [We]  will   contract  to  provide  all 

necessary  machinery,  tools,  apparatus,  and  other  means  for  the  con- 
struction and  do  all  the  work  called  for  by  the  said  contract  and 
specifications  and  furnish  all  materials  called  for  in  the  bill  of  quan- 
tities, contract,  and  specifications  in  the  manner  therein  prescribed 
and  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  Engineer,  as  therein  pro- 
vided, upon  the  following  terms  and  for  the  following  sums  [prices], 
to  wit : 

Item  (a) $ Item  (b) $ Item  (c) . $ 


8\  That  I  [We]  [the  said  Company],  undersigned,  do  hereby  offer  to 
perform  the  whole  of  the  work  and  furnish  all  materials,  labor,  watch- 
men, implements,  tools,  and  machinery  of  every  description  necessary 
for  the  perfect  construction  and  completion  of  the  work  contemplated 
in  the  annexed  specifications,  in  accordance  with  the  plans,  specifications, 
contract,  etc.,  which  have  been  examined  by  me  [us]  at  the  office  of 
the  Engineer,  and  to  conform  to  all  the  conditions  appended  hereto  at 
and  for  the  prices  given  in  the  attached  schedule. 
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Approximate 
Quantities. 


2,000  cub.  yds. 
500  cab.  yds. . . 

420  cub.  yds. . . 

If  required.... 
100  cub.  yds. . . 
If  required.... 
147,000  lbs 

4,800  lbs 

2,000  ft 

11,800  lbs 

152,000  F.B.M. 

1,500  lbs 

8 


Description. 


Slashing,  clearing,  close  cutting, 
and  grubbing 

Excavations,  all  kinds,  in  any 
soil,  including  all  incidentals 
and  refilling 

Masonry,  in  abutment  and  wing 
walls,  including  newels,  set  in 
Portland  cement 

Masonry,  in  piers  for  trestle-bents, 
set  in  Portland  cement 

In  12-inch  cedar  piles 

In  concrete  foundations 

In  timber  for  platforms 

Steel  in  main  girders  and  wind 
bracing 

Wrougbt-iron  standards  for  side- 
walk guard 

Wrougbt-iron  gas-tube  for  side- 
walk guard 

Cast-iron  handrail  standards 

Timber  decking 

Sheet  lead.  

Ornamental  lamps  fixed 

Etc.,  etc.,  etc. 


Denomination. 


Per  acre 


Per  cubic  yd, 


n 


ii 


Per  lineal  ft.. 
Per  cubic  yd. 
Per  M.  B.  M. 


Per  lb, 


41 


Per  foot 

Per  lb 

Per  M.  B.  M. 

Per  lb 

Each 


Price. 


[Written  out.] 


[Figures.] 


9.  Special  Terms  and  Prices. — For  all  lumber  used  for  sheeting  and 
shoring,  but  left  in  place  by  order  of  the  Engineer,  the  sum  of . . . .  .... 

per  M  feet,  B.  M. 

For  all  extra  work  not  included  in  the  above  items,  by  written  order 
of  the  Engineer,  the  various  prices  set  against  the  following  several 
items : 

Laborers per  day. 

Single  teams  and  drivers per  day. 

Double  teams  and  drivers per  day. 

First-class  masons * per  day. 

"        "     blacksmiths per  day. 

Helpers per  day. 

Foremen per  day. 

For  all  extra  work  done  and  extra  materials  furnished  by  written 
order  of  the  Engineer,  not  contemplated  by  this  contract,  the  actual  cost 
of  said  work  and  materials,  as  determined  by  the  Engineer,  plus  fifteen 
(15)  per  cent,  of  said  cost. 

For  all  earth  excavation  of  extra  depth  below  grade,  made  by  written 

order  of  the  Engineer,  except ,  the  sum  of per  cubic 

yard. 

10.  Prices  Include  Everything. — The  above  prices  are  to  include 
the  cost  of  doing  all  other  work  required  by  the  contract  and  specifi- 
cations or  appertaining  thereto. 

10\  What  Prices  Include. — The  prices  named  are  to  include  [cover] 
any  and  all  work  and  materials  that  may  be  necessary  to  connect  the 
work  done  with  the  adjoining  work  in  a  proper  and  workmanlike  man- 
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ner,  and  in  accordance  with  the  plans,  sections,  and  profiles  prepared  by 
the  Engineer,  and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  specifica- 
tions attached,  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  city,  and  under  the 
direction  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Engineer,  at  the  following  rates, 
to  wit : 

10".  Prices  Include  Everything. — The  prices  are  to  cover  all  expenses 
of  every  kind  involved  in,  or  incidental  to,  the  completion  of  the  con- 
tract, including  any  claims  that  may  arise  through  delay  from  any  cause 
in  the  performance  of  the  work  thereunder. 

11.  Delivery.  —  The  prices  are  also  to  include  the  delivery  of  all 
materials  on  the  wharf,  or  at  the  works,  or  at  the  structure,  etc.,  on 
the street,  river,  way,  of  the  city  of 

12.  Samples  Submitted. — The  bidder  pursuant  to  the  [annexed]  in- 
structions to  bidders  has  prepared  and  herewith  submits  the  following 
samples  of  materials  and  workmanship,  the  equal  of  which  he  will 
undertake  to  furnish  throughout  the  execution  of  the  work  according 
to  the  contract  and  specifications.  The  samples  are  marked  as  follows  : 
Sample  302  C.— Rock-faced  Gray  Limestone,  16"  X  20"  X  36". 
Sample    12   B. — Test  Specimen,    Basic   Open-hearth   Steel ;    Tensile 

Strength lbs  ;  Reduction  Area per  cent;  Elongation 

ins.  in inches.    Etc ,  etc ,  etc. 

13.  Commencement  of  Work. — I    [We,  the  said Company], 

undersigned,  will  commence  the  work  within  ten  days  of  the  execution 
of  the  contract,  and  will  prosecute  the  work  to  completion  within  the 
limit  of  time  hereinafter  named,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
and  provisions  of  the  contract. 

14.  Time  to  Complete.  —  I  [We,  the Company]  will  require 

working  days  from  the  date  of  commencement  to  complete  the 

whole  of  the  work. 

15.  Liquidated  Damages. — I  [We,  the Company]   will  pay 

the  sum  of dollars,  liquidated  damages,  for  each  and  every 

day  that  the  contract  is  unfulfilled  after  the  time  mentioned  for  com- 
pletion in  the  contract,  the ....  day  of ,  189 . . 

16.  To  Keep  in  Repair. — I  [We,  the Company]  undersigned, 

also  agree  to  maintain  in  complete  repair  the  whole  of  the  works  under- 
taken in  this  contract,  and  all  roads,  ways,  streets,  etc.,  interfered  with 
or  required  to  be  rebuilt  in  the  construction  of  the  works,  for  a  period 
of  twelve  months  after  the  complete  performance  of  this  contract. 

17.  Limit  of  Awards. — Notwithstanding  I  [We,  the Com- 
pany] have  proposed  for  several  sections  of  the  work  advertised,  it  is 
my  [our]  wish  that  the  total  work  awarded  to  me  [us]  shall  be  limited 
to dollars,  and  to  be  not  less  than dollars. 

18.  Certified  Clieck. — Accompanying  this  proposal  is  a  certified  check 

[accepted  bank  cheque]  for  the  sum  of dollars  [$        ],  as  called 

for  in  the  advertisement,  instructions,  or  notice  to  bidders;  and  it  is 
hereby  agreed  and  understood  that  in  case  of  refusal  or  failure  to  exe- 
cute the  contract  and  furnish  the  bond  hereto  annexed  with  the 

City  [Company  or  State],  within  ten  days  after  the  acceptance  of  this 

firoposal,  the  said  check  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  said City 
Company  or  State]  as  liquidated  damages  for  such  failure,  and  that  all 
contract  rights  acquired  by  the  acceptance  of  this  proposal  shall  be 
forfeited,  and  all  obligations  assumed  by  the  parties  in  connection  there- 
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with  shall  be  released  and  mutually  rescinded ;  that  if  this  proposal  be 
rejected  or  the  contract  awarded  to  another  party  the  certified  check 
shall  be  returned  to  the  undersigned  within  three  days  after  such 
rejection. 

18\  Certified  Check.— Accompanying  this  proposal  is  a  certified  check 


the  undersigned  shall  fail  or  refuse  to  execute  the  contract  and  furnish 
a  bond,  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  instructions  to  bidders, 
hereto  appended,  within  the  time  provided  by  said  notice;  otherwise 
the  said  check  shall  be  returned  to  the  undersigned  within  three  days 
after  the  date  set  for  opening  the  bids. 

19.  Sureties  Offered. — In  case  this  proposal  is  accepted  by  the 

Messrs resident 

of and resident 

of are  offered  as  sureties  for  the  faithful  execu- 
tion of  the  contract. 

19\  Consent  to  Become  Surety. — If  this  proposal  be  accepted  and  the 
contract  awarded  to  me  [us]  [the Company]  I  [we,  the Com- 
pany] hereby  agree  to  furnisn  approved  sureties  for  the  construction  of 
the  said  works  and  to  execute  the  contract  and  bond  therefor  in  the 
form  attached,  and  according  to  the  general  conditions  forming  a  part 
thereof,  within.. .  days  after  being  notified  so  to  do  by  the  engineer; 
and  in  the  event  of  default  or  failure  on  my  [our]  part  in  any  par- 
ticular or,  for  any  cause  whatever,  the  said shall  be  at  fiberty 

to  accept  the  next  lowest  bid  or  any  bid,  or  he  [it]  may  readvertise  for 

proposals,  and   I   [we]    hereby  agree   to   pay  to  the  said the 

difference  between  the  above  proposal  and  any  greater  sum  which  they 
[it]  may  be  obliged  to  pay  by  reason  of  such  default  or  failure,  in 
eluding  the  cost  of  any  advertisement  for  new  bids,  and  to  pay  the 

attorney  of  the  said the  cost  of  the  preparation  of  such 

contract  and  bond,  which  is  hereby  fixed  at  ten  dollars ;  and  to 
indemnify  and  save  harmless  the  said  corporation  and  officers  from 
loss  and  damage,  cost,  charges,  and  expense,  with  which  they  may  suffer 
or  be  put  to  by  reason  of  any  such  default  or  failure. 

And  I  [we]  propose  Mr of 

and  Mr. 

of as  sureties 

who  are  willing  to  become  bound  with for  the  due  performance 

of  the  said  contract. 


Signature  \ , Address 


We,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  offer  [consent]  to  become  bound  for 

the  above-named in  the  annexed 

Bond  for  the  fulfillment  of  any  contract  for  any  of  the  works  named  in 

the  annexed  specifications  which  may  be  awarded  to 

at  the  prices  herein  above  set  forth. 

Signature  of  Sureties  X 
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20.  Signatures,  Addresses,  and  Date. — Signature  of  Person,  Firm, 
or  Corporation  making  proposal : 

Post  Office  Address 

Dated 

The  full  names  and  residences  of  all  persons  interested  in  this  pro* 
posal  [as  principals]  are  as  follows  • 


[None*.— Give  Christian  names  as  well  as  surnames,  and,  in  case  of  corporations,  sign  name 
of  President,  Treasurer,  and  Manager.  The  names  of  bidden  will  be  made  public ;  out  the 
names  of  all  parties  interested  with  them,  being  required  for  the  information  and  guidance  of 
the  Board  only,  will  not  be  made  public] 


21.  Oath  as  to  Statements.- 

City  of  

County  of 

State  of .    

The  undersigned, , 


being  duly  sworn,  say  that  the  several  declarations  and  matters  stated 
in  this  proposal  are  in  all  respects  true. 

[Signed] 


Residence 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this 

day  of A.D.  189. .,  at 

,  N.  P.orJ.P. 

[Nones. -This  affidavit  must  be  made  by  the  person  or  persons  bidding  for  the  contract ;  In 
case  of  a  firm,  by  each  and  every  member  of  the  firm.] 

22.  Bond  for  Execution  of  Contract. — 
Know  all  Men  by  these  Presents, 

That  we are  held  and 

firmly  bound  unto  the  City  of [State  or  Company]  in  the 

sum  of dollars,  lawful    money  of    the  United   States  of 

America,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  The  City  of [State  or  Company], 

its  successors  and  assigns,  as  liquidated  damages,  for  which  payment, 
well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals  and  dated  the day  of 

in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety 

Whereas,  the  siiid 

ha made  a  proposal  to  the  City  of [State  or 

Company], bearing  date  the day  of one  thousand 

eight  hundred  and  ninety ,  and  annexed  hereto  : 

Now  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  said 

shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  acceptance  of  the  said  proposal,  well 
and  truly  execute  the  contract  in  accordance  with  said  proposal,  then 
this  obligation  shall  be  of  no  effect ;  otherwise  it  shall  remain  in  full 
force  and  virtue. 

(Seal) 
(Seal.) 
•Signed  and  sealed  in  ) 
the  presence  of       f 


CHAPTER  VII. 

BIDS  AND  BIDDERS.     WORK  FOR  PRIVATE  PARTIES 

186.  Lowest  Bidder  on  Private  Work.  Owner  may  Adopt  such  For- 
malities and  Make  such  Requirements  as  he  Pleases. — Advertisement  and 
proposal  for  private  work  are  less  formal  and  ceremonious  than  for  publio 
work,  but  many  of  the  instructions,  conditions,  and  stipulations  given  herein- 
before, with  slight  modifications,  will  do  for  private  work  if  an  owner  desirea 
to  have  public  competition.  It  is  more  usual  for  a  private  owner,  and  even 
companies,  to  invite  by  letter  such  contractors  and  builders  as  they  desire  to 
entertain  proposals  from,  to  make  bids.  The  expense  of  printing  blank 
forms  of  proposals,  specifications,  and  contracts  is  then  saved,  the  engineer 
or  architect  keeping  on  file  at  his  office,  and  open  for  the  inspection  of  the 
bidders,  the  specifications  and  plans  and  general  contract  form  to  be  used, 
with  his  estimate  of  the  quantities.  Sometimes  three  or  four  sun-print 
copies  are  made  to  enable  more  bidders  to  estimate  or  to  give  a  few  bidders, 
more  time  to  make  their  estimates. 

The  forms  presented  heretofore  for  public  work  are  so  elaborate  and 
complete  that  the  author  deems  it  hardly  necessary  to  submit  a  new  set  of 
forms  for  private  work,  but  recommends  that  the  clauses  of  the  public  form 
be  used  in  so  far  as  the  owner  and  architect  consider  it  pertinent  and 
desirable,  such  modifications  being  made  as  seem  necessary  to  make  it  con- 
form to  private  needs  and  ends.  The  important  questions  that  arise  in 
advertising  for  public  work  and  the  award  of  the  contract,  and  all  questions 
as  to  what  the  owner  or  proprietor  may  or  may  not  require,  what  he  may 
include,  whether  or  no  he  secures  competition,  and  to  whom  or  how  he 
awards  the  contract  do  not  arise  in  private  work,  except  as  they  have  been 
made  matters  of  agreement  between  the  owner  and  the  bidders.1  The 
owner  can  adopt  his  own  methods  in  soliciting,  receiving,  and  accepting  pro- 
posals; can  make  whatever  rules,  conditions,  and  restrictions  he  sees  fit;  can 
make  any  amount  of  work  and  trouble  for  the  contractors  who  in  good  faith 
go  to  the  expense  of  preparing  estimates,  plans,  and  specifications;  and  may 
then  award  them  or  not,  as  he  pleases,  and  to  whom  he  pleases.  The  owner 
may,  it  seems,  appropriate  and  make  use  of  the  fruits  of  their  labors  with-. 

1  English  cases  in  Emden'a  Law  of  Buildiug,  etc.,  p.  59,  note. 

192 


§  187.] 


BIDS  AND  BIDDERS. 


193 


out  any  thoughts  of  recompense,  without  a  grain  of  remorse,  and  if  it  be  a 
a  church  society,  without  sacrificing  a  pennyweight  of  piety. 

187.  In  Absence  of  Agreement  or  Pledge,  Owner  may  Exercise  his  Own 
Preference. — As  just  stated,  the  rights  of  the  lowest  bidder  on  private  work 
are  confined  to  those  created  by  agreement.  He  has  no  rights  except  such 
as  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  owner,  and  if  there  is  no  contract  expressed  or 
implied,  then  the  lowest  bidder  has  no  claims  to  the  contract,  and  the  pro- 
prietor is  under  no  obligation  to  award  it  to  him.  In  the  absence  of  a 
pledge  or  definite  understanding  betweeu  the  partios  that  the  lowest  bidder 
shall  be  employed  to  do  the  work,  the  owner  may  exercise  his  own  judgment 
and  give  personal  preference  in  determining  whose  offer  he  shall  accept. 
He  is  not  liable  to  one  whose  offer  is  rejected  for  the  time  and  labor 
employed  by  him  in  examining  the  plans  and  specifications  to  prepare  him- 
self to  make  his  offer.1  The  owner  may  inquire  into  the  fitness,  skill, 
integrity,  and  sobriety  of  the  respective  bidders.9 

To  establish  any  claim  against  private  parties  an  agreement  to  award  the 
contract  to  the  lowest  bidder  must  be  clearly  proven.'  The  agreement  need 
not,  it  seems,  be  in  writing,  and  its  proof  may  be  largely  established  by  the 
acts  of  the  parties  and  by  supplemental  promises.4  If  there  is  anything  in 
the  invitation  for  proposals  that  shows  an  undertaking  to  accept  the  offer 
of  the  lowest  bidder,  then  the  person  inviting  the  bids  may  be  holden  to  his 
agreement,*  and  the  testimony  of  other  bidders  may  be  admitted  to  show 
the  statements  made  to  them  by  the  architect  and  the  owner  respecting  the 
terms  under  which  the  bids  were  made.' 

The  mere  fact  that  valuable  services  are  rendered  does  not  raise  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  person  for  whom  they  were  executed,  even  though 
at  his  request,  if  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  rebut  the  inference  that 
compensation  was  expected  to  be  received  or  paid.  In  the  case  of  architects 
putting  in  bids  for  the  construction  of  buildings  or  of  engineers  for  the  con- 
struction of  bridges  or  other  works,  and  furnishing  plans  and  specifications 
therefor,  unless  the  parties  calling  for  bids  expressly  agree  to  pay  for  such 
plans  and  estimates,  there  can  be  no  contract  implied,  for  there  is  nothing 
in  the  circumstances  that  shows  that  pay  was  expected  to  be  received  or 
given,  except  through  the  possible  benefit  to  the  parties  performing  the 
service  in  acceptance  of  their  bids.7 


1  Topping  «.  Swords,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  609 
[18531;  tee  a/so  Reusch  v.  Amer.  Brewing 
Co.  (La.),  11  So.  Rep.  719. 

'Leakie  9.  Haseltine  (Pa.  Sup.),  25  Atl. 
Rep.  886 ;  State  «.  Bd.  of  Ed..  42  Ohio  St. 
874;  undies  Spencer  v.  Harding,  L.  R.  5 
C.  P.  561. 

*  Doyle  e.  Dusenberg,  74  Mich.  79. 

4 McNeil  v.  Bostou  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce (Mass.).  28  N.  E.  Rep.  245  [1891]. 

•Roacoe's  Digest  of  Building  Cases  48; 
and  ue  Allen  v.  Yaxall,  1  C.  &  K.  815 ; 


and  see  Reusch  9.  Amer.  Brew.  Ass'n,  44 
La.  Au n.  1111,  and  supra. 

•  Hucksteiu  «,  Kelly  &  Jones  (Pa.  Sup.), 
25  All.  Rep.  747. 

'  Woods  Master  and  Servant  (2d  rd.) 
108 ;  Palmer  0.  Haverhill,  98  Mass.  487, 
in  which  the  contractor  was  the  lowest 
bidder,  but  till  bids  were  rejected,  and  ;i 
was  held  he  could  not  recover ;  Topping  1. 
Swords,  1  E.  D.  S.  (N.  Y.)  609;  Buck  v. 
Amidon,  41  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  876 ;  Noury 
e.  Lord,  2  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  617. 
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If  a  contractor  will  protect  himself  against  the  loss  of  time  and  labor  in 
preparing  proposals  for  work,  he  should  insist  upon  an  agreement  with  the 
proprietor  that  the  lowest  bidder  shall  be  awarded  the  contract.  If  he  doea 
not  do  this  he  may  expect  to  make  fruitless  bids  for  work,  and  his  time  and 
trouble  be  employed  simply  to  give  the  proprietor  a  basis  on  which  to  let 
the  work  to  some  favorite  contractor  or  builder  previously  selected. 

188.  Implied  Agreement  to  Remunerate  Bidder  for  His  Labor  or  to 
Award  Contract  to  Lowest  Bidder. — It  has  been  intimated  that  if  bidders 
had  had  no  knowledge  that  the  competition  was  not  in  good  faith,  and 
could  show  that  bids  were  invited  solely  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
lowest  possible  contract  with  a  party  previously  chosen,  they  could 
recover  for  their  time  and  labor  spent  in  preparing  the  bids.  It  would  be 
almost  out  of  the  question  to  establish  such  proofs,  and  even  then  it  would 
be  doubtful  if  an  implied  contract  would  arise  in  favor  of  the  contractor.1 

Acceptance  of  a  bid  has  been  inferred  and  a  contract  implied  from  an 
owner's  conduct,  in  connection  with  evidence  of  a  usage  in  the  building  trade 
to  accept  the  lowest  bidder.  So  when  builders  were  present  at  the  opening 
of  the  bids  and  it  was  generally  understood  that  the  lowest  bid  was  to  be  ac- 
cepted, because  nothing  was  said  or  intimated  by  the  owner  or  his  agents 
to  the  contrary,  and,  acting  on  that  assumption,  the  unsuccessful  bidder* 
dined  at  the  successful  bidder's  expense,  and  all  parties  by  their  conduct 
showed  apparently  the  same  understanding,  it  was  held  to  amount  to  an 
acceptance  of  the  bid.9  The  terms  of  the  proposal  must  be  definite  and  ex- 
pressed so  that  they  show  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  subject-matter 
must  be  described.  Instructions  or  directions  to  the  bidder  to  go  on  and  do 
the  work  have  been  held  an  acceptance  when  he  had  made  a  proposal  to  da 
the  work  as  specified.8 

When  an  agreement  is  alleged  between  private  persons  that  the  lowest 
bidder  shall  have  the  contract,  but  it  is  not  proven,  and  the  contractor's  bid 
is  an  unsigned  memorandum,  without  reference  to  any  particular  building 
and  without  names  of  parties  or  specifications,  and  no  mutuality  of  obliga- 
tion is  shown,  the  contractor  has  no  rights.4  An  intimation  in  the  written 
acceptance  of  a  tender  that  a  contract  will  be  afterwards  prepared  does  not 
prevent  the  parties  from  becoming  bound  to  perform  the  terms  of  the 
tender  and  acceptance,  if  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  thereby  to  enter 
into  an  agreement,  and  if  the  preparation  of  the  contract  was  contemplated 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  in  formal  language  the  agreement 
already  arrived  at.5*    If,  however,  it  can  be  gathered  from  the  tender  and 

1  2  The  Engineering  Magnzinc  482.  *  Lewis  v.  Brass,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  D.  667; 

*  Pauling  v.  Pontifex,  20  Law  Times  126      but  $ee  Lcfunry  t>.  Stewart  (Sup.),  23  N.  Y. 
[1852].  Supp  537,  where  the  price  of  stone  named 

•  Burch  v.  Hotel  Co.,  7  Mo.  App.  588.  in  bid  was  held  to  be  the  fair  and  reason- 
4  Doyle  v.  Dusenburg  (Mich.),  74  Mich.      able  value  of  the  stone,  coming  precisely 

79  [1889].  withiu  the  bid. 

*  Bee  also  Sees.  188,  eupra,  and  796.  797,  infra. 
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acceptance  that  an  agreement  was  made  subject  to  the  preparation  and  ap- 
proval of  a  formal  contract,  then  there  is  no  agreement  independent  of  that 
stipulation,  and  it  is  by  the  formal  contract  that  the  parties  will  be  bound.1 

When  proposals  for  a  contract  are  in  writing  and  executed  by  the  parties, 
t.  e.,  have  been  made  and  accepted,  the  terms  of  the  contract  being  in  all 
respects  definitely  understood  and  agreed  upon,  and  either  party  refuses  to 
execute  the  contract,  it  seems  he  is  liable  on  the  breach  of  his  agreement  for 
the  same  damages  as  would  be  recoverable  for  an  entire  refusal  to  perform 
the  contract  after  its  execution  in  writing.*  When,  however,  the  document 
was  not  executed,  accepting  the  tender  in  such  manner  as  to  be  binding  at 
law,  the  engineer  having  merely  informed  the  bidder  that  his  proposal  was 
accepted,  which  intimation  had  been  confirmed  by  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany at  a  meeting  at  which  the  bidder  was  present,  and  the  project  was 
afterward  abandoned,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  could  not  compel  the 
company  to  execute  the  contract,  or  recover  from  it  the  loss  he  had  sustained 
in  preparing  to  do  the  work.8 

Plans  and  specifications  referred  to  in  a  call  for  bids  are  treated  as  incor- 
porated  into  and  forming  a  part  of  the  contract  as  well  as  other  matter 
referred  to  in  the  call.4  * 

A  proposal  to  receive  bids  for  certain  things  to  be  sold,  specifying  no 
limitation  or  qualification,  constitutes  a  contract  to  include  the  whole  of 
such  thing.*  This  case  arose  out  of  the  sale  of  stone  contained  in  an  old 
bridge,  and  would  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  sale  of  materials  of  an  old 
building.f 

1  Winn  «.  Bull,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  D.  29  [1877] ;  &  Twelle  75  [18481. 

ConVrs  v.  Fetch,  10  Ex.  611.  4  Woods  Iaw  nf  Master  and  Servant  (2d 

•  Pratt  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  21 N.  T.  ed.)  164;  citing  Windhorst  v.  Deeley,  2  0. 

805   [I860] ;    and    ses   Highland    Co.    v.  B.  253. 

RhoAdcs,  £6  Ohio  St.  411.  *  Verm  v.  Commissioners,  82  Bear.  490 

»  Jackson  v.  The  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Hall  [1868]. 

•  See  Sees.  214-283,  infra,  f  Sees.  18&-199  are  omitted. 
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200.  Form  of  Introduction 

CITY  OF., 

DEPARTMENT  OP  PUBLIC  WORKS. 

CONTRACT    AND   SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR  THE  IMPROVEMENT  OF 


1897. 

"  This  Agreement,  made  and  entered  into  this 

day  of in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 

ninety ,  by  and  between his  heirs,  executors,  and 

assigns  [or,  if  it  be  a  company  or  board,  their  successors  and  assigns], 

Eart ....  of  the  first  part,  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Works,  or 
y  its  Board  of  Park  Commissioners,  or  acting  by  and  through  the 

Commissioners,  by  virtue  of  the   power  Tested  in  them  by 

Chapter ....  of  the  Laws  of  189 . .  of  the  State  of , 

parties  of  the  first  part,  and  John  Doe,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  assigns,  of 

the  City  of ,  County  of ,  State  of 

,  Contractor,  party  of  the  cecond  part." 
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201.  Another  Form  of  Introduction. 

CONTRACT  AND  SPECIFICATIONS  FOB 


LETTING  NO. 


"  This  Agreement,  made  and  entered  into  this day  of 

,  189 . .,  by  and  between  the  Oity  of ,  of  the  Connty 

of ,  State  of ,  party  of  the  first  part, 

and ,  of ,  County  of. ,  State 

of ,  party  of  the  second  part,  Witnesseth : 

Wiibreas,  The  Board  of  Publio  Improvements  of  the  City  of 

,  under  the  provisions  of  Ordinance  No ,  approved 

,  and  by  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  the  said 

Board  by  the  charter  and  general  ordinances  of  the  city,  did  let  unto 
the  said ,  party  of  the  second  part,  the  work  of 


yy 


202.  Remarks  upon  the  Matter  of  Introduction. — The  form  of  intro- 
duction, date,  parties,  and  residence  have  been  dwelt  upon  sufficiently  in 
Part  I  for  all  practical  purposes.  As  stated  in  Chapter  I,  "  the  power  or 
authority  by  which  public  officers  or  agents  act  should  be  set  forth  in  the 
written  instrument,  and  the  act,  ordinance,  or  charter  under  which  the  con- 
tract is  assumed  should  be  given." 

203.  The  Mutual  Agreements  and  Undertakings— Technically  the  Con- 
siderations of  the  Contract. 

"  Now  Therefore,  In  consideration  of  the  covenants,  agreements, 
and  payments  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  performed  and  made  by  the 

said  first  party  the  said hereby  covenant(s),  agrce(s), 

undertake(s),  and  promise(s),  under  the  penalty  expressed  in  a  bond 

bearing  even  date  with  these  presents,  and  hereunto  affixed,  at 

own  proper  cost  and  expense,  to  do  all  the  work  and  furnish  all  the 
materials  necessary  to  construct  and  complete in  ac- 
cordance with  and  as  described  in  the  following  specifications  herein 
contained,  and  in  full  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  and 
stipulations  of  this  agreement." 

204.  Mutual  Agreements  between  a  Company  and  Three  Contractors. 

"  Now  These  Presents  Witness,  That  the  parties  hereto,  hereby 
mutually  contract,  undertake,  and  agree  with  each  other,  and  that  the 
said  A  B,  C  D,  and  E  P,  so  far  as  the  stipulations  and  provisions  of 
these  presents,  and  the  works,  matters,  and  things  herein  mentioned 
and  referred  to,  are  to  be  performed,  observed,  executed,  or  done  by 
them,  do  hereby  for  themselves,  and  every  two  and  each  of  them, 

covenant  with  the  said Company,  and  the  said 

Company,  so  far  as  the  said  stipulations,  provisions,  matters,  and  things 
are  to  be  performed,  observed,  executed,  or  done  by  it,  hereby  covenants 
with  the  said  A  B,  C  D,  and  E  F,  and  separately  with  each  two  and 
one  of  them,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say : " 
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205.  Mutual  Agreements  and  Undertakings— The  Consideration. 

"  WITNESSETH,  That  the  parties  to  these  presents,  each  in  considera- 
tion of  the  undertakings,  promises,  and  agreements  on  the  part  of  the 
other  herein  contained,  have  undertaken,  promised,  and  agreed,  and  do 
hereby  undertake,  promise,  and  agree,  the  parties  of  the  first  part  for 
themselves,  their  successors  and  assigns,*  and  the  party  of  the  second 
part  for and heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 
tors, as  follows :  ** 

206.  Words  Employed  to  Designate  Parties  Explained  and  Described. 

Clause:  "That  whenever  and  wherever  in  this  agreement  the  phrase 
*  party  of  the  second  part/  or  the  word  'contractor/  or  a  pronoun  in 
place  of  either  of  them,  is  used,  the  same  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to 
mean  and  intend  the  part of  the  second  part  to  this  agreement. 

"That  whenever  the  word  'engineer'  is  used  in  these  specifications 
or  in  this  contract  it  refers  to  and  designates  the  chief  engineer  of 

the ,  acting  either  directly,  or  through  the 

deputy  chief   engineer,  or  any  assistant  or  division  engineer  having 

feneral  charge  of  the  work,  or  through  any  assistant  or  any  inspector 
aving  immediate  charge  of  a  portion  thereof,  limited  by  the  partic- 
ular duties  intrusted  to  him. 

"That  whenever  the  word is  used  in  these  specifications 

or  in  this  contract  it  refers  to  and  designates  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  to  this  agreement." 

207.  Words  Employed  Extended  to  the  Personal  Eepresentatives  of  the 


Clause :  "  That  whenever  the  term '  the  city'  [or '  the  company ']  is  used 
it  shall  include  the  Mayor  and  Council  of  the  city  [or  the  directors  of 
such  company,]  their  successors  and  assigns,*  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of 

the  city  [or  "the  company  and  its  stockholders] the  party  of 

the  first  part  to  this  contract;  and  the  term  'the  contractors'  shall 

extend  to  the  persons  who  are  partners  in  the  firm  of 

and  Company,  or  if  the  contractor  be  an  individual  it  shall  include  his 
executors,  administrators,  heirs,  and  assigns/1* 

208.  Undertaking   of    the   Contractor  —  General   Description   of  the 
Work — Subject-matter  of  Contract. 

Clause :  "  The  party  of  the  second  part  will,  at own  cost  and 

expense,  and  in  strict  conformity  to  the  hereinafter-contained  specifi- 
cations, furnish  all  the  materials  (not  herein  agreed  to  be  furnished  by  the 
part. ...  of  the  first  part)  and  labor  necessary  or  proper  for  the  purpose; 

and  in  a  good,  substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner  excavate , 

do  all  other  excavation,  build  all  masonry,  and  do  all  other  work 

necessary  to  complete and  all  its  appurtenances,  from 

point  L  to  point  K,  along  the  line  shown  on  the  plan  Sheet  No ,  in 

County,  in  the  manner  and  under  the  conditions  herein 

specified." 

209.  Subject-matter  of  the  Contract. 

Another  clause:  "  The  builder  shall  at  his  own  cost  erect,  build,  and 
completely  finish,  in  a  good,  substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner,  a 
,  and  other  buildings  or  structures  upon  a  piece 

•The  word  "nsslsras"  should  not  be  used  if  the  assignment  Is  prohibited,  as  In 
clauses  Sees.  14  nod  291-396. 
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of  ground  belonging  to  the  owner  or  company,  situate,  etc.,  and  con- 
taining, etc.,  according  to  the  plans,  elevations,  and  specifications  of 
works  and  drawings  which  have  been  respectively  signed  by  the  con- 
tractor, and  by ,  the  engineer  or  architect  of   the  owner;  of 

which  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings  the  said  builder  shall  have  the 
custody  during  the  progress  of  said  work;  but  shall  deliver  them,  or 
any  of  them,  when  required,  to  the  said  owner,  or  to  his  architect  for 
the  time  being,  at  the  said  building,  for  his  inspection  and  examination, 
and  upon  the  final  completion  of  said  work  shall  deliver  them  up  abso- 
lutely to  the  owner;  and  the  builder  hereby  admits  that  the  said  speci- 
fication, plans,  and  drawings  are  sufficient  for  their  intended  purpose, 
and  that  the  work  can  be  successfully  executed  in  accordance  there- 
with, without  any  additional  or  extra  work  other  than  such  as  is  neces- 
sarily implied  therein,  or  to  be  inferred  therefrom,  upon  a  fair  and 
liberal  construction."  * 

210.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Furnish  Everything. 

Clause:  "  The  contractor  shall  provide  and  be  at  the  expense  of  all 
materials,  labor,  carriage,  implements,  tackle,  machinery,  scaffolding, 
and  other  matters,  ways,  means,  and  conveniences,  and  things  of  every 
description  that  may  be  requisite  for  the  transfer  of  the  materials,  and 
for  executing,  constructing,  carrying  on,  and  completing  the  works. " 

Clause:  "The  contractor  shall  find  all  labor,  services,  agencies,  tools, 
scaffolding,  implements,  moulds,  models,  utensils,  machinery,  cartage, 
and  power  of  every  kind  and  description  necessary  for  the  full,  safe, 
expeditious,  and  proper  performance  and  completion  of  the  works,  and 
also  all  materials,  except  those  mentioned  in  the  second  schedule  hereto, 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  company,  but  are  to  be  placed,  erected, 
and  laid  down,  and  otherwise  made  part  of  the  works,  by  the 
contractors/'f 

211.  Contractor  to  Use  Improved  Appliances. 

Clause:  "  He  shall  provide  and  use  such  modern  and  improved  appli- 
ances for  the  performance  of  all  operations  connected  with  the  work 
embraced  under  this  contract  as  will  secure  a  satisfactory  quality  of 
work,  and  a  rate  of  progress  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Engineer  will 
secure  the  completion  of  the  work  within  the  time  herein  specified, " 
etc. 

212.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Furnish  Everything. 

Clause  (long  form):  "The  contractor^]  shall  at  their  own  cost  and 
charge  provide  all  materials,  engines,  pumps,  machinery,  coffer-dams,  cais- 
sons, dredgers,  tug-boats,  barges,  diving  appliances,  hydraulic  apparatus, 
compressed-air  plant,  grouting  apparatus,  shields,  scaffoldings,  strutting, 
shoring,  moulds,  templates,  centers,  tools,  implements,  tackle,  special 
appliances,  instruments,  utensils,  and  plant  of  every  sort,  kind,  quality, 
and  description  whatsoever;  and  also  all  the  labor,  workmanship, 
carriage,  wages,  sheds,  coverings,  matters  and  requisites  whatsoever 
that  may  be  necessary  for  the  due  and  perfect  completion  of  the  several 
works  described  in  the  specification,  or  shown  upon  the  drawings,  or 
which  may  be  implied  from  them  separately  or  together,  or  from  such 
additional  drawings  and  directions  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  furnished 
by  the  engineer  or  resident  engineer,  or  may  be  submitted  to  and 

•  Bee  Sees.  286-248  and  249-251 ,  iftfra.  t  See  Bees.  260,  261,  infra. 
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approved  by  them  respectively.  All  places  wherein  any  materials  are 
being  made  or  obtained  for  the  works,  and  the  whole  of  the  processes 
connected  therewith,  and  all  other  operations  of  the  contractors  and 
any  authorized  subcontractor  or  tradesmen,  shall  be  open  to  the  inspec- 
tion and  control  of  the  engineer  and  resident  engineer,  and  of  all  per- 
sons authorized  bv  them,  at  all  times.  The  contractor^]  shall  be  held 
responsible  for  tfre  care,  protection,  and  safe  keeping  of  any  and  all 
materials  and  work  or  parts  of  work  until  its  nnal  completion  and 
acceptance." 


CHAPTER  IX. 

PLANS  AND  8PECIPICATI0Na 

WHEN    A    PART    OF    CONTRACT.      DISCREPANCIES    OB    CONFLICT    BETWEEN 
THEM    AND    THE    CONTRACT.      INSUFFICIENT    PLANS    OR    SPECIFICATIONS. 

CUSTODY  OF  PLANS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS. 

213.  Provision  that  Work   and   Materials   shall  Conform  Strietly  to 

Specifications  and  Plans,  Which  are  Made  a  Part  of  the  Contract. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  that  all  the  work,  labor 
and  material  to  be  done  and  furnished  under  this  contract  shall  be 
done  and  furnished  strictly  pursuant  and  in  conformity  to  the  follow- 
ing specifications  and  plans,  and  the  direction  of  the  engineer  as  given 
from  time  to  time  during  the  progress  of  the  work  under  the  terms  of 
this  contract  and  the  following  specifications,  which  said  specifications 
form  part  of  this  agreement." 

213a.  Specifications  and  Plans  a  Part  of  the  Contract. 

Clause:  "  It  is  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  all  the 
materials  and  work  contemplated  and  described  in  this  contract  and  in 
the  specifications  shall  be  done  strictly  pursuant  to  and  in  conformity 
with  the  following  described  specifications  and  general  plans  which  are 
attached  to,  signed  or  initialed  (or  in  strict  conformity  with  the  speci- 
fications and  general  plans  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  engineer,  a  copy 
of  [both  of]  which  has  been  [will  be]  furnished  to  the  contractor),  and 
in  accordance  with  the  detail  drawings  and  directions  which  will  be 

fiven  from  time  to  time  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  which  speci- 
cations,  general  plans,  and  detail  drawings  [and  directions]  are  hereby 
made  a  part  of  this  agreement,  to  be  equally  binding  with  the  other 
terms  of  the  contract/' 

Clause  :  "The  work  done  and  materials  furnished  shall  be  strictly 
pursuant  to  and  in  conformity  with  the  following-described  specifica- 
tions aud  plans,  which  are  attached  to,  signed,  or  initialed,  and  made 
a  part  of  this  agreement,  and  which  drawings  and  specifications  shall 
be  equally  binding  with  the  contract." 

SPECIFICATIONS. 

214.  Provision  that  Specifications  and  Plans  shall  be  a  Part  of  the  Con- 
tract.— Some  such  clause  should  be  incorporated  into  a  construction  con- 
tract and  is  necessary  to  insure  a  complete  contract.    Very  often  many  of 
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the  important  stipulations  and  conditions  of  a  contract  are  incorporated 
into  the  specifications  as  general  conditions  applicable  to  almost  any  work, 
and  they  should  be  made  a  part  of  the  contract  with  certainty.  The  plans 
showing  the  extent  and  size  of  the  work  undertaken,  the  specifications 
describing  it  and  the  materials  to  be  need,  and  the  directions  as  to  the 
performance  of  the  contract  are  a  necessary  and  important  part  of  the 
contract.  They  are  as  binding  as  are  the  terms  and  covenants  of  the 
contract.1 

If  the  specifications  are  attached  to  the  contract  and  are  expressly  made 
a  part  of  it,  they  together  constitute  the  contract,  and  a  guaranty  contained 
in  the  specifications  is  binding  upon  the  contractor.* 

215.  There  Must  be  a  Clear  Eeferenee  in  the  Contract  or  Specifications, 
One  to  the  Other,  or  They  Must  be  Physically  Joined. — If  the  parties  have 
actually  done  what  the  clause  recites  as  having  been  done,  and  have  com- 
plied with  the  requirements  stipulated,  there  can  be  no  question  that  they 
are  bound  by  the  specifications  and  plans  as  part  of  the  contract;  *  but  fre- 
quently the  specifications  and  plans  are  not  attached,  nor  signed,  nor  de- 
scribed, nor  even  referred  to  in  the  contract,  and  these  are  the  cases  which 
provoke  litigation.' 

If  there  is  nothing  in  the  contract  referring  to  or  connecting  it  with  other 
writings,  drawings,  maps,  etc.,  and  they  are  not  attached  nor  annexed  to  it, 
nor  signed,  then  they  cannot  be  made  a  part  of  it,  nor  be  introduced  to  ex- 
plain, vary,  modify,  or  change  the  contract.  They  cannot  be  connected 
with  the  contract  by  oral  evidence.4  * 

As  early  as  1806  it  was  decided  that  when  a  contract  is  contained  in  two 
separate  papers,  in  neither  of  which  there  is  any  reference  to  the  other,  the 
papers  must  be  physically  joined  or  fastened  together  in  order  to  carry  the 
signature  of  one  over  to  the  other  ;  that  to  have  the  signature  attach  to  .he 
second  paper  it  should  have  been  literally  made  a  part  of  the  one  signed. 
This  was  not  a  case  of  drawings  and  specifications,  but  of  a  memorandum  of 
an  auction  sale  by  an  auctioneer.  The  conditions  of  the  sale  were  read  in  the 
presence  of  the  party,  and  then  laid  upon  the  table  under  the  paper  upon 
which  the  names  were  subscribed,  but  not  fastened  to  it.  No  reference  was 
made  in  the  paper  signed  to  the  paper  lying  underneath,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  underlying  conditions  of  the  sale  could  not  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
memoranda  of  the  bargain,  nor  received  as  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  The 
drift  of  the  argument  and  opinions  was  that  there  was  no  connection  between 
the  papers  that  was  apparent,  either  externally  or  internally,  by  words  of 
reference  or  by  context,  and  that  therefore  parol  evidence  would  have  to 

1  Coey  v.  Lehman,  79  III.  173;  Brnggs  v.  *  Coey  v  Lehman,  79  111.  173;  Braggs  «. 

Gcdcles,  93  111.  89.  Geddes,  98  ID.  89. 

*  Lake  View  v.  MficRltchie,  134  111.  203;  4  Fortiscue  v.  Crawford  (S.  C),  10  8.  B. 

accord    Smith    «.   Flauders,     129    Mass.  Bep.    910;   but  see   Neno  Val.  Drainage 

822.  Ootnm'rs  v.  Dunkley,  4  Ch.  D.  1. 

*S$e  also  Chap.  V,  Sees.  122-131,  $upra. 
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be  resorted  to  to  connect  them,  which  was  not  allowable.1  This  is  the  law, 
and  is  supported  by  a  great  many  cases.* 

It  is  not  required  that  the  reference  be  made  in  the  contract;  it  has  been 
held  that  it  might  be  made  on  the  plans  in  the  form  of  a  memorandum,  and 
signed  by  the  parties  at  the  same  time  the  contract  was  executed.  Such  a 
memorandum  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  to  incorporate  it  into  the  con- 
tract and  to  control  the  description  in  it.* 

216.  Contract  may  Consist  of  Two  or  More  Written  Instruments.— A  con- 
tract may  consist  of  two  or  more  writings,  but  they  must  be  connected  by 
clear  reference  in  one  to  the  other,  when  parol  evidence  may  be  employed 
to  identify  the  writing  or  drawing  referred  to.*  Two  instruments  executed 
at  the  same  time  between  the  same  parties  relative  to  the  same  subject  are 
to  be  taken  together  as  forming  the  parts  of  one  entire  agreement  if  a  clear 
reference  is  made  in  one  to  the  other.4  So  far  as  referred  to,  the  specifica- 
tions become  constructively  a  part  of  the  contract/  In  an  action  by  a 
subcontractor  against  a  contractor  it  was  held  that  a  replication  or  plea 
that  work  had  not  been  completed  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications 
of  the  government  architect  was  insufficient  in  that  it  did  not  aver  that 
the  work  was  not  done  according  to  the  contract.'  The  second  writing  may 
be  the  consideration  of  the  contract  executed/  A  warranty  deed  and  a 
written  contract  executed  the  same  day  as  parts  of  the  same  transaction,  each 
being  the  consideration  of  the  other,  will  be  considered  together  as  embody- 
ing the  entire  contract,  and  all  parol  negotiations,  or  precedent  or  concur- 
rent verbal  agreements,  regarding  the  subject-matter  will  be  merged  therein.9 
The  true  meaning  of  such  a  contract  is  to  be  ascertained  from  a  study  of  all 
the  instruments  and  their  effect  upon  one  another.9 

A  letter  written  and  signed  by  a  painter,  naming  the  kind  and  quality  of 
materials  to  be  used,  and  how  they  were  to  be  applied,  is  a  specification 
signed  by  the  parties,  and  annexed  to  the  contract  it  becomes  a  part  thereof 
and  is  to  be  construed  therewith.10  If  there  are  no  plans  and  specifications 
which  describe  the  work,  the  character  of  it  may  be  shown  by  other  evidence.11 


1  Hide  v.  Whitehouse.  7  East  558  [1806]. 

•Nene  Val.  Drainage  Com  in' rs  c.  Dunk- 
ley.  4  Ch.  D.  1;  and  see  Coey  v.  Lehman, 
79  III.  173;  Brnggs  f>.  Geddes,  93  111.  89. 

*  Alabama  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oliver,  2  So  Rep. 
445  [1887];  Ceutenary  M.  E.  Ch.  v.  Cline, 
116  Pa.  St.  146:  Donlin  v.  Daegling,  80  111. 
608;  Buckmastcr  v.  Jacobs,  27  La.  Ann. 
626;  Western  v.  Pollard,  16  B.  Mou.(Ky.) 
815. 

4  Woodward  v.  Jewell,  25  Fed.  Rep.  689 

(1885];  and  see  Deobert  v.  Munic.  Elec. 
A.  Co.  (Sup.),  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  693. 

•  New  England  I.  Co.  t>.  Gilbert,  etc.,  R. 
Co.,  91  N.  Y.  153;  Cook  v  Allen,  67  N. 
Y.  578;  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  N.  Y.  140;  and 


see  White  v.  McLaren,  151  Mass.  553;  and 
Donnelly  «.  Adams  (Cal.),  46  Pac.  Rep. 
916. 

•  United  States  v.  Dixey  (C.  C).  71  Fed. 
Rep  846. 

I  Miller  v.  Edgerton(Cal.).  15  Pac.  Rep. 
894  [1888]. 

8  Carr  v.  Hays  (Ind.),  11  N.  E.  Rep.  25 
[18871. 

•  Howard  v.  Pensacola  &  A.  R.  Co.,  5 
So!  Rep.  856;  see  also  Bolles  v.  Sachs 
(Minn.),  33  N.  W.  R  p.  863  |"1887J. 

10  McGeragle  v.  Broenal  (N.  J  J,  20Atl. 
Rep.  857  [1890];  and  see  Bragg  t>.  Geddes. 
93  111.  89. 

II  Doane  College  e.Lanham,  26  Neb.  421. 


*  See  Chap.  V,  Parol  Evidence,  Sec.  122  et  seqt  supra. 
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When  the  contract  and  the  plans  and  specifications  all  fail  to  determine  the 
amount  of  work  to  he  done,  a  writing  which  was  furnished  the  contractor  to 
estimate  and  bid  upon,  and  by  which  he  made  his  proposal,  which  was 
accepted,  and  which  writing  specified  within  limits  the  amount  of  work,  is 
properly  admitted  in  evidence  as  an  accompanying  specification.1 

217.  Use  of  Parol  Evidence  to  Identify  Instruments  Keferred  To.-— If 
there  be  a  clear  reference  to  certain  plans  and  specifications  they  may  be 
identified  by  parol  evidence,  and  when  identified  they  may  be  considered  in 
connection  with  the  contract  to  determine  whether  the  contract  is  void  for 
uncertainty.'  Therefore  when  a  contract  provided  that  labor  and  materials 
shall  be  furnished  "  according  to  the  drawings  and  specifications,  which  are 
to  be  regarded  as  the  descriptive  part  of  this  agreement/' — describing  parts 
of  the  work  embraced,  and  everything  shown  on  the  plans  and  described  in 
the  specifications,  prepared  by  Mr. ,  architect,— to  identify  the  specifi- 
cations and  plans  evidence  had  been  admitted  that  they  had  been  exhibited 
to  the  contractor  before  he  entered  into  his  contract,  that  he  had  used  the 
same  and  no  others  in  the  construction  of  the  edifice,  that  none  other  had 
been  exhibited  to  or  examined  by  him,  that  all  the  materials  and  labor  fur- 
nished had  been  in  accordance  with  them,  and  it  was  held  proper,  though  it 
may  not  have  been  necessary.9  * 

218.  Flans  Exhibited  to  Contractor  when  Contract  was  Entered  Into.— 
How  far  the  mere  exhibition  of  plans  and  specifications  to  a  contractor,  or 
the  exhibition  of  maps  and  plans  by  a  vendor  of  real  estate  to  a  purchaser, 
at  the  time  of  entering  into  a  contract,  become  parts  of  the  contract,  is  well 
worth  inquiry.  If  the  contract  is  silent  on  the  subject  of  such  plans  or 
maps,  and  there  is  no  reference  in  the  plans  themselves  connecting  the  two 
together,  then  the  plans  and  maps  cannot  be  made  a  part  of  the  contract.' 
This  is  so  with  respect  to  acts  of  parliament  as  well  as  contracts.  Notices, 
plans,  and  sections  deposited  are  not  to  be  used  afterwards  in  construing  the 
act,  except  so  far  as  they  are  referred  to  and  incorporated  into  the  act  itsolf.4 
When  they  are  so  referred  to  and  incorporated  into  the  act,  effect  must  be 
given  to  them  according  to  the  act.8  However,  if  a  plan  or  map  is  exhibited 
to  a  purchaser  of  property  and  shows  certain  division  of  the  land  by  pro- 
posed roads,  the  vendor  cannot  afterwards  divide  up  the  land  in  an  entirely 
different  manner  so  as  to  attract  the  population  of  the  place  in  another 
direction  from  what  the  original  plan  would  have  done.*  Such  an  exhibi- 
tion of  a  plan  or  map  will  not  determine  the  width  of  a  street  so  that  it  can- 

1  Monmouth  Pnrk  Asa'n  *.  Warren  (N.  *  North  British  Ry.  Co.  «.  Tod.  12  CI. 

J),  27  Atl.  Rep.  033.  &  Fin.  722 ;  Benrdmer,t>.  London  &  N.  W. 

'Brgin   «.    Williams,    188   Mass.   644  Ry. .  1  Mnc.  &  G.  112 

[1885].  *  Peacock   «.    Penson,    11    Beav.    856, 

•Pry's   Specific   Performance  of  Con-  861. 
tracts,  g  910,  and  Englt$h  eases  cited. 

*8ee  Sec.  215.  supra. 
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not  afterwards  be  changed,  even  when  the  plan  was  referred  to  and  used  as 
a  description  of  part  of  the  property.1 

When  the  terms  of  a  contract  required  work  to  be  done  according  to 
plans  and  specifications  attached,  and  a  dispute  arose  as  to  how  a  part  of 
the  work  should  be  done,  the  builder  has  been  allowed  to  put  in  evidence 
a  plan  that  was  exhibited  to  him  at  the  time  he  made  the  contract  to  explain 
how  that  work  was  to  be  done,  though  it  was  not  attached  to  the  contract.1 

219.  Instruments  Keferred  to  as  Signed  or  Attached,  not  Signed  nor 
Attached. — When  the  contract  refers  to  drawings  and  specifications  as  "  made 

by  Mr. ,  architect,  and  as  being  signed  by  the  said  parties  and  hereunto 

annexed,"  and  in  fact  no  specifications  or  drawings  were  signed  or  annexed, 
the  specifications  and  drawings  are  not  a  part  of  the  written  contract ;  but 
parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  what  specifications  were  intended  to 
hold  or  were  actually  agreed  upon/  and  that  they  are  in  legal  effect  incor- 
porated into  the  contract.4 

These  decisions  should  never  be  made  an  excuse  for  not  properly  describ- 
ing papers  and  drawings  in  the  contract  so  that  they  may  be  promptly  and 
certainly  identified,  without  resorting  to  parol  evidence.  The  plans  and 
specification  should  be  annexed  or  signed  by  the  parties,  jo  there  can  be  no 
dispute  as  to  authenticity,  even  though  it  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary,  as 
was  held  in  the  following  case.  Specifications  were  referred  to  as  "  verified 
by  the  signatures  of  the  parties,"  and  which  were  to  be  "  taken  as  part  of  the 
contract,"  but  were  not  in  fact  signed,  the  contractor  having  remarked 
when  it  was  proposed  to  sign  them  that  "  it  was  not  necessary."  The  speci- 
fications were  read  over  to  him  at  the  time  of  signing  the  contract,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  specifications  were  a  part  of  the  contract  by  adoption, 
although  they  were  not  signed,  and  that  if  the  work  was  not  performed  m 
accordance  with  them  as  stipulated  in  the  contract,  and  there  was  never  a 
substantial  performance,  the  architect  was  justified  in  refusing  his  certificate.* 

Where  the  specifications  were  not  signed,  and  they  were  referred  to  only 
to  show  the  kind  and  quality  of  work  and  materials,  a  clause  therein  that 
the  work  is  to  be  "warranted  tight,  including  the  roof,  for  two  years'* 
was  held  not  a  continuing  warranty,  but  a  description  of  the  quality  of 
the  roof.* 

If  the  contract  refer  to  "  annexed  "  specifications,  but  none  are  in  fact 
annexed,  but  a  copy  of  certain  specifications  were  produced  by  the  engineer, 


1  Fry's  Specific  Performance  of  Gon- 
trnctR,  §  912. 

«Myer  v  Frtiin  (Tex.),  16  8.  W.  Rep. 
863  [1891] ;  and  sre  Cocheco  Bnnk  «. 
Berry.  52  Me.  29H;  Cook  f>.  Allen,  67  N.Y. 
578  :  New  *Rng.  Iron  Co.  v.  Gilbert  El.  R. 
Co..  91  N.Y.  153. 

•Denwest  e.  Haide,  52  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct. 
896  ri88">];  Hoftsr  f>  Hillemeier  (N.  Y.),  24 
N.  E.  Rep  807  [1890];  but  see  Donnelly  «. 


Adams  (Cal.),  46  Pac.  Rep.  916. 

4  Sutherland  v.  Morris,  45  Hun  260 
[1887];  see  also  Millstone  Granite  Co.  v. 
Dolan,  18  N.  Y.  8upp.  791  [1892];  and 
Phoenix  I.  Co.  v.  Richmond,  6  Mackey 
180J1887]. 

•Lemon  v.  Smith,  14  Daly  520  [18«8]. 

•White  v.  McLaren,  151  Mass.  558;  $ee 
also  Goddard  v.  Barnard,  16  Gray  205 ;  M. 
E.  Parish  v.  Clarke,  74  Me.  110. 
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which  he  testified  had  been  furnished  to  the  contractor,  it  was  held  that 
these  specifications  would  hold.1 

A  Michigan  case  makes  the  plans  and  specifications  referred  to,  and  to 
be  thereafter  signed,  but  which  were  not  in  fact  signed,  subordinate  to  the 
contract,  but  admitted  the  unsigned  specifications  to  show  what  kind  of  a 
front  the  building  was  to  have,  and  as  evidence  of  what  had  been  agreed  on. 
They  were  admitted  in  explanation  of  the  contract,  but  not  in  contradiction 
of  it.9  It  has  been  held  that  the  specifications  need  not  be  signed  by  the 
parties  if  they  were  otherwise  sufficiently  identified.1 

A  bond  conditioned  that  the  contractor  shall  furnish  all  materials  and 
labor  "as  specified  and  shown  on  plans  furnished  by"  the  architect  may  be 
read  in  the  light  of  such  plans,  specifications,  and  contract,  all  having  been 
executed  at  the  same  time.  Such  a  bond  requires  no  reformation  to  recover 
thereon  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.4 

A  contract  between  a  principal  contractor  and  a  subcontractor  which 
provides  that  the  specifications  annexed  to  the  principal  contract,  their 
terms  and  conditions,  shall  be  considered  "  as  if  hereto  attached/'  and  that 
the  subcontractor  should  be  subject  to  all  the  terms  and  restrictions  of  the 
principal  contract,  has  been  held  to  completely  subject  the  subcontractor  to 
all  the  provisions  of  the  principal  contract,  with  the  same  effect  as  if  they 
had  been  literally  and  bodily  incorporated  into  the  subcontract/ 

The  specifications  referred  to  must  be  followed,  and  should  not  be 
departed  from,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  superintendent/  Though 
the  contract  provide  that  work  shall  be  done  according  to  the  plans  and 
specifications,  and  such  directions  as  the  supervising  engineer  may  give,  yet 
the  contractor  is  bound  only  by  such  directions  as  will  insure  the  comple- 
tion of  the  work  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications.7  The  owner 
may  consent  to  variations  from  the  specifications.*  Another  case  is  au- 
thority for  the  statement  that  when  a  contract  refers  to  another  paper  for 
its  terms,  the  effect  is  the  same  as  if  the  words  of  the  paper  referred  to  were 
inserted  in  the  contract.9 

Papers  referred  to  are  frequently  admitted  as  evidence  to  explain  am- 
biguity, such  as  quantity  sheets  from  which  bids  were  prepared,"  or  plans, 


1  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  «.  John- 
son (Tex.).  11  S.  W.  Rep.  1118;  sembU, 
Hoae:  v.  Hillemeier  (N.  Y.),  24  N.  E.  Rep. 
807  fl890];  Texas  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rust, 
10  Fed.  Rep.  289  [1888]:  see  also  Barber  t>. 
Chicago  (III.),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  253:  New 
Eugland  I.  Co.  v.  Gilbert  El.  R.  Co..  91  N. 
Y.  158;  and  see  Schwlesau  v.  Mahon 
(Cal),42Pac.  Rep.  1065. 

*  Maxted  «.  Sevmour,  56  Mich.  129. 

1  White  t>.  McLaren  (Mas*.),  24  N.  E. 
Rep.  911  [1890].  151  Mass.  558. 

4  Watson  t>.  O'Neill  (Mont.),  85  Pac. 
Rep.  1064. 


•Brown  t>.  Decker,  142 Pa.  St.  640[1891]; 
Tonnele  t>.  Hall,  4  N.  Y.  140:  see  also 
Cook  «.  Allen,  67  N.  Y  578  ;  N.  E.  Iron 
Co.  t>.  Gilbert  E.  R.  Co..  91  N.  Y.  158; 
Ad'ard  v.  Muldoon,  45  111.  193;  Coey  ©. 
Lehman,  79  111.  173. 

•  Adlard  c.  Muldoon,  45  111.  193;  Fitz- 
gerald t>  Moran.  141  N.  Y.  419. 

•  Burke  v.  KnnsasCltv,  84  Mo.  App.  570. 
•Beswick  v.  Piatt.  140  Pa   St.  28. 

•  Adams  t>.  Hill.  16  Me.  215  [1839] ;  Foret 
t>.  Leonard  (Ala  ).  20  So.  Rep.  587. 

10Monmouih  Park  As^'ii  «.  Warren  (N. 
J.),  27  Atl.  Rep.  932  [1893]. 
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though  not  attached  to  contract,1  nor  referred  to.*  Specifications  em- 
braced in  an  advertisement  for  proposals  to  do  work  from  which  a  contract 
results,  are  the  basis  of  the  contract,  and  cannot  be  excluded  as  evidence." 
When  an  advertisement  refers  to  plans  and  specifications  as  those  at  the 
department  of  public  works,  and  the  contractor,  while  making  his  bid,  is 
shown,  by  an  authorized  agent  in  charge  of  the  city  office,  plans  called 
"  tracings/'  and  the  contract  executed  refers  to  plans  and  specifications  in 
the  same  office,  it  was  held  that  the  plans  and  specifications  shown  to  him, 
t.  *.,  the  tracings,  were  the  plans  and  specifications  forming  part  of  his  con- 
tract, and  that  the  city  was  estopped  from  denying  that  they  were  not  the 
ones  adopted  for  the  work.* 

If  the  contractor  undertakes  to  build  in  accordance  with  such  plans 
and  specifications  as  may  be  prepared  or  fixed  by  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect, he  will  be  held  to  his  agreement  notwithstanding  that  the  plans 
and  specifications  prepared  differ  materially  from  those  exhibited  to  the 
contractor  when  he  made  his  bid,  and  also  materially  changed  the  value  of 
the  work.* 

220.  Plans  and  Specifications  to  be  Registered  with  Contract.— The 
California  courts  have  held  that  plans  and  specifications  referred  to  in  a 
contract  were  such  an  essential  part  of  the  contract  as  to  require  that  they 
be  filed  for  record  under  a  statute  which  requires  that  all  building  contracts 
for  a  sum  greater  than  one  thousand  dollars  must  be  filed  for  record  with 
the  county  recorder  or  the  contract  will  not  be  enforceable,  and  that  a  neg- 
lect to  record  them  with  the  contract  was  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  by  either  party  to  the  contract.* 
A  defense  that  the  plans  and  specifications  referred  to  were  not  attached 
to  or  made  a  part  of  the  contract,  and  therefore  the  contract  was  not  filed 
in  its  entirety  as  required  by  statute,  cannot  be  made  use  of  for  the  first 
time  on  appeal.1 

Under  a  lieu  law  providing  that  a  building  shall  not  be  liable  to  lien  if  the 
contract  be  filed,  it  was  held  not  necessary  to  file  the  specifications  with  the 
contract  where  by  the  contract  the  contractor  agreed  to  do  all  the  work 
and  furnish  all  the  materials.8    So,  too,  plans  and  specifications  for  an  im- 


1  Mrer  t>.  Fmin  (Tex.),  16  S  W.  "Rep. 
868  ri89t~|:  Millstone  Granite  Co.  v.  Dolan, 
18  N  Y.  Supp.  791. 

•Whclan  t».  McCullough,  4  App.  D.  C. 
68. 

•Campbell  Co.  9.  Touts  v  (Kv.\  12  8. 
W.  Rep.  305  [1891]  :  *f>mW,  Whelan  t>. 
McCiillonirli.  4  App  D.  C.  58. 

♦City  of  Cliicaeo®.  Sexton.  107111  323, 
115  111.  280  [18851  :  accord.  Mver  n.  Fniin 
(Tex.),  16  S.  W.  Rep.  868  [18011:  Million* 
Granite  Co.  v.  Dolan  (Super.  Ct.).  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  791. 

•  Harvey  v.  United  Stat™.  8  Ct.  of  CI. 
601  ;  Cannon  v.  Wildman,  28  Conn.  472. 


•Willamette  S.  M.  Co.  v.  I>s  An<re1e9 
C.  Co.  (Cal.),  29  Pnc  Rep.  629  [18921  : 
Schwiesau  v.  Mnhon  (Cil.),  42  Par.  Rep. 
1065  :  w,  hoioen*r.  Pnrks  v.  Tfnpie(Tex.\ 
84  S.  W  Rep.  676,  where  a  failure  to  ro- 
ister wan  excused,  because  the  owner 
would  not  surrender  the  only  copy  of  the 
contract  for  recrfstry. 

'  White  v.  Fresno  Nat.  Bank  (Cal  ).  82 
Par.  Ren.  979. 

•Freedman  v.  Sandknon  (N.  J  V  31  Atl. 
Rep.  232 ;  temhie,  Mra*  t>.  Duff  (W»sh.). 
89  Pnc.  Rep  267  :  La  Foucherie  v.  KnuU 
zen  (N.  J.).  88  Atl.  Rep.  203. 
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provement  of  the  streets  of  a  municipal  corporation  need  not  be  adopted  by 
ordinance,  but  a  resolution  of  the  council  is  sufficient.1 

221.  Ordinances  and  Regulations  Referred  to  in  Contract. — A  contract 
which  recites  that  work  shall  be  done  and  paid  for  "  according  to  the  ordi- 
nance and  specifications  "  adopted  by  the  common  council,  makes  the  ordi- 
nance a  part  of  the  contract,  not  only  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  work 
shall  be  done,  but  also  as  to  how  it  shall  be  paid  for.9  But  when  a  con- 
tract provided  that  "B.  &  0.  Specifications  should  govern,"  and  the  in- 
strument referred  to  proved  to  be  a  regular  form  of  construction  contract 
containing  an  agreement  that  the  company  might  at  any  time  suspend  or 
annul  the  contract  on  giving  notice,  etc.,  it  was  held  that  this  agree- 
ment was  not  incorporated  into  the  contract,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  contractor  had  five  years  previous  signed  such  a  contract  and  worked 
under  it.* 

222.  Contract  Annexed  to  Other  Instruments  Embodies  Them. — Without 
don  bt,  if  the  plans  and  specifications  are  in  any  way  attached  or  annexed  to  the 
contract  and  as  a  part  and  parcel  of  it,  they  will  be  incorporated  into  it,  and 
if  the  contract  provide  that  the  work  shall  be  done  according  to  specifica- 
tions which  are  annexed,  the  specifications  will  hold  as  any  other  part  of  the 
contract.4  When  so  attached  to  a  contract  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  all 
previous  and  contemporaneous  agreements  as  to  changes  in  the  specifications 
are  merged  in  the  contract,  and  cannot  afterwards  be  shown  in  contradiction 
to  the  plans  and  specifications  annexed/ 

The  determination  of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  plans  and  specifi- 
cations are  a  part  of  the  contract  is  for  the  judge,  and  it  is  error  to  leave  it 
to  the  jury.  The  jury  may  determine  facts  concerning  the  execution  of  the 
contract,  'as  to  whether  the  specifications  were  or  were  not  annexed  to  the 
contract,  or  exhibited  or  read  to  the  contractor,  but  it  is  wrong  to  leave 
the  construction  of  a  written  contract  to  a  jury/  If  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
which  of  two  writings  embodies  the  contract,  both  instruments  may  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine  that  question.7 

223.  Reference  to  Specifications  and  Plans  or  to  a  ModeL— To  experi- 
enced contractors  it  will  no  doubt  seem  an  odd  question  to  raise  as  to 
whether  a  contract  can  be  made  to  erect  a  structure  according  to  certain 
definite  written  instructions  contained  in  plans  and  specifications,  when 
agreements  are  frequently  made  to  build  in  accordance  with  printed  regula- 
tions adopted  by  builders'  associations  and  trades  unions  or  after  a  model 

1  Snntn  Oruz  Pav.  Co.  t>.  Henton  'Cal.),  29  Atl.  Rep.  964. 

88  Pnc.   R*n.   693;  and  see  Brndford  t>.  *  Taylor  t>.  Palmer,  81  Cal.  341 ;  Smith 

Pontine    ail.   Snp.).  46  N.  E.   Rep.   794  f>.  Flanders,  129  Mass  822. 

nR97]  5  Coey  «.  Lehman,  79  111.  173  :  Taylor  ©. 

«8tfltPt).  Michiirnn  CHy(IndA  37  N.  E.  Pox    16  Mo.   App.   527;  McGuiuDess  «. 

Ren  1041:/M<5rt&wGoniert>  Church  (N«  h .),  Shannon,  154  Mass.  86. 

62  N.  W  Ken.  51 :  accord.  DeTCnvt>.  Bliss,  «8pence  «.  Board  of  Com're  (Ind.),  18 

42  Hun  659:  Mittnacht  t>.  Wolf.  6  Pa.  N.  E  Rep.  513T1P89]. 

gt  44  '  Wateuer  v.  Butler,  27  N.  Y.  Sapp.  880, 

•Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Oo.  *  Stewart  (Md.),  affirming  earlier  cases. 
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designated.1  If  a  builder  may  undertake  to  build  a  house  exactly  like 
another  house  in  the  neighborhood,  he  may  equally  as  well  contract  to 
build  a  structure  like  unto  certain  plans  and  specifications  which  describe 
it.  If  models  were  as  numerous  or  so  easily  changed  as  written  instruments, 
without  doubt  it  would  be  even  so  necessary  to  deposit  duplicate  models 
with  both  parties  and  to  initial  the  parts  thereof.  As  the  model  house  is 
admissible  evidence  of  the  complete  performance  of  the  contract,  so  are  the 
plans  and  specifications  good  evidence  of  that  fact.  There  must  always  be 
a  clear  reference  to  the  model  or  specifications,  and  they  should  be  so 
described  that  they  may  be  easily  identified.  The  most  convenient  method 
of  identification  is  that  of  Bigning  or  initialing  each  drawing  and  detached 
sheet,  which  is  recommended  in  all  cases. 

224.  Reference  to  Maps  in  Deeds  and  Other  Forms  of  Conveyancing. — 
Where  reference  is  made  in  a  deed  or  devise  to  a  map  or  plan  which  is  a 
public  record  for  description  of  the  property,  the  map  or  plan  will  control.1 
Such  map  or  plan  is  to  be  regarded  as  giving  the  true  description  of  the 
land  as  much  as  if  it  were  expressly  recited  and  marked  down  in  the  deed 
itself.1  The  same  is  true  if  a  reference  is  made  to  another  deed  for  the 
description  contained  in  it.*  If  the  description  in  the  deed  and  reference 
to  the  map  lead  to  absurdity,  it  will  be  presumed  that  it  was  intended  to 
confine  the  devisee  or  grantee  to  the  dimensions  there  given/ 

225.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Not  Take  Advantage  of  any  Errors 
or  Omissions  or  Discrepancies  Existing  between  or  in  the  Plans  and  Speci- 
fications. 

Clause:  "It  is  hereby  farther  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that 
in  the  event  of  anything  reasonably  necessary  or  proper  to  the  due  and 
complete  performance  of  the  works  (of  which  the  engineer  shall  be 
the  sole  judge)  having  been  omitted  to  be  shown  in  the  drawings,  or 
which  is  not  described  in  the  specification,  through  oversight  or  error, 
the  contractors  shall,  notwithstanding,  execute  and  provide  all  such 
omitted  works  and  things,  as  if  they  had  been  severally  shown  and 
described,  without  any  extra  charge,  and  according  to  the  directions  of 
the  engineer,  and  to  his  satisfaction,  subject,  however,  to  the  provisions 
contained  in  sec chap " 

226.  Provision  that  no  Advantage  shall  be  Taken  of  Errors,  Omissions, 
or  Discrepancies;  and  Engineer  to  Explain  and  Determine  their  True  Mean- 
ing and  Import. 

Clause:  "It  is  hereby  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that 
the  specifications,  drawings,  and  conditions  as  set  forth  are  intended  to 
cooperate  and  to  agree,  and  that  they  are  to  be  interpreted  so  that  any 
work  exhibited  in  the  drawings  and  conditions  and  not  mentioned  in 
the  specifications,  or  vice  versa,  are  to  be  executed  the  same  as  if  it 

1  Model,  Meincke  v.  Falk,  61  Wis.  628  4  Vaunoe  v.  Fore,  wtpra;  see  also  Dnrma 

[18841;  Ricker  t>.  Cutter,  8  Gray  248.  t>.  Horicin  I.  M.  Co.,  22  Wis.  691,  desorirh 

9  Ffnelile  v.  Sinnotf .  125  N.  Y.  683.  turn  in  an  award. 

*  Vaunce  v.  Fore,  24  Cal.  436  [1864].  »  Finelite  v.  Sinnott,  $upra 
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were  mentioned  in  the  specifications  and  set  forth  in  the  drawings, 
according  to  the  true  meaning,  spirit,  and  intention  of  the  said  draw- 
ings, conditions,  and  specifications,  without  any  extra  charges  what- 
soever;" "that  if  any  discrepancies  or  variations  appear  between  any 
of  the  drawings  and  the  specifications,  or  between  auy  of  the  several 
drawings  in  themselves,  such  discrepancies  shall  be  interpreted,  ex- 
plained, and  adjusted  by  the  engineer;  that  any  doubts  or  misunder- 
standings as  to  the  meaning  or  import  of  these  specifications,  or  auy 
obscurity  in  the  wording  of  them,  shall  be  explained  and  decided  by 
the  engineer,  who  shall  have  the  right  to  correct  any  errors  or  omis- 
sions in  them  when  such  correction  is  necessary  for  the  proper  fulfill- 
ment of  their  intention;  the  correction  to  date  from  the  time  that  the 
engineer  shall  give  notice  thereof;  and  that  all  directions  and  expla- 
nations required,  alluded  to,  or  necessary  to  a  full  completion  of  the 
work  shall  be  given  by  the  engineer."  * 

227.  Conflict  between  the  Contract,  Plans,  and  Specifications.— Generally 
if  there  be  conflict  between  the  several  parts  of  a  contract  the  court  will 
make  every  effort  to  ascertain  what  was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
the  contract  will  be  in  accordance  with  that  intention.  If  the  intention  of 
the  parties  is  legal,  it  will  govern.  If  not  incompatible  with  some  rule  or 
maxim  of  the  law  the  mutual  intention  will  prevail  always,  and  this  is 
called  the  polar  star  in  expounding  all  instruments.  The  entire  contract 
will  be  considered,  which  includes  the  plans  and  specifications  and  all  other 
writings  referred  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  complete  contract.  All  must  be 
considered  in  determining  the  meaning  of  any  and  all  of  its  parts.  Every 
part  will  be  given  such  a  meaning  as  shall  be.  consistent  with  all  the  rest 
and  in  keeping  with  the  evident  object  and  intention  of  the  parties.  As 
one  sentence  may  modify  the  meaning  of  another  sentence,  so  the  true 
meaning  of  a  paragraph  may  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  other  para- 
graphs. It  is  not  supposed  that  people  use  language  for  idle  purposes,  and 
therefore  effect  will  be  given  to  every  expression  in  the  contract  if  possible. 
The  contractor  will  be  required  to  comply  with  the  contract  in  every 
material  particular,  as  called  for  by  a  fair,  reasonable,  and  practicable  con- 
struction of  the  contract,  plans,  and  specifications  taken  together;  and  where 
there  is  conflict  in  these,  they  should  be  reconciled  in  a  practical  and 
workmanlike  manner,  so  as  to  arrive  at  the  fair  and  reasonable  intention 
thereof.1 

The  court  will,  so  far  as  possible,  put  itself  in  the  position  of  the  parties 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed,  and  consider  the  conditions  and  cir- 
cumstances nnder  which  they  assumed  the  contract  obligations.  The  sub- 
ject-matter, the  knowledge  that  the  parties  had  with  regard  thereto,  the 
object  in  view,  and  the  inducements  which  led  them  to  enter  into  the  con- 
tract may  all  be  considered  in  determining  the  uncertain  meaning  of  a 
oontract.     The  conduct  of  the  parties  and   the  practical  interpretation 

1  Lloch  «.  Paris  Lumber  Co  ,  80  Tex.  2& 
*  See  Sec.  402.  infra. 
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which  they  themselves  have  given  to  the  terms  of  their  contract  will  be 
given  great,  if  not  a  controlling,  influence  if  the  meaning  is  capable  of 
more  than  one  interpretation,  or  the  several  parts  are  in  conflict.* 

Therefore  when  the  contract  and  specifications  did  not  agree  with  the 
working  plans  or  the  working  model  furnished,  and  the  work  was  done 
under  the  direction  of  the  engineer  according  to  the  plan,  model,  or  sample 
furnished,  the  practical  construction  which  the  parties  adopted,  and  accord- 
ing to  which  the  work  was  done,  will  prevail  over  the  literal  meaning  of  the 
contract  and  specifications.1 

However,  this  cannot  be  taken  as  a  general  rule,  for  in  most  cases  words 
will  be  interpreted  according  to  their  literal  meaning,  except  when  it  is 
proved  that  they  have  acquired  an  exact  and  technical  meaning  in  trade  or 
business,  as  by  custom  or  usage,  f 

228.  Contract  Usually  Prevails  over  Specifications. — In  a  construction 
contract  it  is  the  contract  itself  which  is  usually  regarded  as  the  instrument 
by  which  the  obligation  to  perform  the  work  or  to  furnish  the  materials  is 
assumed,  and  there  is  a  tendency  to  give  greater  weight  to  it  than  to  the 
plans  and  specifications,  which  are  chiefly  descriptive  of  the  work  and  the 
manner  of  its  performance,  and  which  are  almost  always  subject  to  change 
or  modification.  When,  therefore,  the  contract  required  cornices  in  twenty- 
five  rooms,  and  the  specifications  required  cornices  in  the  halls  and  all 
rooms,  and  the  owner  selected  twenty-five  rooms  to  be  corniced,  it  was 
held  in  an  action  for  extra  work  for  running  cornices  in  the  halls  and 
storerooms  that  the  contract  rather  than  the  specifications  should  govern 
as  to  the  amount  of  cornicing  to  be  done,  and  that  testimony  was  ad- 
missible that  the  selection  of  rooms  did  not  include  the  halls  and  store* 
rooms.1  When  a  building  contract  provides  a  mode  of  determining 
extras,  and  the  specifications  referred  to  by  the  contract,  and  which  are 
made  a  part  of  it,  provide  a  different  and  inconsistent  mode  of  determin- 
ing extras,  the  contract  will  prevail.*  The  time  of  completion  has  been 
determined  by  the  contract  when  it  was  at  variance  with  the  specifica- 
tions, the  former  requiring  the  work  to  be  completed  "  without  unnecessary 
delay  as  soon  as  ordered,"  and  the  latter  "  within  three  months  from  the 
date  of  the  contract."  *  A  guaranty  as  to  capacity  or  service  of  works  will 
not  be  controlled  by  specifications  containing  statements  as  to  distance, 
dimensions,  etc/ 

1  Dist.  of  Columbia  «.  Gallagher,  134  U.  Rep.  987,  53  Minn.  59. 

8.  505  [1888];  semble  Saunders  v.  Clark,  *  Boteler  t>.  Roy,  40  Mo.  App.  284;  and 

29  Cal.  299.  ***  Williams  v.  Fitzmauricc,  8  H.  &  N. 

•Thchler  «.  Apple  (Fla.),  11  So.  Rep.  844. 

273,  80  Fla.  182.  6  Sap'e  I  Wks.  t>.  Guthrie  Center  (Iowa), 

»  Meyer  v.  Berlandi  (Minn.),  54  N.  W.  66  N.  W.  Rep.  81. 

*  As  to  what  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  contract  $ee  Chap.  V,  Sec.  123,  eupra. 
Parol  Evidence. 

t  See  Chap.  XXI..  Sees.  603-628,  infra. 
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When  the  plans  and  specifications  do  not  agree  there  seems  to  be  no 
sufficient  reason  for  giving  one  more  weight  than  the  other.  Both  are  pre- 
pared by  the  engineer,  and  each  with  the  same  care.  It  is  confessed  that 
frequently  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract  changes  are  made  in 
the  specifications  which  may  not  be  made  upon  the  plans,  because  it  may 
require  drawing  instruments,  etc.,  to  effect  the  same  changes  in  a  plan  that 
are  quickly  made  in  the  specifications  with  a  writing-pen.  One  might 
reasonably  expect  that  more  weight  would  be  given  to  the  specifications,  as 
signifying  best  the  intention  of  the  parties.  When,  therefore,  the  specifica- 
tions fixed  the  size  and  character  of  columns  for  a  structure,  it  was  held 
that  the  contractor  could  not  show  that  columns  of  a  different  size  were 
more  in  accord  with  the  plans.1 

In  cases  of  disagreement  or  apparent  disagreement  between  the  parts 
of  a  contract  the  court  will  adopt  that  construction  that  will  conform  to 
both  instruments  if  it  can  discover  such  a  construction.  Therefore  when 
there  is  a  dispute  between  the  parties  as  to  the  dimensions  of  work  the  court 
will  adopt  a  construction  that  is  consistent  with  both  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions. Where  the  specifications  required  all  walls  to  be  vaulted,  and  the  plans 
showed  them  to  be  sixteen  inches  in  width,  without  any  vaultings  or  spaces, 
it  was  held  that  the  walls  were  to  be  sixteen  inches  including  the  vault,, 
and  that  parol  evidence  could  not  be  admitted  to  explain  the  contract.* 
In  another  case  where  the  specifications  required  all  walls  to  be  plastered 
with  E.  &  Co.'s  cement,  under  the  direction  of  the  superintendent  of  E.  & 
Co.,  and  in  another  place  the  specifications  required  that  the  cement  and 
sand  should  be  mixed  in  equal  parts,  effect  was  given  to  each  requirement 
by  holding  that  the  superintendent's  supervision  applied  to  the  laying  of 
the  cement  plaster  on  the  walls,  and  that  the  contractor  was  not  justified 
in  using  a  less  proportion  of  cement  in  the  mixture,  even  though  the 
superintendent  did  assent  to  it.' 

229.  Provision  that  Engineer  May  Adopt  that  Interpretation  and  Con- 
struction Which  is  Most  Favorable  to  the  Work  and  Owner. 

Clause:  "In  case  of  repetitions,  variations,  or  discrepancies  in  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  specifications,  and  drawings,  the  interpretation 
and  determination  of  which  are  doubtful,  it  is  distinctly  understood  that 
the  engineer  may  adopt  that  interpretation  on  construction  which 
shall  secure  in  all  cases  the  most  substantial  and  complete  performance 
of  the  work,  and  be  most  favorable  to  the  city,  company,  or  owner, 
and  secure  to  it  the  most  ample  protection.* 

230.  Contract's  Terms  are  Usually  Construed  Most  Strongly  Against  the 
Party  Preparing  Them. — In  the  absence  of  an  expressed  intention  to  the 
contrary,  a  contract  which  is  capable  of  two  constructions,  or  language 

>  Linch  t>.  Paris  L  &  G.  C    (Tpx),  14         »8mith  t».  Flanders,  129  Mass.  832  [1880]. 
8.  W.  Rep.  701  [1890];  nndsfte  Williams  v.  'Fitzgerald  v.  Morun,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 

Boehan  (Super.  Ct.),  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  484.        958. 

*  See  Chaps.  XII  and  XIII.  Sees.  885-417,  infra. 
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which  is  of  doubtful  or  double  meaning,  will  be  construed  most  strongly 
and  unfavorably  against  the  party  who  used  the  language,  or  the  maker  of 
the  instrument,  or  against  that  party  that  stipulates  the  payment  of  the 
debt,  or  the  performance  of  the  work.  In  other  words,  a  construction  con- 
tract will  generally  be  interpreted  most  unfavorably  to  the  owner  or  com- 
pany having  the  work  done  if  its  meaning  is  not  clear,  and  in  favor  of  the 
contractor.1  An  exception  has  been  made  in  some  cases  to  this  rule  where 
the  government  is  a  party,  the  court  maintaining  that  in  the  interpretation 
of  public  instruments  it  should  adopt  that  construction  which  is  most  favor- 
able to  the  government.' 

831.  Provision  that  Written  Matter  shall  Prevail  Over  Printed  Parts. 

Clause:  "  Whenever  and  wherever  the  written  parts  of  this  contract, 
or  these  specifications  or  plans,  do  not  agree,  or  are  in  apparent  conflict 
with  the  printed  terms  or  instructions,  or  with  the  scaled  dimensions  of 
the  drawings  [plans],  the  written  terms  or  dimensions  shall  be  preferred, 
and  prevail  in  both  matters  of  construction  and  estimates,  provided, 
however,  that  nothing  herein  provided  shall  limit  or  destroy  the  power 
of  the  engineer  to  interpret  such  terms  or  dimensions  in  such  manner 
as  is  most  consistent  with  the  needs  and  requirements  of  the  work,  and 
of  that  question  the  engineer  shall  be  the  sole  judge/' 

232.  Written  Hatters  versus  Printed  Matters. — Where  the  written  and 
printed  portions  of  a  contract  are  repugnant  to  each  other,  the  rule  is  that 
the  printed  form  must  yield  to  the  written  clauses  of  the  instrument,  as  the 
latter  are  presumed  to  be  the  deliberate  expression  of  the  real  intent  of  the 
parties.*  In  case  of  conflict  the  written  matter  must  prevail  over  printed 
matter  in  a  contract.4  Therefore  it  was  held  that  a  printed  billhead  could 
not  be  allowed  to  control,  modify,  or  alter  the  terms  of  a  contract  clearly 
expressed  in  writing  below  it.*  Of  course  it  must  be  shown  what  words 
were  written.-  The  type-written  rider  of  an  insurance  policy  will  prevail 
over  the  printed  parts  thereof/ 

Like  any  other  parts  of  the  contract,  however,  if  they  can  be  reconciled 
by  any  possible  construction,  the  court  will  adopt  that  construction.  The 
condition  of  the  parties,  and  the  circumstances  surrounding  them  when 
they  entered  into  the  contract,  will  also  be  considered  to  make  them  agree. 
The  whole  object  is  to  discover  the  intention  of  the  parties.  The  printed 
parts  of  contracts  are  usually  intended  to  apply  to  a  number  of  different 


"Norton  v.  Bropby,  56  111.  App.  661; 
Gautz  v.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  18  Ct.  of  CI. 
569,  mid  a  word  may  be  supplied,  or  even 
omitted;  Norton  v.  Bropliv.  svpra. 

•Jackson  v.  Reeves,  3  Pni.  (N  Y.)  293; 
Mohawk  Bridge  Co  v  Ulica  &  8.  R.  Co., 
6  Pal.  (N.  Y.)  554;  but  see  rantra  Garrison 
v.  United  States.  7  Wall.  688.  and  Otis*. 
United  States.  20  Ct.  of  CI  815. 

•Haws  t>.  St.  Paul  P.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  180 
Pa.  St.  118  [1889] 

♦Hill  «.  Miller,  76  N.  Y.  83  [1879];  . 


Murray  «.  Pillsbury  (Minn.).  60  N.  W. 
Rep.  844;  Ohadsey  t>.  Guion,  97  N.  Y. 
883  [18841;  Clark  «.  Woodruff,  88  N.  Y. 
518  ri881j. 

6  Sturm  t>.  Boker.  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  99; 
Scbenck  «.  Saunders,  18  Gray  37,  foL- 
lowd. 

•  East  Texas  P.  I.  Co.  «.  Kempner  (Tex.), 
84  Rip.  S.  W.  Rep.  898. 

1  Mascot t  «.  Granite  State  P.  Ins.  Co. 
(Vt.),  85  All.  Rep.  75. 
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jobs,  and  not  to  one  exclusively,  while  the  written  parts  are  special  state- 
ments and  provisions  inserted  with  special  reference  to  the  snhject-matter 
of  the  contract  under  discussion.  The  written  parts  are  the  immediate 
language  and  terms  of  the  parties  themselves,  while  the  printed  words  are 
a  general  formula  adapted  to  similar  occasions  and  jobs,  and  to  other 
parties.1 

To  have  the  written  part  of  a  contract  control  the  printed  part  it  must 
be  inconsistent  or  opposed  to  it.  The  fact  that  the  provision  for  payments 
on  a  building  on  architects'  certificates  is  contained  in  the  printed  part  of 
the  contract,  and  that  the  written  part  provides  that  the  payments  shall  be 
made  at  fixed  stages  in  the  progress  of  the  work,  and  at  definite  times  after 
its  completion,  does  not  render  the  printed  provision  inoperative,  since 
there  is  no  inconsistency  between  it  and  the  written  part  of  the  contract.* 
A  special  written  addition  to  a  printed  form  used  in  a  contract  is  entitled 
to  special  weight  in  construing  the  contract,  as  it  is  presumed  to  have  been 
separately  and  particularly  considered  by  the  parties,  and  to  express  their 
exact  agreement  on  the  subject  of  it.* 

It  is  a  question,  therefore,  if  such  a  clause  making  the  written  parts  of 
a  contract  prevail  over  the  printed  parts  is  not  only  unnecessary,  but  on  the 
whole  undesirable,  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  engineer  to  interpret  the 
specifications,  plans,  and  contract  in  conformity  with  and  in  a  manner  con- 
sistent with  good  work. 

233.  Punctuation. — Punctuation  has  little  weight  in  determining  the 
meaning  of  a  contract.  The  want  of  punctuation  marks  will  not  be  allowed 
to  vitiate  a  contract,  or  destroy  its  meaniug,  any  more  than  bad  grammar  or 
bad  spelling.  The  court  may  supply  them  if  necessary  to  make  the  whole 
instrument  rational  and  self-consistent.4 

234.  Unauthorized  Changes  and  Alterations  in  Plans  and  Specifications 
and  Liability  Therefor— Liability  of  Person  Making  the  Changes.— Several 
interesting  questions  come  up  when  changes  or  alterations  have  been  made 
in  the  plans,  specifications,  or  contract  after  they  have  been  signed,  and  with- 
out the  consent  or  knowledge  of  both  parties.  What  changes  amount  to 
forgery,  and  whether  changes  by  the  architect  or  engineer  can  be  attributed 
to  the  owner  or  company,  and  what  is  the  effect  of  such  material  changes 
upon  the  contract  itself  and  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties,  are 
some  of  the  questions  fliat  present  themselves. 

Inducements  to  make  such  changes  unfortunately  exist  at  times,  but  the 
oases  that  have  found  their  way  into  court  are  rare  indeed.  Mistakes  made 
in  drawing  the  plans  or  in  making  computations  of  dimensions  and  quanti- 
ties, or  the  omission  of  necessary  parts  or  details  by  the  architect  or  engi- 

1 11  Amer.  ft  Eng.  Ency.  Law  516,  and  *  Dick  v.  Ireland.  180  Pa.  St.  299  [1889]. 

cat'*  filed.  4  H  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency  L»iw  521,  522x 

*Mif  liaelis  v.  Wolf  (111.),  26  N.  E.  Rep.  Eawes  v.  Siernueim,  57  111.  App.  126. 
«A4  T1891]. 
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neer  or  designer  or  his  assistants  are  incentives  for  the  author  of  the  blunder 
to  conceal  or  correct  his  mistakes  in  as  artful  and  complete  a  manner  as 
possible.  One  person  may  seek  to  shift  his  own  mistakes  on  to  the  head  and 
shoulders  of  others,  and  it  is  easy  to  understand  why  persons  who  are  most 
likely  to  make  such  mistakes  might  be  the  very  ones  who  would  not  have 
the  moral  courage  to  own  them  and  take  the  consequences. 

Such  changes  in  a  contract  or  in  plans  and  specifications  that  were  a  part 
of  a  contract  would  no  doubt  amount  to  forgery,  and  subject  the  perpetrator 
to  an  action  for  damages  or  an  indictment  for  deceit  or  even  forgery  under 
the  laws  of  some  states.  The  statutory  laws  of  a  state  must  determine  what 
is  necessary  to  make  it  a  forgery,  but  without  doubt  the  elements  of  forgery 
as  generally  defined  would  exist  in  such  a  case. 

235.  Responsibility  for  Unauthorized  Changes  by  Engineer  or  Architect, 
between  Owner  and  Contractor. — Ordinarily,  when  alterations  in  an  instru- 
ment have  been  made  by  a  third  party  or  an  agent  or  officer  in  whose  cus- 
tody it  has  been  placed  without  express  or  implied  authority,it  will  not  avoid 
the  contract,  note,  or  bond,  as  the  case  may  be.1  A  giving  of  the  custody  of 
an  instrument,  as  a  note,  to  another  has  been  held  not  an  implied  authority 
to  make  alterations  therein.1  The  same  should  hold  of  an  act  of  an  archi- 
tect or  engineer  in  making  changes  in  the  plans  or  specifications  of  work. 
Without  some  show  of  authority  or  knowledge,  the  owner  or  company  should 
not  be  held  responsible  for  such  acts.  It  has  been  held  that  changes  made 
in  the  plans  and  specifications  after  the  contract  was  signed,  and  without  the 
knowledge  of  either  party,  did  not  vitiate  the  contract.' 

An  English  case  seems  inclined  to  a  contrary  view,  and  the  sentiment  is 
expressed  that  if  the  changes  were  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  or  company, 
he  is  as  responsible  for  the  alteration  of  the  contract  as  if  he  had  made  it 
himself,  in  so  far  as  the  destruction  of  the  contract  itself  or  the  contract 
obligations  are  concerned/ 

When  a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  erect  buildings  on  the  owners 
land  under  written  conditions,  which  after  being  signed  were  kept  on  the 
owner's  behalf  by  the  architect,  and  one  of  the  conditions  made  the  archi- 
tect's certificate  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  payment,  and  the  con- 
tractor had  been  paid  for  all  the  works  for  which  the  architect  had  certified 
and  upon  a  quantum  meruit  in  respect  of  works  for  which  no  certificate  had 
been  given,  and  it  appeared  that  an  erasure  had  been  made  in  a  material 
part  of  the  contract,  and  the  jury  having  found  that  the  erasure  had  been 
made  by  the  architect  after  the  contract  had  been  signed,  the  contractor  con- 
tended that  the  contract  wait  void  and  that  he  might  sue  on  a  quantum 
meruit ;  but  he  was  non-suited,  and  the  court  held  that  notwithstanding  the 

1  Amer.  &Eng.  Eucy.  Law  505,  and  case*  '  Consaul  v.  Sheldon.  85  Neb.  247  [18021. 

cited.  'Pntiinson  v.  Luckley,  L  R  10  Excn. 

■ Coburn  v.  Webb,  56  Ind.  96;  Lemay  «.  880  [1875]. 
Williams,  82  Ark.  166. 
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erasure  the  conditions  were  either  still  the  government  document,  or  at  least 
most  be  looked  at  to  see  what  were  the  real  terms  of  the  contract,  and  that 
the  contractor  could  not  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit.1 

The  question  was  not  what  the  owner  could  do  against  the  contractor 
nor  what  the  owner's  rights  were.  It  may  be  that  if  the  contractor  had  done 
none  of  the  work,  and  the  owner  had  sought  to  enforce  the  contract  after 
having  spoiled  the  document,  he  would  have  been  unable  to  have  enforced 
the  contract;*  or  had  the  contractor  done  the  work  badly,  the  owner  could 
not  have  recovered  damages  in  an  action  for  bad  building.  But  the  ques- 
tion here  was  on  what  terms  is  the  contractor  to  be  paid  ?  He  is  entitled 
to  be  paid  on  the  terms  actually  agreed  on.  If  he  fails  to  show  any  agree- 
ment he  is  not  entitled  to  be  paid  at  all.  In  case  of  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered it  is  easy  to  show  a  contract  from  the  retention  of  the  goods,  but  that  is 
not  so  where  work  is  done  upon  real  property.  If  the  contractor  shows  the 
contract,  he  must  show  all  its  terms.  The  instrument  under  which  the  work 
was  done,  though  altered  in  a  material  part,  is  still  the  governing  document 
to  determine  the  rights  of  the  contractor.  Therefore  he  is  bound  by  the 
conditions  which  made  the  architect's  certificate  a  condition  precedent 'to 
recovery,  and  cannot  recover,  having  been  paid  the  full  amount  of  such  cer- 
tificate. The  act  of  the  owner  does  not  destroy  the  rights  of  the  contractor; 
the  general  rule  prevents  the  person  who  has  made  the  alteration  from  setting 
up  the  contract  for  his  own  benefit.  A  quantum  meruit  would  require  the 
court  to  infer  another  contract,  shutting  out  what  it  knew  had  occurred, 
and  what  was  the  real  essence  of  the  contract.* 

A  statute  might  determine  the  effect  of  such  a  material  alteration  in  a 
contract.  The  alteration  made  was  the  erasing  of  a  clause  to  the  effect  that 
extra  work  should  not  be  required  to  be  ordered  in  writing. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  addition  of  a  map  or  plan  to  the  record  oroopy 
of  a  deed,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  claim  of  the  grantee  more  specific, 
does  not  render  the  grant  inoperative  if  there  was  no  fraudulent  intent  or 
purpose  to  make  it  appear  as  part  of  the  original  deed/ 

236.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Guarantee  Sufficiency  of  Plans  and 
Specifications. 

Clause :  *'  The  contractor  fa]  hereby  further  declare[s]  and  agreefs]  that 
he  [they]  shall  be  responsible  for  the  full  performance  and  completion  of 
this  contract,  and  that  by  the  execution  hereof  he  [they]  admit[s]  that 
he  [they]  has  [have]  carefully  studied  and  compared  the  said  plans,  ele- 
vations,'sections,  and  the  specifications  and  particulars  before  referred 
to,  and  admits,  vouches,  guarantees,  or  believes  that  they  are  sufficient 
for  their  intended  purposes,  and  that  they  can  be  carried  out  and 
executed  in  full  without  any  additional  or  extra  work  other  than  the 

4PntlinAon  «.  Luckley,  L.  R.  10  Exch.  •WinniolsiogeePaoerCo. «.  New  Hum  p- 

880  [18751.  shire  Land  Co.  (C.  C.),  59  Fed.  Rep.  543. 

*  Powell  t>.  Davett,  15  East  88. 
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work  set  forth  herein,  or  neoessarily  inferred  to  be  done  from  the  gen- 
eral nature  and  tendency  of  the  plans  and  descriptions  aforesaid.** 

237.  Insufficient  Plans  and  Specifications.  Liability  of  Either  Party  to 
the  Other  Party. — In  construction  work  cases  frequently  arise  where  the 
eompletion  of  the  work  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications  adopted 
becomes  impracticable  or  even  impossible,  or  where  the  structure  fails  or 
falls  in  consequence  of  the  imperfect  design  or  the  lack  of  skill  in  adopting 
proper  methods  of  construction.  Such  cases  must  be  distinguished  from 
•failures  due  to  the  use  of  inferior  materials  or  to  the  workmanship  of  the 
contractor  or  his  mechanics.  The  failures  referred  to  in  this  section  are  due 
to  defects  in  the  plans  and  specifications  adopted,  and  result  from  lack  of  skill 
or  want  of  attention  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  or  architect.  As  such  failures 
are  usually  attended  with  delay  and  additional  expense,  the  question  as  to 
who  is  responsible  for  the  sufficiency  and  accuracy  of  the  plans  and  specifi- 
cations is  an  important  one. 

If  the  contractor  has  undertaken  to  guaranty  the  sufficiency  of  the  plans 
and  methods  adopted  for  the  erection  and  completion  of  a  work,  there  is  no 
-doubt  of  his  liability  under  such  a  guaranty;  but  as  such  a  guaranty  is  not 
usually  exacted  of  the  contractor,  the  cases  in  the  books  are  for  the  most 
part  those  arising  under  contracts,  from  which  the  clause  given  above  has 
been  omitted.  A  review  of  those  cases  will  show  the  propriety  of  adopting 
such  a  clause  on  work  involving  new  materials,  new  methods,  and  new 
processes. 

If  the  failure  is  due  to  defective  work  or  defective  materials  furnished 
fey  the  contractor,  if  he  has  failed  to  do  what  he  has  agreed,  or  has  furnished 
unskilled  workmen  or  weak  or  worthless  materials,  or  has  put  them  together 
tn  an  unworkmanlike  manner,  if  he  has  neglected  to  drive  the  bolt  home,  or 
%o  protect  his  woi'k  against  floods  and  storms,  the  loss  will  be  the  contractor's 
own  loss,  and  this  will  be  so  even  though  the  company  have  had  inspectors 
upon  the  work  and  it  has  been  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  their 
engineer,  who  through  incompetency  and  dishonesty  has  estimated  and  al- 
lowed it  each  month. '  *  If  the  contractor  has  been  negligent  or  unskillful  in 
the  performance  of  his  work,  he  cannot  take  shelter  behind  the  plea  that  the 
plan  is  defective  and  that  the  structure  would  not  have  stood  if  it  had  been 
rightly  done.*  Insufficiency  of  plans  will  not  excuse  a  contractor  from  .do- 
ing his  work  in  a  proper  manner  nor  from  furnishing  good,  sounds  and 
appropriate  materials,'  nor  from  completing  his  contract.4  \ 

1  Drhew  t>.  Altoonn,  121  Pn    St.  414;      578  [1888];  Waul  v.  Hardie,  17  Tex.  6581; 
School  Trusees  t>.  Bennett,  8  Dutch  515;      Hill  yard  «.  Ornbtree.  11  Tex.  268. 
see  also  Charlock  v.  Frecl.   50  Hun  895         *  Loundsberry  *.  Eastwick.  8  Phila.  :871 

» Accord,  Trustees  «.  Bradfleld,  80  Geo.  1 ;         4  Hooper  «.  Webb,  37  Mirra.  405;  but  see 
girder  failed  became  it  teas  poor  material;      Lambert  e.  Fuller,  88  111.  260. 
semble,  Spence  «.  Bd.  of  Com'rs,  117  Ind. 

•  See  also  Sees.  674-680,  irtfra.  t  Set  Sea  288,  infra. 
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238.  Does  Owner  or  Contractor  Warrant  Sufficiency  of  Plans? — An  English 
case  decided  in  1874-6  is  frequently  cited  as  authority  for  the  statement  that 
the  company  does  not  warrant,  and  therefore  is  not  responsible  for,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  plans  adopted  by  it,  but  that  the  contractor  must  satisfy  himself 
of  their  practicability  before  he  enters  into  his  contract.  The  facts  of  this 
case,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows  :  The  City  of  London  being  about  to  erect  a 
bridge  had  its  engineer  prepare  plans  and  specifications  descriptive  of  the 
bridge  and  the  manner  of  erecting  it.  Part  of  the  plan  adopted  consisted  of 
the  use  of  caissons  in  the  place  of  coffer-dams,  which  caissons  on  account  of 
the  strong  currents  in  the  river  proved  impracticable  and  had  to  be  aban- 
doned, so  that  the  work  done  in  attempting  to  use  them  was  wholly  lost,  and 
the  foundations  had  to  be  built  in  a  different  manner,  causing  great  delay 
and  extra  expense.  On  the  faith  of  the  accuracy  and  sufficiency  of  the 
plans  adopted  by  the  city  for  the  purposes  intended,  and  without  any  inde- 
pendent inquiry  on  his  part  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  work  could  be 
done  in  th9  manner  specified,  the  contractor  made  proposals  and  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  execution  and  completion  of  the  work  [bridge]  accord- 
ing to  the  plans  and  specifications.  The  city  had  issued  an  advertisement, 
inviting  bids  for  the  work  according  to  the  specifications  and  plans,  and  ha£ 
referred  to  the  engineer  for  further  particulars,  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  the  contractor  was  required  to  obey  the  direction  of  the  engineer. 
After  the  contractor  had  completed  the  works  he  sued  the  city  to  recover 
for  the  extra  expense  and  loss  of  time  incurred  in  completing  the  works 
according  to  the  alterations  rendered  necessary  by  the  insufficiency  of  the 
plans  and  specifications,  not  on  a  quantum  meruit,  but  on  the  ground  of  an 
implied  warranty  by  the  city  that  the  work  could  be  executed  in  the  man- 
ner described  in  the  original  plans  and  specifications.  It  was  held,  and 
affirmed  on  appeal  in  1876,  that  the  contractor  could  not  sustain  an  action 
for  damages  upon  such  a  warranty  ;  that  the  contract  did  not  contain  any 
express  warranty  to  the  effect  that  the  plans  and  specifications  were  correct 
and  practicable,  and  that  none  could  be  implied  from  the  act  of  the  city  in 
advertising  for  bids  and  accepting  the  proposal,  even  if  there  was  a  want  of 
skill  and  care  on  the  part  of  the  city  engineer.  The  lord  chancellor  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  argued  that  the  contractor  was  as  able  to  judge  of  the 
practicability  of  the  plane  as  was  the  city  or  its  engineer,  and  that  he  should 
have  had  them  tested  hy  his  own  engineer.  The  appellate  court  held  that  if 
the' contractor*  had  any  remedy  under  the  circumstances  it  was  upon  a,  quan- 
tum meruit.1  The  lower  court  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  contractor 
should  have  thrown  up  the  contract  when  he  found  that  the  work  was  im- 
practicable; that  having  gone  on  with  the  work  under  the  altered  conditions 
and  without  any  new  agreement  he  was  estopped  at  that  late  day  from  mak- 
ing a  claim  for  extra  compensation.1 

1  Thnm  t>  Mayor  of  London,  1  App.  Cas.  *  Thorn  «.  Major  of  London,  L.  R  ft 

120[187(>];  Hooper  c.  Webb.  27  Minn.  485.       Ex.  163  [1874]. 
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The  Albany  Law  Journal,  in  commenting  upon  the  case  at  the  time, 
said :  "  The  case  is  unique  in  its  character,  and  will  doubtless  form  a  pre- 
cedent, the  general  rule  being  that  where  alterations  are  ordered  to  be 
made  they  are  to  be  paid  for  as  extras." ' 

The  case  was  distinguished  from  others  in  a  later  New  York  decision,* 
on  the  ground  that  the  contractor  was  by  his  contract  bound  absolutely  and 
unconditionally  to  complete  the  bridge  for  a  certain  sum  and  in  a  certain 
time,  and  that  having  performed  his  contract  he  could  not  recover  addi- 
tional compensation  on  the  theory  that  the  city  warranted  the  sufficiency 
of  the  plans. 

The  case  is  an  important  one  and  is  quoted  in  the  books.  It  should  not 
be  cited  as  authority  for  the  statement  that  the  contractor  is  responsible  for 
the  sufficiency  of  the  plans  he  is  using,  or  that  the  owner  or  architect  is 
not  responsible  for  the  plans  that  they  furnish.  It  is  authority  only  for 
the  statement  that  the  owner  by  inviting  proposals  to  do  certain  work 
according  to  certain  plans  and  specifications  does  not  warrant  that  the 
plans  are  correct  or  practicable,  and  in  the  light  of  other  decisions  it  must 
be  regarded  as  somewhat  doubtful  authority  of  that  proposition. 

239.  Failure  of  Structure  after  Completion  Due  to  Insufficient  Plans.— 
In  Wisconsin  a  different  rule  has  been  held.  A  state  board  of  commis- 
sioners, under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  legislature,  had  procured  and  adopted 
planstand  specifications,  and  entered  .into  a  contract  with  contractors  who 
were  to  furnish  all  the  materials,  and  do  all  the  work  according  to  plans 
and  specifications,  and  under  the  direction  and  to  the  entire  satisfaction 
of  the  architect.  The  architect  was  authorized  to  vary  from  such  plans, 
the  value  of  such  alterations  to  be  added  or  deducted  from  the  contract 
price,  and  any  doubt  as  to  the  quality  of  the  materials  or  workmanship  or 
as  to  allowances  for  extras  was  to  be  determined  and  adjusted  solely  by  the 
architect.  Under  this  contract  it  was  held  that  the  state  warranted  the 
plans  to  be  efficient  and  suitable,  and  that  when  a  contractor  had  in  good 
faith,  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications  and  under  the  direction  of 
the  architect,  erected  a  large  portion  of  the  structure,  and  the  materials 
and  work  had  been  accepted,  it  fell  owing  to  defects  and  insufficiency  of 
the  plans,  the  state  was  liable  to  the  contractor  for  the  expense  of  restoring 
the  portion  of  the  structure  which  collapsed." 

It  has  been  frequently  held  that  if  the  contractor  has  built  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications  furnished  by  the  owner  and  in 

1  Citing  Aiken  v.  Blnod.   12  Ala.  221  ;  Havcock.  25  Pa.  St.  883  ;  and  Scrivner  *. 

Dubois  «'   D.  &  H  C.  Co.,  4  Wend.  285 ;  Pnsk,  18  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  785. 

Hay  ward  v.  Leonard,  7  Pick.  181  ;  Whee-  •  Bvron  v.  Mayor,  54  N  Y.  Super.  Ct. 

den  v.  Fhke,  50  N.  H   125  ;  and  *e»  also  411  ri88T|. 

Marsh  v.  Richards,  29  Mo.  99 ;  De  Boom  •  B-ntley  v.  Stntc  (Wis.),  41  N.  W.  Rep. 

©.  Priestly,   1    Col.   206:    MrOlelland   v.  838  [18891.  73  Wis.  416:  and  see  United 

Linrter,   18  III..   58:  MoCormick  t».  Con-  Stato*  «.  Behnn,  110  U   S.  838(1884];  but 

nollv,  2  Bay.  401  ;  and  see  Sharpe  v.  San  see  Hooper  v.  Wehb,  27  Minn.  485. 
Paulo  R.  Co.,  L    R.  8  Ch.  597;  Wade  v. 
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a  workmanlike  manner  he  is  not  liable  for  the  failure  of  the  structure  by 
reason  of  defective  plans/  or  that  the  machine  would  not  work  when  built.* 
It  was  so  held  when  the  walls  of  a  building  settled  and  cracked  because  the 
footing-stones  were  too  small,  the  fault  being  with  the  specifications  and 
plans  and  chargeable  to  the  architect.'  Defective  specifications  furnished 
by  owner's  engineer  have  been  held  to  excuse  delay  on  the  part  of  con- 
tractor which  delay  was  occasioned  by  such  defects.4  Likewise  when  an 
arch  fell  because  it  would  not  sustain  the  load  imposed  upon  it,  the  contractor 
being  bound  to  follow  strictly  the  specifications  and  plans,  which  were  so 
defective  that  it  was  impossible  to  construct  a  stable  arch  in  accordance  with 
them,  the  court  held  that  by  the  terms  of  his  contract  he  was  not  bound  to 
build  a  safe  and  stable  arch  notwithstanding  the  defects  in  the  plans  and 
specifications ;  that  it  was  enough  to  exonorate  him  from  blame  if  the  con- 
tractor showed  that  the  plans  and  specifications  which  he  was  compelled  to 
follow  were  defective  in  themselves  ;  *  that  there  was  no  covenant  or  warranty 
by  the  contractor  that  the  arch  when  completed  should  be  safe  and  fit  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  intended.9  In  this  case  the  contractor  was  pre- 
vented from  completing  the  structure  by  an  act  of  the  city,  one  of  the 
parties,  and  the  contractor  was  allowed  to  recover  for  only  what  he  had 
actually  done  up  to  the  time  he  was  required  to  quit.' 

In  these  cases  it  is  well  to  consider  the  difficulty  of  proving  that  the 
failure  of  a  structure  is  due  entirely  to  inherent  defects  in  the  plans  and 
specifications,  and  the  greater  difficulty  of  determining  in  many  cases 
whether  a  failure  is  due  to  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  or  to 
defective  plans.  The  English  court  in  deciding  that  the  owner  does  not 
warrant  the  sufficiency  of  the  plans  seems  to  have  foreseen  the  opportunity 
that  it  would  afford  contractors  to  escape  the  consequences  of  unskillful 
work  and  inferior  materials  by  pleading  that  the  plans  were  defective 
and  it  was  not  therefore  their  fault.  The  court  said  :  "  If  it  is  held  that 
there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  work  can  be  done  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  the  consequences  would  be  most  alarming.  The 
consequences  would  go  to  every  person  who  having  employed  an  architect 
to  prepare  plans  for  a  house  afterwards  enters  into  a  contract  to  have  it 
built  according  to  those  plans,  and  they  might  arise  in  any  case  in  which 
work  is  invited  to  be  done  according  to  plans  and  specifications."  * 

240.  Contracts  for  Completed  Structures  Distinguished  from  Agree- 
ments for  Work  and  Materials.— The  American  courts  have  distinguished 

>  Beswfck  v.  Plntt  (Pa.),  21  Atl.  Rep.  4  Mnlonev  WoodfPn.).  18  Atl.  Rep.984. 

306  T189t1  *  B.Vron  ••  Tue  Mayor,  64  N.  Y.  Super. 

•  Curwen  t>.  Quill  (Mass.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  Ct.  411  [18871 

208  •  Bvron  v.  The  Mayor,  supra. 

»McLeo«1  f>    Genius  (Neb).  47  N.  W.  '  Byron  v  The  Mayor,  supra. 

Rep.   473  [18901:   m-  nUo  Drew  v    Al-  •  Lord  Chancellor  in  Thorn  «.  Mayo? 

toona.  121  Pa.   St.  414;   biti  *>s  School  London,  supra,  p.  818. 

Trustees  v.  Bennett,  8  Dutch.  515. 
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those  oases  in  which  the  contractor  is  merely  to  build  according  to  certain 
plans  and  specifications  from  those  cases  in  which  he  is  not  only  to  build 
according  to  the  plans  and  specifications,  but  is  also  to  completely  finish 
and  deliver  up  a  structure,  ready  for  use  as  it  were.1  So  where  a  building 
was  to  be  built  according  to  very  detailed  plans  and  specifications,  and 
owing  to  the  latent  condition  of  the  soil  the  foundations  sunk,  the  court 
held  that  a  stipulation  in  the  contract  by  which  the  contractor  undertook 
"to  completely  finish  and  fit  for  use  and  occupation"  the  buildings  was 
a  covenant  by  which  he  was  bound.1 

To  the  same  effect  is  a  recent  case  in  which  the  contractor  was  to  con- 
struct a  well  for  a  certain  sum,  according  to  specifications  which  called  for 
the  use  in  the  work  of  a  curb  of  a  certain  shape,  to  be  made  of  timber  and 
planking  of  a  prescribed  size  and  quantity.  It  was  held  that  the  contractor 
could  not  recover,  in  addition  to  the  contract  price,  compensation  for  work 
and  materials  lost  by  the  caving  in  of  the  well  before  completion,  notwith- 
standing it  was  due  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  curb  prescribed  in  the  speci- 
fications.' 

It  is  fairly  well  settled  that  when  a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  con- 
struct works  in  accordance  with  plans  and  specifications  furnished  by  the 
owner,  and  he  has  faithfully  executed  the  work  according  to  such  plans  and 
specifications,  and  in  a  skillful  and  workmanlike  manner,  he  is  not  liable  if 
it  fall,  fail,  or  proves  worthless.4 

241.  Contractor  will  be  Held  to  Hit  Guaranty  of  Sufficiency  of  Plans 
and  Specifications — If  the  contractor  is  to  build  a  structure  or  make  a 
machine  from  plans  and  models  furnished  by  the  owner,  and,  after  exam- 
ining the  plans  and  models  he  guarantees  that  the  structure  will  answer  its 
purpose  or  that  the  machine  will  work,  he  will  not  be  relieved  from  his 
liability  on  the  guaranty  because  the  plans  furnished  him  were  defective, 
for  he  should  have  ascertained  that  fact  before  making  the  contract/  But 
a  contract  to  erect  a  blast-furnace,  and  that  all  the  work  shall  be  "  done  in 
good  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  of  suitable  material,  and  each  part  shall 
be  adequate  in  design,  strength,  and  capacity,  and  workmanship  for  the 
purposes  intended,  the  work  to  be  examined  by  the  owner's  superintend- 
ent bi-weekly,  and  finally  accepted  if  to  his  satisfaction,"  was  held  not  a 


1  Byron  «.  Mayor,  54  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
411  [1887]. 

*  Dermott  9.  Jones,  2  Wall.  1  ;  see  also 
School  Trustees  v.  Bennett,  3  Dutcher, 
515;  and  see  Daegling  v.  Schwartz,  80 
ID.  820. 

1  Leavitt  *.  Dover  (N.  H.),  82  Atl.  Rep. 
150 

4  Byron  «.  Mayor,  54  N.  Y.  Super  Ct. 
411  ;  Burke  v.  Dunbar,  128  Mass.  499 ; 
MacRitcbie  v.  Lake  View,  80  111.  App. 


893;  Schwartz  t>.  Saunders,  40  111.  18; 
Clark  v.  Pope,  70  111.  128;  Lound-berry 
«.  Enstwick,  8  Phila.  (Pa.)  871;  Wade 
v.  Haycock.  25  Pu.  St.  882  ;  Graves  «. 
Cam  there,  Meigs  (Tenu.)  58;  Beswick  v. 
Piatt,  140  Pa.  St.  28;  Diirgling  v.  Gil- 
more.  49  111.  248;  Rohrman  v.  Sloese. 
9  Phila.  185  owner  interfered  and  caused 
defects.  Ooiher  cases  cited  supra  et  infra. 
*  Giles  v.  San  Antonio  F.  Co.  (Tex.),  24 
8.  W.  Rep.  546. 
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guaranty  that  the  plant  as  a  whole  should  be  adequate  in  design,  strength, 
capacity,  and  workmanship  for  the  purpose  intended. 

Under  a  contract  with  a  city  to  construct  a  newly-designed  apparatus 
for  filtering  water,  to  stand  certain  tests,  the  risk  that  the  apparatus  will 
stand  the  tests  and  demands  made  upon  it  is  upon  the  contractor.' 

A  guarantee  clause  is  not  to  be  construed  so  as  to  make  a  contractor 
liable  for  the  failure  of  work  to  remain  in  good  repair  when  the  plan  or  de- 
sign was  defective,  and  the  work  was  done  in  certain  respects  according  to 
the  express  directions  of  the  supervising  engineer.1 

242.  Contract  to  do  Work  according  to  Plans  and  Specifications  Implies 
an  Understanding  of  Them. — A  contract  to  erect  a  structure  after  certain 
plans  and  specifications  implies  an  understanding  of  them  on  the  part  of 
the  contractor;  and  the  law  will  not  allow  him  to  escape  liability  on  the 
ground  that  he  exercised  ordinary  care  and  skill  to  understand  and  carry 
them  out,  but  that  he  failed  to  comprehend  them.4  He  should  apply  to 
the  engineer  or  architect  to  explain  the  plans  and  for  necessary  directions 
with  regard  thereto,  for  if  he  relies  upon  his  own  judgment  and  makes  a 
mistake  he  must  bear  the  consequences.  Therefore  when  contractors  de- 
parted from  the  working  plans,  which  are  a  part  of  their  contract,  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  or  of  his  engineer  or  architect  properly  author- 
ized, they  become  guarantors  of  the  strength  and  safety  of  the  structure, 
for  an  express  contract  admits  of  no  departure  from  its  terms  unless  by 
consent  of  the  parties/  If,  however,  material  deviations  from  the  plans 
are  made  with  consent  of  the  owner,  the  contractor  is  under  no  responsi- 
bility for  its  subsequent  destruction,  whether  caused  by  its  own  inherent 
weakness,  due  to  the  mode  of  construction,  or  from  the  violence  of  storms. 
The  structure  in  this  case  had  been  occupied,  and  to  all  appearances  ac- 
cepted, until  it  was  blown  down.* 

A  contract  to  complete  unfinished  work  according  to  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications adopted  under  a  prior  contract  with  another  contractor  does  not 
put  the  second  contractor  in  the  shoes  of  the  former.  He  is  neither  respon- 
sible for  the  sufficiency  of  the  plans  nor  for  the  work  done  before  he  took 
the  job.7  Likewise  a  contract  to  finish  a  house  does  not  bind  the  builder  to 
remedy  defects  in  its  foundations.*  A  post  contractor  under  a  clause  of  his 
contract  that  as  the  building  progresses  he  will  protect  the  finished  work 
from  injury,  is  not  obliged  to  protect  the  work  done  by  the  first  contractor 


1  Sheffield  &  B.  C.  I.  &  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Gor- 
don, USnp.  Ct.  R'p.  848. 

»  Shornberger  «•  City  of  Elgin  (111.  Sup.) 
45  N.  E.  Ren.  484,  affirming  59  111.  App. 
884. 

■  Mar  Ritchie  v.  Lake  View,  80  111.  App. 
893s  and  see  MacKnight  F.  Stone  Co.  e. 
New  York  (Sup  \  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  189. 

*8ee  Waul  v.  Hurdle,  17  Tex.  558;  Sher- 


man v.  Bates,  15  Neb.  18;  Smith  «.  Bris- 
tol, 88  Iowa  24. 

•Clark  v.  Pope  et  nl.%  70111.  129 [1878]; 
and  see  Ellis  v.  Hamlen,  8  Taunt.  52. 

•  Clark  t>.  Pope,  supra. 

1  Philadelphia  Hyd.  Wks.  v.  Schenck,  80 
Pa.  St.  834  [1876]. 

*  Banks  «.  Moors.  120  Mass.  459;  accord, 
Seymour  o.  Long  Dock  Co..  5  C.  B.  Or. 
(N.  J.)  396. 
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from  injury  from  frost  between  the  time  the  contract  was  made  and  when 
the  architect  permitted  him  to  commence  the  work.1 

243.  Insufficiency  of  Plans— Liability  to  Third  Parties  Injured.— If  de- 
fective plans  and  specifications  have  been  adopted  by  the  owner  and  injury 
to  adjoining  property-owners  or  to  strangers  results  by  their  use,  and  not 
in  consequence  of  poor  materials  or  workmanship  furnished  by  the  con- 
tractor, the  owner  is  liable  for  the  injuries  resulting.1  It  was  so  held  when 
specifications  required  that  a  dew  building  should  be  anchored  to  an  old  one 
and  that  a  girder  should  rest  upon  the  same  party  wall,  which  fell  in  con- 
sequence of  the  extra  loading.*  The  court  held  that  there  was  a  duty  im- 
posed upon  the  owner  to  exercise  all  reasonable  care  and  caution  in  pro- 
viding suitable  plans  and  specifications/  The  contractor  has  been  held  not 
to  be  liable  to  third  persons  for  injuries  caused  by  the  falling  of  a  structure 
by  reason  of  defective  plans  furnished  by  owner's  architect  unless  he  had 
knowledge  that  the  plans  were  defective  or  insufficient,  and  the  structure 
therefore  unsafe.*  The  architect,  however,  is  liable  to  his  employer  for 
damages  sustained  from  defects  in  the  architect's  plans,  and  he  may  have  a 
counter-claim  against  the  architect  when  sued  for  the  plans  and  services  as 
superintendent.*  * 

244.  Injuries  Resulting  from  Hegligenoe  of  Both  Parties. — If  injury 
result  from  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  as  well  as  from  the  use  of  de- 
fective plans,  both  the  owner  and  contractor  are  liable,  and  it  seems  that 
prosecuting  the  work  under  the  direction  and  control  of  an  architect  is  equiv- 
alent to  working  according  to  specifications  adopted.'  f  If  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  what  proportion  each  contributed  to  the  injnry,  either  party 
is,  it  seems,  responsible  for  the  whole  of  the  damage  resulting,  and  this  was 
so  held  although  the  act  of  one  alone  might  not  have  caused  the  entire 
injury,  an<f  even  though  without  fault  on  his  part  the  same  damages  would 
have  resulted  from  the  act  of  the  other.8  If  the  plans  and  specifications  are 
in  themselves  sufficient  to  secure  a  safe  construction,  but  the  work  is  in- 
sufficiently done  by  independent  contractors,  then  the  latter  are  liable.*    If 


1  Preston  v.  Syracuse.  92  Hun  801. 

* Boswell  «.  Laird,  8  C>\1.  469  [1858]. 

1  Lancaster  v.  Conn.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  93 
Mo.  460;  s.  a.  5  8.  W.  Rep.  28  [1887]; 
Wilkinson  «.  Detroit  Steel  &  Spnr.  Wks., 
78  Mich.  405;  Giles  «.  Diamond  State  Iron 
Co.  (Del.).  8  Ail.  Ren.  368  [1887];  and  see 
Lockwo>d  «.  New  York,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y ) 
66;  Corbln  «.  American  Mills  Co..  27 
Conn.  274:  Brown  t>.  Acrington  Cotton 
C>.,  8  H.  &  C.  511:  Goldschmid  «.  New 
York  (Sup.),  43  N.  Y.  Simp.  447. 

4  Citing  also  Horner©.  Nicholson,  56 Mo. 
220:  Morgan  f>.  Bowman,  22  Mo.  588. 

•Daeglingt>.  Gilmore,  49  III.  248  £1868]; 
Lockwood  «.  New  York,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  66; 

•See  Sees.  889-842,  infra. 


but  see  De  Baker  v.  Southern  Cal.  By.  Co. 
(Cat),  89  Pac.  Rep.  610;  Loltman  v.  Bur- 
nett, 62  Mo.  159  Wegner  v.  Penn'a  liy. 
Co..  55  Pa.  St.  460. 

•  Niver  d.  Nash  (Wash.),  85  Pac.  Rep. 

880. 

•  Camp  t>.  Church  Wardens,  7  La.  Ann. 
822;  see  also  Faren  v  Sellers  (La),  8  So. 
Rep  363  [1888]. 

•Slater  t>.  Mercereau.  64  N.  Y.  188 
[1876];  Newman  t>.  Powler,  8  Vr.  (N.  J  )  89. 

•  Lancaster  v.  Conn.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
(Mo.),  86  All).  L.  J.  176;  see  Ryder  «. 
Kinsey  (Minn.),  64  N.  W.  Rep.  94,  venesr 
watt  not  anchored  to  main  wall. 

f 

t&tfSec.  641,  infra. 
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the  owner  has  employed  competent  architects  and  superintendents  to  erect 
a  structure,  he  is  not  liable  to  a  workman  for  injuries  from  an  accident 
during  its  erection  if  the  accident  is  not  due  to  iuherent  weakness  of  the 
materials  furnished,1  or  to  violation  of  building  laws  with  knowledge  thereof.* 

245.  Liability  of  the  State,  County,  or  Municipal  Corporations  for  the 
Adoption  of  Insufficient  Plans  and  Specifications. — The  question  of  liability 
to  third  persons  for  injuries  resulting  from  defective  plans  is  one  that  arises 
most  frequently  in  city  administration.  Sewers,  drains,  and  culverts  prove 
inadequate,  reservoirs  burst,  and  bridges  fail,  and  not  infrequently  because 
the  size  or  capacity  is  too  small  or  the  plan  is  defective. 

*  Of  public  organizations,  such  as  cities,'  towns,  counties,4  and  the  state, 
the  law  requires  that  reasonable  care,  judgment,  and  skill  shall  be  exercised 
in  the  selection  of  a  plan  and  in  the  construction  of  works  according  to  that 
plan. 

246.  Public  Officers  are  Required  to  Secure  the  Servioes  of  Engineers  and 
Architects  on  Questions  of  Design  and  Construction. — It  requires  that  the 
council,  selectmen,  board  of  supervisors,  or  owner6  shall  exercise  reason- 
able care  in  securing  the  services  of  skilled  engineere  and  architects  to  pre- 
pare plans  and  specifications  for  works,  and  that  they  shall  use  ordinary 
oare  in  seeing  to  it  that  such  engineer  or  architect  employs  his  skill  in  the 
performance  of  the  duties  required  of  him.'  It  is  negligence  for  such  offi- 
cers of  a  city  to  act  upon  their  own  judgment  in  matters  that  require  the 
knowledge  and  skill  of  an  expert,  no  matter  how  much  they  deliberate;  and 
it  has  been  held  that  such  questions  as  the  size  of  a  sewer '  or  a  culvert,8  or 
the  strength  of  a  bridge,*  the  plan  of  a  sidewalk,1*  and  similar  questions  in 
engineering  and  architecture,  were  questions  that  required  the  services  of 
an  expert  in  those  professions.  When  a  skillful  engineer  has  been  selected, 
and  he,  acting  in  good  faith,  adopts  a  plan  that  proves  insufficient  for  the 
purposes  intended,  then  no  negligence  attaches  to  the  city,  town,  or  county, 
although  there  may  have  been  an  oversight  or  an  error  in  judgment,  and  k 
is  not  liable  for  injuries  that  result.11 


1  Walton  t>.  Bryn  Mawr  H.  Co.  (Pa.),  28 
Atl.  Rep.  488;  but  see  Campbell  v.  Luns- 
ford  (Ala.),  3  So.  Rep.  522  [1888],  contra, 
where  the  owner  was  held  liable  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  the  negligent  per- 
formance of  the  work,  although  the  work 
was  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of 
an  architect. 

•Pitcher  v.  Lennon  (Sop.),  88  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1007;  and  see  Bradfield  v.  Trustees, 
80  Geo.  1. 

•Terre  Haute  r.  Hudnut,  18  N.  B. 
Rep.  686;  Van  Pelt  v  Davenport,  42  Iowa 
808. 

4  Ferguson  v.  Davis  Co.,  57  Iowa  601 
[18811. 

•  Giles  v.  Diamond  State  Iron  Oo.  (Del.), 
8  Atl.  Rep.  868  [1887]. 


•Terre  Hnute  «.  Hudnut  (Ind.),  18  N. 
E.  Rep.  686  [1887]. 

I  Terre  Hauler.  Hudnut,  supra. 

•Van  Pelt  t>  DnYe  port,  supra;  Los 
Angeles  C.  A.  Ass'n  t>.  Los  Angeles  (Cal.), 
73  Pac.  Rep.  875. 

•  Ferguson  v.  Davis  Co. ,  supra. 

"Urquhartu.  Ogdensburg,  91  N.  T.  67 
[18831 

II  Terre  Haute  c.  Hudnut,  svpra;  Van 
Pelt  t>.  Davenport,  42  Iowa  308  [18751; 
Ferguson  «.  Divis  Co.,  57  Iowa60lfl88l1; 
Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  New  Haven  (Conn.), 
13  Atl.  Rep.  409  [1888];  see  a Iso  Mansfield 
C.  &  C.  Co  tj.  McEnery.  91  Pa.  St.  185 
[1879];  H.  &  T.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fowler,  56 
Tex.  452  [1882],  and  cases  cited;  mang 
cases    collected  15  Amer.  A  Eng.   Ency. 
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A  city,  town,  or  county  must  act  through  the  agency  of  others,  and  to 
hold  it  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  the  mistakes  of  a  competent 
employee  after  the  honest  exercise  of  his  best  judgment  "would  require  it  at 
its  peril  to  secure  what  is  impossible,  absolute  perfection  in  its  servants  and 
agents.'9 *  What  is  required  of  the  city  is  that  it  shall  not  be  negligent  in  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  skill  in  the  exercise  of  its  duties,  and  negli- 
gence has  been  defined  as  the  failure  to  exercise  ordinary  care.  Ordinary 
care  requires  that  a  person  or  persons  who  represent  an  organization  should 
not,  unless  proficient,  undertake  those  things  which  require  a  special 
knowledge  and  training.  They  cannot  carelessly  and  negligently  adopt  an 
insufficient  plan  of  a  structure  and  escape  liability  for  damages  resulting- 
from  the  insufficiency  of  such  plan.*  To  relieve  the  county,  town,  or  city 
from  such  liability  it  must  employ  a  competent  engineer  to  prepare  a  plan 
of  the  works  to  be  undertaken;  and  if  he  has  recommended  a  plan  as  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose,  and  the  authorities  vested  with  the  power  of  selec- 
tion adopt  the  same  plan  under  the  belief  that  it  is  strong  and  safe  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  designed,  then  they  have  exercised  proper  care  and 
skill  with  reference  to  the  work,  and  the  city,  town,  or  county  is  not  liable 
for  damages  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  plan.' 

247.  Selection  of  Plans  for  Public  Work  Sometimes  Held  a  Judicial  Act. 
— There  are  cases  to  the  effect  that  the  adoption  and  approval  of  the  plan 
of  a  public  work  is  a  judicial  act  for  which  the  city  is  not  responsible,  and 
that  negligence  is  not  to  be  predicated  upon  the  plan  itself.4  The  bulk  of 
the  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  it  is  negligence  to  adopt  a  plan  of  a  public- 
improvement  without  taking  competent  professional  advice  with  regard  to- 
it.6  These  latter  decisions  are  based  upon  the  ground  that  an  undertakings 
to  exercise  judgment  without  skill  in  a  matter  which  require  skill,  is  not  a. 
mere  error  of  judgment,  but  it  is  negligence*  which  is  sound  sense. 

Law  1149;  Mugarity  v.  Wilmington  (Del.),  works  is  the  exercise  of  judgmeut  and  dis~ 

5  Houston  530  [1879].  cretion  which  is  not  reviewable  by  a  court, 

1  Van  Pelt  v.  Davenport,  42  Iowa  808.  and  that  the  city  is  not  liable  for  damages. 

9  Ferguson  v.  Davis  Co.,   57  Iowa  601  arising  from  a  defective  plan  adopted,  but 

[1881]  only  for  damages  resulting  from  negligent 

8  Ferguson  v.  Davis,  supra;  Diamond  execution  of  work  in  compliance  with  such 
Match  Co.  v.  New  Haven  (Conn.),  18  Atl.  plan.  The  construction  and  repair  of  pub- 
Rep.  409  [18881:  De  Baker  v.  Southern  lie  works  are  simply  ministerial  duties,  for 
Cal.  Ry.  Co.  (Col.),  89  Pac.  Rep.  610;  and  the  negligent  or  improper  performance  of 
see  Railroad  Co.  *.  Halloran,  58  Tex.  46;  2  which  the  city  is  liable 
Thompson  on  Negligence  985,  1008;  Pierce  » 15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1149. 
on  Railroads  870  and  879,  citing  numerous  where  many  cases  are  cited.  A  surveyor 
autJiorities  in  notes;  Shearman  &  Redfield  who  is  not  a  civil  engineer  is  not  compe- 
on  Nes:.,  §445.  ten     to  recommend  a  plan  for  a  culvert. 

4Toolan  t>    Lansing.  87  Mich.    152,   88  Rochester  W.L  Co.  *.  Rochester,  8  N.  Y. 

Mich.  815;   Urquhan   v.  Ogdensbnrg,  91  463  [1850];  but  see  Mills  v.  Brooklyn,  82 N. 

N.  Y..  67  [1888];  Collins  t\  Philadelphia,  Y.499;  a nd  Johnston  v  Dht.of  Cohim.  (U. 

93  Pa.  St.    272;   Detroit  v.  Beekman,  34  S   Sup.  Ct),  22  Reptr.  7  [1886];  which  cases 

Mich    125  [1876];  Johnson  r.  Dist.  of  Col.  criticise  Rochester  White  Ld.  Co.  v.  Roch- 

(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  22  Reptr.  7  [1886];  Foster  ester.  3  N.  Y.  468. 

f>  St.  Louisf  71  Mo.  157  [1879].  'Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut,  13  N.  E.  Rep» 

These  cas^s  maintain  th»t  the  elections  686. 
and  adoption  of  a  general  plan  or  system  of 
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248.  Liability  of  City,  Town,  County,  or  State  for  want  of  Care  or  Skill 
of  Public  Officer. — The  city,  town,  county,  or  state  are  not  responsible  for 
the  mistake  or  the  want  of  care  or  skill  of  the  city,  town,  or  county  sur- 
veyor, "  whether  appointed  and  removable  by  it  or  elected  by  the  people, 
when  he  performs  duties  (though  the  performance  thereof  may  be  regu- 
lated by  ordinance)  for  or  between  individuals,  as,  for  example,  fixing  the 
boundary  between  their  lots."  *  * 

A  city  has  been  held  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  the  fall  of  a  bridge, 
owing  to  the  negligence  and  want  of  skill  of  the  city  engineer.1 

249.  Provision  that  Engineer  Shall  Have  the  Custody  of  Plans. 

Clause:  "It  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that  until  the  contract  shall 
have  been  completely  performed,  the  architect  shall  have  the  custody 
of  the  plans,  elevations,  sections,  specifications,  and  schedule  of  prices, 
and  of  this  contract,  on  behalf  of  all  parties  concerned ;  and  when  the 
contract  shall  have  been  performed  he  shall  deliver  the  same  to  the 
owner  or  company." 

250.  Provision  that  Specifications  and  Drawings  Shall  be  Kept  at 
Works. 

Clause:  "  The  engineer  or  architect  for  the  time  being  shall  furnish 
copies  of  the  specifications  and  contract  drawings  for  the  use  of  the 
contractor,  and  the  detail  drawings  when  provided  by  the  architect  shall 
be  kept  on  the  works,  where  the  contractor  may  copy  or  refer  to  them, 
and  they  shall  not  be  removed  therefrom. 

"  Complete  copies  of  the  drawings  and  specifications,  signed  by  the 
architect,  shall  be  furnished  by  him  to  the  contractor  for  his  own  use, 
and  the  same  or  copies  thereof  shall  be  kept  constantly  on  the  works 
by  the  contractor,  by  which  instructions  can  be  given  by  the  architect." 

251.  Provision  that  Contractor  Shall  Have  Custody  of  Plans. 

Clause:  "  The  contractors  shall  preserve  and  keep  all  plans,  drawings, 
writings,  papers,  specifications,  and  documents  which  may  have  been 
delivered  to  them,  or  for  their  use;  and  the  engineer  and  his  assistants 
and  the  clerk  of  works  shall  have  full  access  thereto,  at  all  times,  and 
for  all  purposes,  and  the  same  shall  be  kept  at  or  near  the  site  of  the 
works,  and  the  said  contractor  shall  return  said  plans,  drawings,  etc., 
to  the  custody  of  the  engineer  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  up  of  the 
works  to  the  owner  or  city,  and  before  they  receive  the  installments 
payable  thereon." 

The  latter  part  of  this  stipulation  is  unsatisfactory  to  a  contractor,  as  it 
takes  evidence  away  from  contractor,  unless  he  goes  to  the  expense  of 
making  copies  of  all  plans  and  drawings.  Nowadays  specification  and 
plans  are  usually  printed  or  duplicated  by  photographic  processes,  so  that 
contractor  is  provided  with  a  copy  which  he  is  permitted  to  keep. 

1  2  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns.  (3d  ed  ),  §  and  see  Sayler  v.  Harrisburg,  87  Pa.  St.  216 

978,  and  eases  cited;  Aldcorn  v.  Philadel-  [18781;  2  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns  (8d  ed.), 

phia,  44  Pa.  St.  348  [1863];  see  also  Mc-  §  978  [1881];    Rochester  W.  Ld.  Co    v. 

Carty  *.  Bauer,  3  Kans.  287  [18651.  Rochester,   3  Comst    (N.  Y.)  463  [1850]; 

*  Dayton  v.  Pease,  4  Ohio  St.  80  [1854];  Koba  v.  Minneapolis,  22  Miun.  159  [1875]. 

*  See  also  Sees  86.  179,  supra,  and  850-859,  infra. 
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252.  Property  Bights  in  Plans  as  between  Engineer  or  Architect  and 
Owner.* 

253.  Provision  that  Work  Shall  be  Done  in  a  Workmanlike  Manner,  f 

Clause:  "The  parties  hereby  further  agree  that  all  materials  used 
throughout  the  herein-described  works  shall  be  the  best  of  their  re- 
spective kinds,'  and  new  and  unused  when  put  into  the  work  ;  and  that 
the  whole  shall  be  done  throughout  in  the  best,  most  workmanlike,  and 
substantial  manner,  and  everything  done  and  furnished  necessary  to 
complete  the  work  according  to  the  particulars  contained  in  or  implied 
by  the  specifications,  plans,  and  bill  of  quantities  herein  referred  to, 
and  according  to  such  other  additional  drawings,  explanations,  and  direc- 
tions as  the  Engineer  may  give  or  approve." 

.  254.  Another  Clause: 

"The  works  under  this  contract,  and  every  addition,  alteration,  or 
deviation  directed  to  be  executed  under  this  contract,  or  that  may  be 
necessary  or  proper  to  the  complete  and  perfect  performance  thereof, 
shall  be  executed  by  the  contractors  in  the  best  and  most  substantial 
and  workmanlike  manner,  with  materials  of  the  best  and  most  approved 
quality  of  their  respective  kinds,  according  to  the  specification,  draw- 
ings, and  the  bill  of  quantities  herein  referred  to,  or  to  such  other  addi- 
tional particulars,  explanations,  and  drawings  as  may  be  given  or 
approved  by  the  engineer,  and  to  his  full  and  entire  satisfaction,  accord- 
ing to  the  instructions  and  directions  from  time  to  time  given  him." 

255.  Another  Clause: 

"  Every  part  of  the  work  shall  be  executed  as  directed  by  the  specifi- 
cations, in  the  most  sound,  workmanlike,  and  substantial  manner,  and 
all  materials  used  in  the  construction  of  the  building  shall  be  new  and 
the  best  of  their  respective  kinds,  except  where  otherwise  distinctly 
directed  or  allowed  by  the  specifications." 

256.  An  Undertaking  to  Construct  a  Piece  of  Works  Is  an  Undertaking  to 
Do  it  Well  and  in  a  Workmanlike  Manner. — These  clauses  are  frequently 
inserted  in  a  construction  contract,  their  purpose  being  to  avoid  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  quality  of  the  work  required  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or 
any  claims  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  that  it  was  mutually  understood 
that  the  work  and  materials  were  to  be  of  an  inferior  class.  In  the  absence 
of  any  express  agreement  as  to  the  manner  of  constructing  a  thing  the  law 
requires  it  to  be  made  or  built  in  a  workmanlike  manner  with  good  mate- 
rials, and  that  it  shall  be  suitable  for  the  purpose  intended.1 

If,  however,  the  contractor  follow  the  directions  of  the  owner  in  making 
for  him  an  experimental  article,  from  a  pattern  furnished,  he  cannot  be 
denied  payment  because  the  article  is  not  as  fit  for  the  uses  contemplated  as 
the  pattern  furnished ." 

1  Gill  Man'fg  Co.  v.  Hurd,  18  Fed.  Rep.      186;  Wade  «    Haycock,   25  Pa.  St  383; 
-673.  [18881:  Lucas  t>.  Goodwin,  3  Bin?.  N.       Smith  &  Nelson  v.  Bristol,  38  Iowa  24. 
Cas.  787;  Pearce  ©.    Tucker,   8   F.   &  F.  f  Fish  v.  Chicago  Stamping  Co.,  58  111. 

*8ee  Sec.  815,  infra,  in  regard  to  ownership  of  plans,  drawings,  and  designs,  i«nd 

Irians  consigned  to  common  carrier  which  were  delayed  or  lost;  and  Sees.  816-822,  infra, 
n  regard  to  incorporeal  property  rights  in  original  designs, 
f  See  Sees.  340  and  885,  infra. 
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Any  workman  who  contracts  to  do  a  piece  of  work  thereby  impliedly 
warrants  that  he  is  reasonably  skillful  and  will  bring  sufficient  skill  and 
dexterity  to  its  performance  to  complete  it  in  a  just  and  workmanlike  man- 
ner.1 Anybody  who  undertakes  to  construct  a  piece  of  work  impliedly 
warrants  that  he  is  reasonably  skillful  in  his  profession,  trade,  or  calling, 
and  that  the  materials  he  employs  shall  be  suitable  for  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  used.9  A  builder  may  be  held  liable  for  the  construction  of 
a  chimney  that  is  not  capable  of  carrying  off  the  smoke  for  which  it  was 
designed.*  The  fact  that  the  price  to  be  paid  is  grossly  inadequate  does  not 
change  the  rule,4  nor  does  the  fact  that  the  owner  has  seen  the  work  done 
and  has  benefited  thereby  enable  the  contractor  to  recover  the  price  agreed 
upon.* 

The  rule  does  not  seem  to  be  applied  so  strictly  when  one  contracts  to 
furnish  materials,  for  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  owner  had  a  chance, 
before  making  a  purchase,  to  inspect  the  lumber  bought,  that  there  was  no 
implied  warranty  on  plaintiff's  part  that  it  was  merchantable  for  the  pur- 
pose intended  for  it  by  defendant.8* 

A  mechanic  who  undertakes  to  do  a  job  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  as 
well  as  any  other  mechanic  could  do,  cannot  recover  for  his  labor  if  the 
thing  when  completed  does  not  answer  the  end  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed.7 

257.  An  Agreement  to  Perform  Work  in  a  Workmanlike  Manner  Must  be 
Faithfully  Executed  or  No  Recovery  Can  be  Had.— If  a  contractor  has  ex- 
pressly agreed  to  execute  a  job  [construction  of  box-cars]  in  a  plain  and 
workmanlike  manner,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  or  in  a  manner 
to  be  determined  by  the  engineer,  in  order  to  recover  for  what  he  has  done 
he  is  bound  to  show  by  such  person  appointed  by  the  parties  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  so  far  as  he  has  progressed  he  has  executed  the  work  in  a  plain 
and  workmanlike  manner  as  required. g 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  work  and  labor  to  be  done  in  a  faith- 
ful and  workmanlike  manner,  the  owner  may  show  that  it  was  not  so  done 

App.  663;  City  of  Elgiu  v.  Shoenberger,  «T.  B.  Scott  L.  Co.  r>  Hafuer-Loihman 

59  111.  Ai>p.  384.  Mfg.  Co.  (Wis.),  65  N.  W.  Rep.  518;  sem- 

1  Leflore  t.  Justice.  9  Miss.  381  [18481;  ble  Omaha  C.  C.  &  L.  Co.  t>.  Pay  (Neb.), 

sembleV&lev.  See,  51  N.J.  Law  378  [1889];  55    N.  W.    Rep.   211;  and  see  Wis.  Red 

Somerby  t.  Tappan,  1  Wright  (Ohio)  570  Brick  Co.  f  Hood  (Minn),  69  N.  W.  Rep. 

[1834]  ;  Harmcr  r.  Cornelius,  5  C.  B.  (N.  1091;  Collins  t>   Monev.  4    Miss.    11;  Mc- 

S.)  236  [1858].  Lane  «  Dl-  Leyer,  56  N.  Y.  619. 

*  SpringhYld  C  A.  r.  Smith,  32  111.  252  7  Leflore  v.  Jusiice,  supra;  Wade  ».  Hay- 
[1863]:  accord  Johnson  v.  Freeman  (Pa.),  cock,  25  Pa.  St.  382;  Springfield  C.  A.  f>. 
28  Atl.  Rep  780;  Van  Hovenburgh  v.  Smith,  82  111.  252  [1863]:  I.  B.  &  W.  Ry. 
Lindsey,  1  Alb.  L.  J.  122  Co   v.  Adamson,  114  Iud.  282  [1887]:  Kel 

•Somerbv  r.  Tappan,  supra.    A  drain,  log  Bridge  Co.  t>.  Hamilton,  110  U.  S.  108; 

Hattin  v.  Chn«e.  88  Me.  237;  see  also  Fill-  Florida  R.  Co.  c.  Smith,  21  Wall  (U.  S.) 

ler*.  Brown  (N.  H.)  84  Atl.  Rep.  463.  255;  and  see  Hunt  v.  Penna.  R.  Co.,  51  Pa. 

4  Smith  v.  Bristol,  38  Iowa  24;  Will  ams  St   475. 
v.  Keech.  4  Hill  (N.  T.)  168.  »Ennis  v.  O'Connor  (Md.)f  8  H.  6  J.. 

•  Smith  v.  Bristol,  supra.  168  [1810]. 

*  See  Sec.  277a,  infra. 
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to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  contractor's  recovery.1  He  is  entitled  to  dam- 
ages equal  to  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  structure  as  they  wefe 
made  and  as  they  should  have  been  made.' 

If  a  person  be  employed  with  the  understanding  that  the  work  is  to  be 
done  in  a  workmanlike  manner  and  the  work  be  not  done  so,  the  contract 
may  be  terminated  without  regard  to  the  intention  of  the  contractor.8  The 
fact  that  the  work  is  a  fair  average  job  for  the  class  of  structure  will  not 
excuse  the  contractor  from  furnishing  what  he  agreed  to  furnish.4* 

An  agreement  to  erect  a  structure  in  a  workmanlike  manner  has  been 
held  to  require  that  it  be  constructed  so  that  when  used  by  persons  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  in  the  usual  manner,  it  would  not  be  liable  to  destruction,  as 
a  furnace  by  fire/  It  has  been  held  wrong  for  a  court  to  instruct  a  jury 
that  an  undertaking  to  do  a  plain,  substantial!  and  workmanlike  job  was  not 
an  undertaking  to  do  a  perfect  job,  for  the  reason  that  it  took  from  the  jury 
a  question  of  fact  which  it  was  their  province  to  determine  and  not  that  of 
the  court  It  was  further  held  that  an  agreement  to  do  a  thing  in  a  plain, 
substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner  would  imply  that  it  should  be  per- 
fectly done  for  the  character  of  the  job  contemplated,  and  that  an  imperfect 
execution  of  the  work  would  not  be  a  performance  of  the  contract.'  Such 
an  implication  cannot  be  overcome  by  a  custom  or  usage  which  allows  the 
use  of  inferior  materials  and  the  unskillful  execution  of  the  work.  It  has 
been  held  an  error  to  give  an  instruction  to  a  jury,  that "  if  a  man,  in  a 
given  section  of  country  contracts  to  build  a  house  in  a  workmanlike  man- 
ner, that  means  a  house  built  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  customs  and  usages  of  the  section  of  country  in  which  the  con- 
tract is  made,"  for  a  custom  that  justifies  the  erection  of  a  house  with  the 
floors  not  level,  the  windows  not  vertical  nor  a!;  equal  heights  from  the  floor, 
intended  to  be  on  the  same  level,  that  bricks  in  the  outer  wall  had  to  be  re- 
moved, and  that  one  room  had  so  many  holes  in  the  wall  that  daylight  could 
be  seen  through  it  in  many  places  was  unreasonable.7 

When  a  contractor  agrees  to  erect  a  building  in  a  certain  manner  he 
must  comply  with  his  agreements,  and  no  plea  of  lack  of  skill  of  himself  or 
any  of,  his  workmen  or  subcontractors  will  constitute  a  defense  for  a  failure  to 


1  Grant «.  Button  (N.  Y.),  14  John's  Rep. 
877  ri817];  Hellman  t>.  Schneider,  75  111. 
422  [1874]. 

*  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Arctic  Ice  Co. 
(Md.),  26  Atl.  Rep.  498;  and  see  Wheaton 
«.  Lund  (Minn.),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  251;  and 
Van  Buskirk  v.  Murden,  22  III.  446; 
Grounsell  t>.  Lamb,  1M.AW.  852;  Farns- 
worth  v.  Garrard,  1  Campb.  88;  Trustees  v. 
Bradfleld,  80  Geo.  1. 

•Feinberg  t>.  Weiher  (Com.  PL),  19  N. 
T.  Supp.  215. 

4  Golden  Gate  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sahrbacher 


(Cal.),  88  Pac.  Rep.  685. 

•Uhlig  «.  Barnum  (Neb.),  61  N.  W. 
Rep.  749. 

•Smith  «.  Clark,  58  Mo.  145  [1874], 
When  a  petition  alleges  that  work  was  to 
be  of  first-class  workmanship  and  material, 
evidence  that  it  was  to  be  or  the  same  kind 
as  was  furnished  to  another  company  is  in- 
admissible. Madison  v.  Danville  Min.  Co., 
2  Mo.  App.  Rep'r.  1284. 

T  Anderson  v.  Whittaker  (Ala.),  11  So 
Rep.  919;  but  see  Graham  v.  Trimmer,  6 
Kan.  281. 


•See  Sees.  467-8  and  701,  infra. 
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comply  with  the  contract.1  Incapacity  of  the  contractor,  arising  from  the 
ignorance  and  dissipation  of  himself  and  his  workmen  to  do  the  work  properly 
will  justify  the  owner  in  terminating  the  contract.1  Work  to  be  paid  for 
when  "  completed  and  found  to  be  in  good  working  order "  was  held  to 
require  more  than  that  the  work  should  be  in  good  working  order  at  the 
moment  of  its  completion.*  A  contract  to  make  a  cellar  "  water-tight"  is 
not  carried  out  where  after  the  work  is  completed  water  leaks  in  and  the 
contractor  puts  under  the  floor  an  automatic  instrument  which,  while  at 
work,  keeps  the  cellar  dry.* 

Subcontractors  are  not  liable  to  the  owner  in  an  action  for  negligent 
and  unskillful  doing  of  their  work  by  which  the  owner  is  injured/ 

258.  Provision  that  Work  shall  be  Performed  and  Completed  According 
to  the  True  Spirit,  Meaning,  and  Intent  of  the  Plans  and  Specifications. 

Clause:  "And  the  work  shall  be  performed  and  completed  accord- 
ing to  the  true  spirit,  meaning,  and  intent  thereof  and  to  the  full 
satisfaction  of  the  engineer  or  architect  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
owner. " 

The  first  part  of  this  stipulation  has  been  regarded  as  an  express  men- 
tion of  an  incidental  power,  inserted  from  motives  of  extreme  caution  and 
necessarily  incident  to  the  authority  usually  given  to  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect to  determine  the  proper  construction  and  meaning  of  the  plans  and 
specifications,  or  even  of  the  contract  itself,  and  that  his  determination 
should  be  final  and  conclusive.  Such  an  express  provision  has  been 
regarded  as  adding  nothing  to  the  force  of  a  contract  in  that  particular  in 
the  presence  of  such  stipulations/* 

259.  Work  to  be  Completed  to  the  Satisfaction  of  the  Owner.— The  addi- 
tion of  the  last  stipulation,  that  the  work  shall  "  be  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  owner,"  seems  to  be  wholly  unnecessary  and  without  force.  It  has  been 
held  to  have  no  reference  to  the  quality  of  the  workmanship  and  materials; 
that  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  mistake,  or  unfair  dealing  on  the  part  of 
the  engineer  or  architect,  that  his  acceptance  of  the  work  as  satisfactory 
binds  the  owner.7  It  has  been  regarded  as  mere  surplusage,  the  archi- 
tect being  probably  for  this  purpose  the  agent  of  the  owner  or  the  arbi- 
trator between  him  and  the  contractor."  Such  a  condition  makes  the 
payment  dependent  upon  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  owner  and  is  re- 
pugnant  to  the  debt  itself.  It  will  either  destroy  the  debt  or  the  condition 
will  be  void.* 

1  Shearman  t>.  Bates,  15  Neb.  18;  and  tee  '  Bissell  «.  Roden,  84  Mo.  68  [18631. 

Pearce  t>.  Tucker.  8  F.  &  F.  186.  •  Hudson  r.  McCartney,  88  Wis.  881. 

•  Rector  t>.  McDermott  (Ark.).  18  8.  W.  7  Tetz  «.  Butterfield,  54  Wis.  243  [18821. 

Rep.  884  [1890].  8  Sanders  «.    Hutchinson,    26    111     688 

•Edison  Elec.   Co.  t>.  Can.   Pac.  Nav.  [18871- 

Co.  (Wash.),  86  Pac.  Rep.  260.  •  But  $ee  Gray  t>.   Central   R.   Co.,  H 

«  MacKnieht  F.  Stone  Co  «.  New  York  Hun  (N.  Y.)  70,  contra. 
(Sup.),  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  139. 

*8ee  Chaps.  XII  and  XIII,  Sees  385-417,  infra. 
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Such  provisions  are  frequently  inserted  in  construction  contracts,  and 
they  may  either  be  declared  void  or  construed  to  mean  to  the  reasonable 
satisfaction  of  the  owner.1    Whether  the  work  has  been  done  to  his  reason 
able  satisfaction  would  then  become  a  question  for  the  jury.* 

1  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1006. 
•Bee  Chap.  XII,  Sees.  885-847,  and  Chap.  XIII,  Sees.  406-411,  infra. 


CHAPTER  X. 

THE  OWNERSHIP,   DISPOSAL,   INSPECTION,  ACCEPTANCE,  OR  REJEC- 
TION OF  MATERIALS  OF  CONSTRUCTION. 

PROVISIONS  THAT  CONTRACTOR  SHALL  REPLACE  MATERIALS  REJECTED; 
THAT  HE  SHALL  PROVIDE  FACILITIES  FOR  WEIGHING,  TESTING,  AND  IN- 
SPECTING MATERIALS;  THAT  HE  SHALL  FURNISH  OFFICES,  FOREMEN,  AND 
attendants;  THAT  HE  SHALL  NOT  ASSIGN  OR  SUBLET  work;  THAT 
LINES  AND  LEVELS  GIVEN  BY  ENGINEER  SHALL  BE  PRESERVED;  AND 
DEFINING  AND   LIMITING   HIS   RIGHTS  TO   POSSESSION   OF  THE  WORKS. 

260.  Provision  that  Contractor  Shall  Provide  and  Protect  Materials  and 
Appliances. 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  or  builder  shall,  at  his  own  proper  cost  and 
charge,  provide  and  protect  all  manner  of  materials  and  labor,  and 
even  thing  of  every  sort  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  proper  execu- 
tion of  work  included  in  this  contract,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  drawings  and  specifications,  whether  the  same  may  or 
may  not  be  particularly  described  therein,  provided  the  same  are  reason- 
ably and  obviously  to  be  inferred  therefrom."* 

261.  Provision  that  Owner  Shall  Provide  Materials. 

Clause:  "The  said  works  shall  be  erected  wholly  with  materials 
provided  for  that  purpose  by  the  owner.  The  builder  shall  be  account- 
able for  all  materials  which  shall  be  delivered  at  the  place  where  the 
same  are  intended  to  be  used,  and  he  shall  be  charged  with  the  respect- 
ive quantities  and  articles  so  delivered,  and  credited  with  so  much 
thereof  as  shall  be  actually  used  upon  and  about  said  buildings,  to- 
gether with  a  reasonable  allowance  for  waste  in  using  the  same;  and 
in  case  there  shall  be  any  balance  or  deficiency  in  materials,  then  the 
builder  shall  be  accountable  for  and  charged  with  all  such  balance  or 
deficiency,  at  and  after  the  rates  and  prices  respectively  at  which  the 
said  materials  were  purchased." 

262.  Ownership  and  Use  of  Old  Materials— Provision  that  Materials 
Shall  Remain  Property  of  Owner. 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  shall  reserve,  set  aside,  pile  up,  and  prop- 
erly store  for  the  use  of  the  company  or  owner,  free  of  cost,  all  bricks, 
gravel,  sand,  surplus  earth,  or  other  materials  found  on  the  line  about  or 
in  the  works,  and  not  required  for  filling  in  or  other  purposes  connected 
therewith,  and  to  remove  and  deposit  the  same  where  airected  by  the 
engineer,  within  a  distance  not  exceeding  half  a  mile,  and  no  materials 

*  See  Sees.  208-213,  *uprat  and  671-680,  infra. 
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shall  be  otherwise  disposed  of,  or  carted  off  the  works,  without  the 
order  in  writing  of  the  engineer,  the  same  materials  being  and  remain- 
ing the  property  of  the  company  or  owner/' 

363.  Provision  that  Contractor  may  Take  Materials  at  a  Valuation. 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  shall  take  down  and  remove  all  structures, 

walls,  trees,  timber, 

now  upon  the  grounds  to  be  occupied  or  required  for  the  works,  but 
he  shall  use  all  such  materials  arising  from  the  pulling  down  of  the 
old  structures  or  works  on  the  same  grounds  as  shall  be  fit  and  proper 
to  be  used  therein,  and  as  shall  be  approved  by  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect [for  the  time  being] ;  and  all  such  old  materials  shall  be  charged 
to  said  builder,  and  shall  be  paid  for  by  him  at  a  valuation  to  be  made 
by  said  engineer  or  architect  [or  at  a  fair  valuation  to  be  ascertained  in 
the  usual  manner]." 

264.  Provision  that  Materials  Shall  Become  the  Property  of  Con- 
tractor. 

Clause:  "  It  is  also  agreed  and  understood  that  the  whole  of  the  mate- 
rials which  at  present  form  a  portion  of  the  old  structure  of  the 

and  of  the  temporary ,  so  far  as  concerns  those  portions 

which  are  the  property  of  the  corporation  or  owner,  and  which  are 
herein  described  as  being  removed,  shall  at  the  time  stated  for  their 
removal  become  the  property  of  the  contractor,  and  he  shall,  immediately 
after  their  demolition,  remove  them  from  the  site  of  the  contract  works, 
unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  engineer." 

4 

265.  Property  in  Materials  is  Determined  by  the  Intention  of  the  Parties. 
— There  is  a  popular  belief  among  contractors  and  builders  that  when  they 
have  undertaken  works  by  contract  which  require  the  razing,  demolition, 
and  removal  of  old  structures,  or  the  removal  of  materials  from  the  ground, 
or  old  ruins,  that  those  structures  or  materials  belong  to  the  contractor  or 
builder.  The  source  of  this  belief  is  probably  tfyat  it  is  to  their  interests 
and  profit  to  make  such  claim,  and  their  chief  argument  is  that  nothing 
being  said  or  agreed  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  taken  for  granted  that  the 
contractor  was  to  have  the  materials.  The  ownership  of  materials  under 
such  a  contract  is  one  of  intention,  to  be  gathered  from  the  contract  as  a 
whole,  and  from  the  customs  and  usages  in  vogue  in  the  locality.  It  has 
been  held  that  a  contract  to  excavate  for  the  erection  of  a  building'does  not 
imply  a  transfer  to  the  contractor  of  the  title  to  materials  of  value  removed 
in  the  performance  of  the  contract.1 

If  nothing  whatever  is  contained  in  the  contract  as  to  the  old  structures 
standing  on  the  land,  and  no  reference  is  made  therein  to  the  materials  of 
such  structures,  there  is  some  authority  that  they  become  the  property  of 
the  contractor  when  he  has  remaved  them;1  but  it  must  be  a  matter  of  inten- 
tion gathered  from  the  contract,  and  the  circumstances  and  conduct  of  the 

1  Jones*.  Wick  (Com.  PI.  N.  Y).  SON.  'Morgan  v.  Stevens,  6  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N. 

T.  Supp.  924:  but  see  Cooper  v.  Knne,  19      Y.)  856. 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  386. 
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parties.    The  property  in  old  materials  has  been  held  not  to  pass  to  a  ten- 
ant who  has  made  alterations  in  the  building  he  occupies.1 

To  remove  any  doubts  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  it  is  good  prac- 
tice to  insert  in  the  contract  saving  clauses  similar  to  those  which  precede. 
Such  a  stipulation  enables  a  contractor  to  estimate  the  value  of  the  materials 
which  the  job  will  certainly  supply,  and  if  by  the  contract  he  be  permitted 
to  use  them  in  the  new  structure  he  can  reduce  his  price  for  the  work  by  so 
much  as  they  are  reasonably  worth.* 

266.  Ownership  of  Materials  in  Public  Way. — In  connection  with  work 
upon  streets  and  public  ways  the  question  frequently  arises  as  to  who  owns 
the  materials  of  the  street  or  way,  and  what  disposition  may  be  made  of 
them  as  regards  their  use,  sale,  and  appropriation.  When  the  fee  of  a 
street  is  in  the  abutting  owners,  the  public  have  only  a  right  of  way  over  it,, 
with  the  powers  and  privileges  incident  to  that  right.  The  owner  of  the 
fee  retains  for  all  purposes,  not  interfering  with  that  right  of  way,  his 
exclusive  right  in  all  mines,  quarries,  springs  of  water,  timber,  and  earth  for 
all  purposes.  Every  case  must  turn  upon  what  is  incident  to  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  right  of  way.1  The  value  of  stone  taken  from 
the  limits  of  a  highway  has  been  recovered ;  *  and  a  city  that  contracted  for 
and  authorized  the  quarrying  and  disposal  of  stone  from  a  ledge  in  a  street 
and  below  the  grade  thereof,  for  unauthorized  purposes,  has  been  held  liable 
to  the  owner  of  the  soil  for  the  value  of  the  stone  as  it  lay  in  the  ledge.6 

As  before  stated,  the  purposes  authorized  are  those  incident  to  the  con- 
struction, maintenance,  and  proper  use  of  a  public  street.  It  has,  therefore, 
been  held  that  the  authorities  of  a  city  or  town  can  take  [remove]  the  earth 
and  soil  of  a  road  so  far  as  its  removal  is  necessary  to  the  proper  construc- 
tion and  repair  of  the  street.6  A  village  incorporated  by  act  of  legislature 
with  powers  to  keep  all  its  streets  and  alleys  in  repair,  and  make  such 
ordinances  in  relation  thereto  as  may  be  necessary  and  expedient,  may 
make  ordinances  imposing  a  penalty  upon  persons  removing  soil  from  its 
streets.  Owners  of  the  fee  of  streets  were  held  to  have  no  right  to  remove, 
or  to  authorize  the  removal,  of  gravel  or  dirt  contrary  to  such  an  ordinance, 
without  being  liable  to  the  penalty.7  When  it  was  necessary  to  excavate 
gravel  in  order  to  bring  the  street  down  to  grade  it  has  been  held  that  the 
gravel  might  be  removed  toother  parts  of  the  street  or  road  to  fill  up  to  grade ;• 
but  only  as  the  process  of  construction  and  repair  of  the  street  required.* 


1  Agate  v.  Lowenbeim,  57  N.  Y.  604. 
8  See  Bonnett  v.  Glattfeldt,  120  111.  168. 

•  Jackson  v.  Hathaway,  15  John«.  452; 
9  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  375 ;  and  see  8 
So.  Rep.  23  [1888]. 

*  Hlgirins  v.  Reynolds.  31  N.  Y.  156. 

5  Valiski  ©.  Citv  of  Minneapolis  (Minn  ), 
41  N.  W.  Rep.  1050  [18891;  and  set'  Becker 
t>.  Philadelphia  (Pa.),  16  Atl    Rep.  625. 

«  Robert  v.  Sadler  (N.  Y.),  ION.  E.  Rep. 


428[1887]. 

'  Pa'atine  v.  Krueger  (111.).  12  N.  E. 
Rep.  75  [1887] ;  reversing  Kruger  v.  Town 
of  Palestine,  20  Bradw.  420  [1&51 

8  Niagara  Falls  Susp.  Bdge.  v.  Bachman. 
4  Lansing  423  ;  and  see  Auderson  v.  Be- 
ment  (Ind.),  41  N.  E.  Rep.  547 ;  accord* 
Bundv  v.  ditto,  61  111.  App.  209. 

•  Rich  r.  City  of  Minneapolis.  37  Alb. 
Law  Jour.  58. 
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The  Minnesota  courts  have  held  that  a  city  may  authorize  the  excavation 
and  removal  of  stone  and  earth  when  it  is  necessary  to  the  use  and  improve- 
ment of  the  street,  unembarrassed  by  claims  of  abutting  owners,  and  that 
the  city  may  dispose  of  the  materials  which  they  are  required  to  remove 
without  having  to  account  to  the  owner.  That  the  city  could  authorize  the 
excavation  of  rock  necessary  to  the  construction  of  a  sewer,  and  could  allow 
the  contractor  to  appropriate  such  stone  in  part  compensation  for  his  work, 
without  accounting  to  the  abutting  owner.1  The  Minnesota  cases  do  not 
represent  the  universal  law.  There  are  cases  directly  contrary,  which  hold 
that  stone  excavated  by  a  contractor  in  the  construction  of  a  sewer  cannot 
be  used  by  him,  nor  can  the  city  have  credit  against  the  contractor  for  the 
stone  removed,  for  they  belong  to  the  abutting  owner.1 

In  the  Minnesota  case,  which  held  that  the  city  might  authorize  the 
removal  and  disposal  of  materials  necessary  to  the  use  and  improvement  of 
a  street,1  there  is  little  doubt  but  that  the  abutting  owners  could  have  stepped 
forth  and  appropriated  the  stone  as  fast  as  it  was  blasted,  and  that  they  could 
have  it  piled  upon  their  own  lots  and  could  have  defied  the  city  authorities 
and  contractors  to  molest  them.4  Of  course  the  abutters  cannot  prevent  the 
town  or  city  from  improving  the  streets,  but  when  materials  are  to  be 
removed,  given  away,  or  sold,  it  is  the  abutter's  privilege  to  take  what  right- 
fully belongs  to  him.  If  he  neglects  to  do  so  he  should  not  complain  that 
the  city  has  employed  them  for  use  upon  its  streets.  It  has  been  held  that 
the  owner  of  the  fee  in  a  highway  may  take  away  sand  from  within  its  limits 
if  it  does  not  injure  the  right  of  way  and  travel.6 

It  is  well  settled  that  public  streets  and  ways  cannot  be  lawfully  appro- 
priated or  given  away  for  private  uses,'  nor  can  the  materials  composing 
them.'  The  city  or  town  cannot  authorize  the  contractor  to  excavate  the 
entire  width  of  the  street  and  take  the  stone  in  compensation  for  his  work, 
even  if  he  did  refill  the  space  excavated,  to  the  original  grade.8  The  act  of 
digging  materials,  as  gravel,  from  the  bed  of  the  highway  below  grade  for  use 
on  the  surface,  with  the  intention  of  filling  up  the  pit  so  excavated  with 
other  and  less  valuable  materials,  is  in  violation  of  the  abutter's  rights,  for 
which  he  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  contractor.' 

The  unrestricted  meaning  of  the  word  "  street "  has  been  held  to  include 
the  sidewalks." 


1  Valiski  v.  City  of  Minneapolis  (Minn.), 
41  N.  W.  Rep.  1050  ;  but  %ee  Rich  v.  City 
of  Minneapolis,  87  Alb.  Law  Jour.  58 
[1887],  and  cases  cited. 

1  Fisher  v.  City  of  R.,  6  Lansing  22o. 

1  Accord  Bundy  v.  Catto,  61  111.  App. 
209. 

4  Kruger  «.  Town  of  Palestine,  20  Brad- 
well  420  [1885]. 

»  Williams  «.  Kenney,  14  Barb.  681;  see 
flMo  Denniston  v.  Clark,   125  Mass.  216; 


City  of  New  Haven  v.  Sargent,   38  Conn. 
50;  Bissdl  v.  Collins,  28  Mich.  277. 

•Chicago  General  Ry.  Co.   v.  Chicago 
City  Ry.  Co.,  62  111.  App.  602. 

*  Varnum  «.  Highgate  (Vt.),  26  Atl.  Rep. 
628. 

8  Valiski  v.  City  of  Minneapolis  (MinnA 
41  N.  W.  Rep.  1050. 

•  Robert  e.   Sadler  (N.  Y.).   10  N.  E. 
Rep.  428  [18871;  accord  24  Mich.  5U. 

,5  Wiles  i.  Hoss,  114  Ind.  871  [1887]. 
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267.  Title  to  Materials  and  Plant  Delivered  upon  the  Works.— Pro- 
vision that  work  and  materials  shall  become  property  of  owner : 

Clause:  "  From  the  commencement  to  the  completion  of  every  part  of 
the  works,  the  same,  and  all  materials  and  things  upon  or  near  the  prem- 
ises, whether  placed  on  and  incorporated  into  the  works  or  not,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be,  and  shall  become  the  property,  of  the  said  owner;  but  he 
shall  not  be  responsible,  charged,  nor  chargeable  for  anything  lost,  stolen, 
damaged,  destroyed,  or  removed  from  the  building,  or  that  shall  fail  in 
any  way  whatever;  and  the  care  of  the  same,  and  everything  connected 
therewith  or  appertaining  thereto,  shall  be  with  the  contractor^],  who 
shall  protect  and  preserve,  entire  and  uninjured,  the  whole  of  the  said 
works  and  materials;  and  if  any  injury  or  disfigurement  shall  be  done 
thereto  by  fire,  or  by  the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  or  by  accident  of  any 
description,  or  by  the  workmen  employed,  or  by  any  other  means  whatso- 
ever, then,  and  in  every  such  case,  the  builders  shall  completely  repair  or 
replace  the  same,  as  the  case  may  be,  at  their  own  cost,  so  that  on  the 
completion  of  tie  works  every  part  thereof  may  be  perfect  and  in  a 
clean  state." 

268.  Provision  that  Plant  shall  Be  Property  of  Owner  during  Progress  of 

"Works. 

Clause:  "The  plant,  tools,  machinery,  and  materials  provided  by  the 
contractors  shall,  in  all  cases,  from  the  time  at  which  they  or  any  of 
them  may  be  brought  upon  the  works  and  lands  taken  by  or  in  behalf 
of,  or  used  permanently  or  temporarily  by  or  in  behalf  of  the  owner  or 
company,  and  during  the  construction  and  until  the  completion  of  the 
said  works,  become  and  continue  the  property  of  the  company;  and  the 
contractors  are  hereby  prohibited  from  removing  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  during  the  progress  of  the  works  without  the  consent  in  writing 
of  the  engineer."  ! 

269.  Provision  that  Materials  Delivered  upon  Works  shoL  Attaoh  to  and 
Belong  to  Premises. 

Clause:  "  And  it  is  further  hereby  expressly  agreed  that  all  materials 
which  shall  be  brought  upon  the  premises  by  or  for  the  said  contractor 
for  the  purpose  of  erecting  the  structures  hereinbefore  described  and 
the  subject-matter  of  this  contract  shall  be  considered  as  immediately 
attached  to  and  belonging  to  the  premi3es,  and  that  no  part  thereof 
shall  be  removed  therefrom  without  the  express  consent  of  the  owner/' 
etc. 

270.  Materials  and  Tools  to  Become  Property  of  Owner,  but  the  Con- 
tractor Is  to  Be  and  Remain  Responsible  for  their  Safekeeping. 

Clause  :  "All  materials,  scaffolding,  tools,  implements,  machinery, 
and  effects  whatsoever  which  may  from  time  to  time  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work  be  in,  upon,  or  about  the  said  premises  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  absolute  property  of  the  owner;  bnt  the  contractor 
shall  nevertheless  be  solely  responsible  for  the  loss  or  destruction 
thereof,  and  for  all  damage  which  may  happen  thereto  by  fire,  tempest, 

1  Ts  is  better  to  have  the  clause  in  this  pany  when  (he  contractor  shall  have  failed 
form,  rather  than  to  make  the  plant  and  or  be  in  default.  See  Garrett  v.  Salisbury 
materials  become  the  property  of  the  com-      Rail.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Eq  358. 
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or  any  other  cause  whatsoever,  and  the  builder  shall  likewise  be  liable 
to  make  good  all  damage  which  may  happen  to  the  said  work  from  any 
cause  whatever  during  the  progress  thereof." 

271.  Ownership  of  Materials  and  Tools  when  No  Clause  is  Used.— When 

the  contract  is  one  to  furnish  materials  and  to  build  and  deliver  a  completed 
structure,  and  it  contains  no  such  stipulations  as  are  given,  materials 
brought  upon  the  premises  to  be  used  in  the  construction  of  works  by  the 
contractor  remain  the  property  of  the  contractor  who  has  purchased  them  and 
has  had  them  delivered.  Such  materials  are  subject  to  the  contractor's 
debts,  and  should  not  be  included  in  the  engineer's  estimate  of  what  is  due 
to  the  contractor  unless  it  is  expressly  provided  that  they  are  and  shall  be 
the  property  of  the  owner  or  company.1  Blinds  that  have  been  fitted  ta 
the  windows  of  a  house  and  then  taken  off  to  be  painted  have  been  held  ta 
be  the  property  of  the  contractor,  and  while  in  his  hands  were  liable  to 
be  taken  for  his  debts.8  It  is  immaterial  that  the  contract  provides  that, 
as  the  work  goes  on  estimates  of  it  shall  be  made  by  the  engineer,  which 
estimates  may,  if  he  so  decide,  include  acceptable  materials  delivered,  and 
that  a  per  cent,  of  such  estimates  are  to  be  paid  at  once  and  the  residue 
upon  completion  of  the  structure,  and  that  such  estimates  had  been  made 
and  did  include  certain  materials,  and  such  percentage  of  their  value  had 
been  paid  to  the  contractor,  for  it  is  insufficient  to  show  a  sale  of  the  mate- 
rials and  to  pass  the  title  to  them.' 

When  a  contract  for  street-work  provided  for  monthly  payments,  "  on 
estimates  made  by  the  engineer  of  materials  furnished  on  the  ground,  and 
work  done,  20  per  cent,  being  reserved  until  the  final  estimate  is  made/'  it 
was  held  that  the  city  was  bound  to  pay,  monthly,  80  per  cent,  of  the  value 
of  material  furnished  on  the  ground,  and  the  work  done,  and  that  by 
"  material  on  the  ground"  was  meant  all  such  suitable  material  in  reason- 
able quantities  as  the  contractor  procured  and  placed  in  the  city  at  a  suitable 
point,  to  be  used  as  needed.4  *  This  decision,  considered  with  those  imme^ 
diately  preceding,  illustrate  the  necessity  of  clauses  defining  the  intention 
of  the  parties  in  regard  to  the  ownership  of  materials  delivered. 

Until  wrought  into  the  structure  the  materials  furnished  remain  the 
property  of  the  contractor  or  materialman,  even  though  they  have  prior 
thereto  been  inspected  by  the  engineer  and  included  in  his  monthly  esti- 
mates. It  was  so  held  of  ties  delivered  upon  the  line  of  a  railroad  for  the 
track/ 

1  Citv  of  Wheeling  v.  Baer  (W.  Va.),  15  f  City  of  Wheeling  v.  Baer  (W.  Vn.),  15 

S.  E.  Rod.  979;  Chandler  v.  DeGraff,  22  S.  E.  Rep.  979 

Minn.    471    [18761;  Johnson   «.  Hunt,  11  4City  of  Key  West  v.  Baer  (C.  C.  A.), 

Wend.  (N.  Y)  137.  66  Fed.  Rep.  440.  Pnrdee,  circuit  judge, 

*  Manchester  Mills  v.  Rundlett,  23  N.  H.  dissenting:  Smith  v.  Molleson  (Sup.),  26  N. 

271;  Tripp  v.  Armitage,  4  M.  &  W.  687;  Y.  Supp.  653. 

Wilkins  v.  Bromhead,  6  M.  A  G.  968;  Ex  •  Chandler   v.    DeGraff,  22    Minn.   471 

parte  Marrable,  1  Glyn  &  J.  402.  [1876];  see  also  Andrews  v.  Durant,  11  N« 

*  See  Sec.  676,  infra. 
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A  contrary  rule  was  maintained  in  the  English  court  of  appeals,  which 
held  that  the  title  to  materials  delivered  upon  the  line  of  a  railroad  for  use  in 
its  construction  passed  to  the  company  when  they  were  inspected  and  certified 
by  the  engineer,  even  though  they  were  not  fixed,  and  that  the  contractor 
could  not  remove  them  or  otherwise  dispose  of  them.  The  contract  was  for 
the  construction  of  a  railroad,  it  being  provided  that,  once  a  month,  the  com- 
pany's engineer  should  certify  the  amount  payable  to  the  contractor  in 
respect  to  the  value  of  the  materials  delivered,  such  certificates  to  be  paid 
seven  days  after  their  presentation. l  The  court  made  the  test  one  of  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  held  that  the  manifest  intention  was  that  the  title  to 
materials  should  pass  when  the  engineer  certified  to  his  acceptance  thereof. 
The  materials  delivered  were  bricks,  iron  girders,  etc.,  for  a  structure. 

The  fundamental  principle  in  all  cases  of  sale  is  to  ascertain  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  That  ascertained,  it  will  hold,  and  rules  are  generally 
held  subordinate  to  it.  The  circumstances  of  each  case  must  be  determined.' 
If  the  contractor  act  as  the  agent  of  the  owner  in  the  purchase  of  materials, 
or  if  the  materials  are  furnished  upon  the  credit  of  the  building,  the  title  to 
them  will  be  in  the  owner.  If  the  stuff  be  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the 
owner,  the  contractor  may  be  considered  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  such 
materials  cannot  be  sold  under  an  execution  as  the  property  of  the  con- 
tractor.* 

272.  If  it  be  the  Intention  of  the  Parties  to  Pass  Title  upon  Delivery,  it 
Will  be  So  Held. — If  the  intention  to  have  the  title  pass  when  the  materials 
are  delivered  be  made  clear  and  unmistakable,  it  should  be  so  held.4 

Therefore  when  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  ship  for  the  United 
States  government  provided  that  the  materials,  when  delivered  and  receipted 
for,  should  become  the  property  of  the  government,  the  court  declared  that 
it  would  not  enforce  any  arbitrary  rule  of  construction  in  determining  the 
question  whether  the  title  remained  in  the  builder,  or  whether  the  property, 
in  so  much  of  her  as  on  the  payment  of  an  installment  is  completed,  passed 
to  the  government,  but  that  the  court  would  carry  into  effect  the  intent  of 
the  parties,  to  be  gathered  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  transaction/ 

When  a  contract  provides  that  "all  materials  when  brought  upon  the 
ground  for  the  erection  of  the  structure,  shall  be  considered  as  immediately 
attaching  to  and  belonging  to  the  premises/'  the  English  courts  have  held 
that  it  gives  to  the  owner  an  equitable  interest  in  the  materials,  by  virtue 

Y.  35;  Tompkins  «.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y.  272;  Rep.  833;  Laddt>.  Grand  Isle  (Vt.),  31  Atl. 

Adams  v.   Nichols.  19  Pick.  275;  School  Rep.  34.    For  other  case «  of  materials  de- 

Dist.  *.  Dauchy,  25  Conn.  530.  livered  on  the  line  of  a  mil  road  see  Hutch- 

1  Banbury  &  C.  D.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Daniel,  54  Jnson  v  Gt  T.  R  Co.,  59  N.  H.  487;  also 

L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  D.  265  [1884].  71  N.  Y.  296,  11  Hun  597,  75  N.  Y.  454. 

»  Allis  «.  Voi£t,  90  Mich.  125  4  Blackburn  on  Sales  196. 

'White  v.  Miller,   18  Pa.    St.    152;  $ee         »Clarkson  v.   Stevens,    106   U.   S.   SOS 

also  Steele  v.  McBurney  (Iowa),  65  N.  W.  [1882]. 
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of  which  he  could  hold  them  against  an  execution  against  the  builder,  and 
that  would  disentitle  the  sheriff  from  seizing  them.1 

If  the  contract  provide  that  a  mill  erected  upon  property  shall  be  and 
remain  the  sole  property  of  the  contractor  until  certain  liens  or  encum- 
brances are  removed  by  the  owner,  the  builder  can  remove  the  mill  when  the 
land  has  been  sold  under  an  execution  of  judgment  of  such  lien  or 
encumbrance.' 

273.  English  and  American  Decisions  Compared,— By  the  English  bill 
of  sale  act,  an  agreement  in  an  ordinary  building  contract  that  all  building 
materials  brought  by  the  builder  upon  the  land  of  the  owner  shall  become 
his  property  is  not  a  bill  of  sale.*  The  English  courts  do  not  regard  with 
favor  such  agreements  which  operate  against  trustees,  receivers,  and  judg- 
ment creditors.4  A  clause  providing  that  the  contractor's  materials  shall  be 
forfeited  to  the  owner  on  his  becoming  insolvent  or  bankrupt  is  void  under 
the  English  law,  being  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  bankruptcy  law/ 

In  England  it  has  been  held  that  a  stipulation  that  if  the  contractor 
becomes  insolvent  or  fails  in  the  due  performance  of  his  contract,  the  com- 
pany may  enter  and  use  his  plant  and  materials  and  construct  the  works  on 
their  own  account,  does  not,  on  such  insolvency  or  failure,  vest  the  plant 
■and  materials  in  the  company  unless  actual  damages  or  loss  has  been  occa- 
sioned by  the  noncompletion  of  the  works.*  Under  such  a  clause  the  com- 
pany has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  retain  what  it  has  seized,  the  seizure 
being  a  protected  transaction  within  the  bankruptcy  act  of  1869,  §  94/  It 
seems  that  the  owner  may  stipulate  for  a  lien  upon  the  contractor's  plant, 
with  a  right  to  use  the  tools  and  materials  in  the  completion  of  the  work, 
according  to  and  in  fulfillment  of  the  contract.8 

In  America  the  property  in  a  ship,  during  construction,  follows  the  keel. 
It  has  therefore  been  held  that  if  an  owner  repair  his  vessel  with  the  mate- 
rials of  another  man,  the  property  in  the  materials  is  in  the  owner;  but  if  a 
contractor  builds  the  vessel  from  the  keel  with  another's  materials  the  whole 
will  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  materials.* 

In  the  case  of  an  executory  contract  to  build  a  vessel,  to  be  paid  for  in 
installments  as  the  work  progresses,  the  title  to  the  vessel  remains  in  the 
builder  until  the  work  is  completed  and  delivered.1*    If  it  has  been  expressly 

1  Brown*.  Bateman,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  272  8  Jay  «.  Harrison,  L.  R.  14  Ch.  D.  19 

[18671;  Reeves  «.  Barlow,  12  Q.  B.  Div.  [1880];  ExparU  MacKny,  L  R.  8Ch.  648; 

436;  Blake  «.  Izard,  16  W.  R.  108;  and  see  Ex  parte  Williams,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  D.  138. 

Emden's  Law  of  Building  Contracts  202-3,  •  Garrett  v.  Salisbury  &  D.  Ry.  Co.,  L. 

giving  the  English  law;  and  many  cases  in  R.  2  Eq.  858. 

29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  950-955.  '  In  re  Waugh,  4  Ch.  Div.  524. 

8Yater  v.  Mullen,  24  Iud.   277;  Gates  'Hawthorne©.  Newcastle,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

Iron  Wks.  v  Cohen  (Colo.  App.),  43  Pac.  3  Q.  B.  734,   not*  ;   Garrett  v.  Salisbury, 

Rep.  667:   see  also  Vaughn  v.  McFadyen  etc.,  Ry.   Co.,   L.  R.    2  Eq.   858;    In  re 

(Mich.),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  135.  Winter,  8  Ch.  D.  225;  and  see  Hunt  v.  So. 

*  Reeves  «.  Bailow,  L.  R.  12  Q.  B.  D.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  Div.  87. 

-436  [1884];    several  eases  cited  and  dis-  •  Coursin's  Appeal,  79  Pa.  St.  220  [18761. 

tinguished.  "  Elliott  t>.  Edwards,  85  N.  J.  Law  285 

4  Collyer  v.  Isaacs,  L.  R.  19  Ch.  D.  842.  [1871]. 
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agreed  between  the  builder  and  the  employer  that  when  an  installment  was. 
paid,  the  vessel  so  far  as  constructed  was  to  become  the  property  of  the- 
employer,  then  the  burden  is  on  the  latter  to  show  that  his  title  vested 
before  the  lien  of  creditors  attached.1 

If,  however,  the  contractor  is  to  be  paid  for  the  "  materials  furnished," 
he  can  demand  payment  not  only  for  materials  delivered  and  inspected  and 
received,  but  also  for  such  as  he  has  procured  or  prepared  to  be  furnished.*  * 

In  the  United  States  the  operation  of  the  lien  laws  in  protecting  mate- 
rialmen and  mechanics  and  securing  to  them  their  claims  against  contract- 
ors by  attaching  to  the  structure,  has  rendered  the  use  of  these  clauses  less 
frequent,  as  they  are  primarily  to  protect  the  owner  against  such  claims; 
but  when  the  works  are  extensive,  requiring  special  plants  or  appliances,  or 
the  materials  are  such  as  cannot  be  obtained  in  the  open  market,  or  money 
is  to  be  advanced  as  materials  are  delivered,  inspected,  and  accepted,  the 
clauses  should  be  employed. 

274.  Provision  that  Contractors  shall  Kemove  Temporary  Structures  and 
Dispose  of  Waste  Materials. 

Clause:  "Upon  the  completion  of  the  works  the  contractor  further 
agrees  to  remove  all  temporary  structures;  fill  up  all  holes  and  trenches; 
level  all  mounds  or  heaps  of  earth  that  may  have  been  built,  dug,  raised 
or  made  by  him  in  the  execution  of  the  works  or  incident  thereto,  and 
to  remove  and  clear  away  all  surplus  or  waste  materials  or  rubbish  of 
whatever  kinds  remaining  on,  in,  or  round  about  the  works,  and  to 
deposit  such  refuse  materials  at  such  places  on  or  near  the  works  as  the 
engineer  may  designate,  or  if  so  required  to  remove  it  entirely  from  the 
premises  of  the  owner  to  such  proper  place  as  the  contractor  may  pro- 
vide, and  the  engineer  shall  be  sole  judge  of  what  is  or  is  not  waste 
material  or  rubbish.  The  works  and  premises  to  be  left  and  delivered 
up  to  the  owner  in  a  clean,  neat,  tidy,  and  workmanlike  manner,  clear  of 
all  rubbish  and  litter  of  whatever  description. " 

275.  Contractor  Required  to  Dispose  of  Waste  Materials.— The  above 
clause  is  an  essential  provision  of  every  contract  requiring  temporary  struct- 
ures or  making  waste  materials,  and  one  that  will  save  the  owner  or  com- 
pany considerable  expense  to  clean  up,  after  a  job  is  finished.  There  can  be 
no  question  as  to  its  propriety  and  construction  or  as  to  its  legality  and 
effect.  The  clause  will  be  found  a  valuable  one  in  works  of  excavation, 
grubbing,  and  removing  of  old  structures.  It  prevents  any  misunderstand- 
ings as  to  what  is  or  is  not  refuse,  or  any  question  as  to  who  is  to  pay  for 
the  carting  and  final  disposal  of  such  rubbish  as  nobody  wants  about  their 
premises.  In  cities  where  such  stuff  may  have  to  be  hauled  to  great  distances 
this  becomes  an  important  item  of  expense. 

In  the  absence  of  such  a  clause,  the  trouble  that  arises  will  perhaps  be 

1  Elliott  v.  Edwards,  85  N.  J.  Liw  205         *  Dickinson  v.  Gray  (Ky).  8  8.  W.  Rep. 
[1871].  876;  «nd  9  S.  W.  Rep.  281  [1888]. 

•  See  Sec.  272,  supra. 


».  *: 


5  276.] 


CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS. 


241 


best  illustrated  by  a  few  cases.  If  the  contract  provide  that  the  earth  and 
waste  material  shall  be  deposited  "  where  ordered  by  the  engineer/'  it  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  engineer  to  provide  a  convenient  place,  and  if  he  fail  to  do 
so,  then  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  damages  which  he  suffers  in  disposing 
of  them.1 

When  the  contract  simply  provided  that  the  materials  dredged  should  "be 
deposited  inshore,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  work,"  it  was  held  that  it 
was  not  the  duty  of  the  company  or  owner  to  provide  such  shore  as  a  place 
of  disposal  for  dredged  material,  and  that  the  contractor  was  not  justified  in 
abandoning  his  contract  because  the  shore  inspector  prevented  him  from 
depositing  such  materials   thereon.1 

Under  a  contract  to  remove  a  large  quantity  of  rock  which  lay  on  the 
margin  of  a  navigable  stream,  where  to  blast  this  rock  into  the  stream  was 
much  less  expensive  than  to  remove  to  a  greater  distanced,  it  was  held  that 
the  contractors  could  not  obstruct  navigation  by  blasting  rock  into  the 
stream,  but  that  they  were  bound  by  their  contract  to  remove  the  rock  with- 
out committing  a  nuisance.* 

If  the  contract  is  silent  as  to  where  the  contractor  shall  put  the  earth, 
and  the  parties  have  themselves  given  a  practical  construction  to  it,  they  will 
be  bound  by  that  interpretation.4 

If  a  contractor  deposits  earth  and  rubbish  upon  an  adjoining  or  abutting 
lot,  or  in  the  street,  the  contractor,  if  he  be  an  independent  contractor,  and 
not  a  servant,  is  liable  for  the  trespass,  and  not  the  city  or  owner.1  In  fact 
the  owner  is  not  liable  for  any  negligent  or  unlawful  acts  on  or  in 
regard  to  adjoining  estates  by  the  contractor,  when  the  work  which  the 
contractor  has  been  employed  to  do  is  not  a  nuisance,  or  the  natural  result 
of  such  work  will  not  be  an  injury  to  such  estates.9 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  contractor,  as  well  as  the  city,  to  ascertain,  before 
entering  upon  a  contract,  the  right  of  the  city  to  rest  its  structures  (as  a 
street  embankment)  on  abutting  premises  without  the  consent  of  the  owner/ 
A  village  has  been  held  liable  for  damage  to  abutting  property  by  the  deposit 
of  earth  thereon  in  the  construction  of  a  sidewalk  supported  by  a  sloping 
embankment.9  * 


1  Phila  Wil.  &  Bal.  R.  Co.  t>.  Sebre 
Howard,  13  How.  Repts   807. 

•  Cronin  *.  Tebo  (N.  Y  ).  39  N.  E.  Rep. 
344.  It  should  be  stated  that  the  owner 
promised  and  did   subsequently  provide  a 

Slace  inshore  to  dump  in.     S.  C  ,  24  N.  Y. 
upp.  644. 

f  Tenn.  &  C.  R  Co.  v  Danforth  (Ala.), 
18  So.  Rep  »1. 

♦Chicago  N.  Or.  E.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Vos- 
burgh.  45  111  811  [1867]. 

*  Fuller*.  City  of  Grand  Rapids  (Mich.), 
63  N.  W.  Rep  580:  Kinaerv.  Dewitt(Ind. 
App.),  84  N.  E.  Rep.  1014;  Alabama  Mid. 


R  Co  r.  Martin  (Ala.),  14  So.  Rep  40t; 
City  of  Buffalo  r.  Clement,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
846  eemble  Mair*  r.  Manuf.  R.  Est.  Ass'n„ 
89  N.  Y.  498  [1882]. 

*  Cages  14  Amer.  &Enir.  Ency.  Law.  840; 
Ketrlium  v.  Newman  (N.  Y.  App.).  86  N. 
E.  Rep.  197.  fihoring  up  a  buildinir  on  ad- 
joining estate:  mid  *<wSt.  L  &  C.  Ry.  Co. 
v.  Drennan.  26  111.  App.  268  [18871. 

1  Mathewson  v.  Grand    Rapids  (Mich.),. 
50  N   W.  Rep.  661. 

•  Carll  t.  Village  of  Northport  (Sup.),  4SL 
N.  Y.  Supp.  576. 


•  See  Sec.  688,  iftfra. 
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In  England  and  Ireland  the  superintendent  and  the  engineer  who  has 
charge  of  work  and  directs  it  have  been  held  liable  for  trespass  committed 
by  the  workmen  in  prosecuting  the  work.1  * 

A  city  is  not  liable  to  a  sewer  contractor  for  delay  caused  by  the  act  of 
the  inspector  of  work  and  materials,  appointed  by  it  under  the  contract,  in 
rejecting  materials  which  should  have  been  accepted.'  The  contractor  must 
bear  the  expense  of  such  delay.* 

276.  Provision  for  the  Inspection  and  Rejection  of  Inferior  Materials 
and  Work. 

Clause:  "The  said  part of  the  second  part  hereby  agree that 

all  materials  and  workmanship,  of  whatever  description,  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  inspection  and  rejection  of  the  engineer,  and  that  the 
entire  work  shall  be  done  to  his  satisfaction  and  approval.  That  the 
engineer  may  appoint  such  assistants  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to 
inspect  the  materials  to  be  furnished  and  the  work  to  be  done  under  this 
agreement,  and  to  see  that  the  same  strictly  correspond  with  the  speci- 
fications herein  set  forth,  that  any  unfaithful  or  imperfect  work  or 
materials  that  may  be  discovered  before  the  final  payment  for  the  work 
shall  be  corrected  immediately,  on  the  requisition  of  the  engineer,  not- 
withstanding that  it  may  have  been  overlooked  by  the  proper  inspector 
and  estimated,  and  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  that  the  inspection 
of  the  work  shall  not  relieve  the  contractors]  of  any  of  his  [their] 
obligations  to  perform  sound  and  reliable  work  as  hereinafter  [here- 
inbefore] described  and  explained/'  f 

In  condemning  or  rejecting  materials,  work,  or  parts,  the  engineer  must 
be  specific  in  his  charges,  and  in  ordering  certain  parts  to  be  replaced  or 
renewed  he  must  describe  those  parts  and  their  defects,  so  that  the  con- 
tractor can  remedy  them.  A  notice  to  the  contractor  that  certain  parts  of 
machinery  were  "  worthless  and  dangerous,  not  fit  for  use,  liable  to  cause 
damage,  their  construction  in  direct  violation  of  the  contract,"  without 
other  specification  of  the  nature  of  the  alleged  defects,  was  held  insufficient 
to  require  the  contractor  to  replace  such  parts  of  the  machinery  or  to 
defeat  his  right  to  recover  therefor.4 

When  the  quality  of  materials  are  objected  to  and  the  contractor  had 
agreed  with  the  owner  that  if  it  did  not  prove  to  be  the  quality  contracted 
for,  he  need  not  pay  for  it,  and  it  proved  inferior,  the  owner  ib  entitled  to 
have  deducted  from  the  contract  price  of  the  entire  work  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  quality  required  by  the  specifications,  and  not  merely  the  value 
of  the  inferior  materials  actually  used/ 

An  engineer  should  take  pains  to  carefully  inspect  and  test  materials 

1  Wilson  v.  Peto,  6  Moore  47 ;  Monks  v.  Rep.  136;  and  see  Board  v.  O'Connor  (Ind.), 

Dillon,  10  L.  R.  Ir.  849,  12  L  R.  Ir.  321.  35  N.  E.  Rep.  1006. 

*  Montgomery  v  Citv  of  New  York  (N.  4Gnbbins  v.  Lautensch lager  (C.  C).  74 

Y.    App.).  45  N.  E.  Rep.  550,   affirming  Fed.  Rep.  160. 

59  N.  Y.  Bupp.  687.  *Wheaton  v.  Lund  (Minn.),  63  N    W. 

8  White  v.  School  District  (Pa.),  28  Atl.  Rep.  251. 

*  See  Sec.  842,  infra.  f  See  Sec.  415,  infra. 


§  277a.]  CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS.  243 

before  approving  and  accepting  them,  for  it  seems  that  when  he  has  once 
given  his  approval  he  cannot  withdraw  it.1* 

The  contractor  should  secure  the  engineer's  or  architect's  approval 
before  using  materials  subject  to  his  acceptance,  or  he  uses  them  at  his 
peril.9 1 

277.  Provision  that  Condemned  Materials  shall  be  Removed  and 
Replaced. 

Clause :  "  It  is  further  agreed  that  if  the  work,  or  any  part  thereof,  or 
any  materials,  fouud  or  brought  on  the  ground  for  use  in  the  work,  or 
selected  for  the  same,  shall  be  condemned  and  rejected  by  the  engineer 
as  unsuitable,  defective,  or  not  in  conformity  with  the  specifications, 
the  contractor  shall  forthwith  remove  such  materials  from  the  work,' 
and  rebuild,  or  otherwise  remedy,  such  work,  as  may  be  directed  by  the 


engineer. 


277a.  Defective  Materials  Purchased  and  Used. —Contractors  and  owners 
in  purchasing  Tnaterials,  or  in  specifying  them  in  a  contract,  should  insist 
that  they  shall  be  of  a  certain  brand  or  of  a  quality  described,  and  it  is  a 
good  practice  to  require  a  warranty  that  they  shall  be  of  the  quality  and 
character  specified.  The  manufacturer  or  materialman  should  also  be 
informed  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  materials  are  wanted,  and  what  is 
required  of  them  in  the  matter  of  tests  and  service.  If  these  precautions 
are  not  taken,  no  complaints  can  be  made  that  the  materials  supplied  by  the 
dealer  or  contractor  are  defective  or  do  not  meet  the  tests  required. 

When  paving-stones  are  furnished  according  to  dimensions  set  forth  in 
specifications,  there  is  no  implied  warranty  that  they  are  suitable  for  a  par- 
ticular work  if  the  supply  man  were  not  advised  as  to  what  such  work 
required."  This  is  true  where  the  purchaser  had  a  chance  to  inspect  the 
materials  before  making  the  purchase.4  J 

Likewise,  when  a  contractor  was  to  build  abutments,  and  a  certain  kind 
of  stone  was  specified,  and  the  stone  agreed  upon  was  used,  and  after  the 
completion  of  the  work  it  was  discovered  to  be  defective,  but  it  did  not 
appear  whether  the  defect  was  owing  to  the  quality  of  the  stone  or  to  the 
poor  workmanship,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
contract  price,  unless*  it  was  shown  that  the  defect  was  in  the  workman- 
ship.*   The  same  was  held  when  the  sand  to  be  used  was  designated.6    If 

1  Jones  v.  Gilchrist  (Tex.).  27  8.  W.  Rep.  required  stone  to  be  screened. 

890.  4T.  B.  Scott  L.  Co.  «.  Hafnei -Loth  man 

•  Hlggins  f>.  Lee,  16  111  495  [1855].  M.  Co.  (Wis  ),  65  N.  W.  Rep.  513;  Omaha 

8  Talbot  Pav.  Co.  t>.  Gorman  (Mic'O,  61  C.  C.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Fay  (Neb.),  55  N.  W. 

N.   W.   R  p.   655:  American   W.  W.  v.  Rep.  211. 

Rivers,  36  Fed.  Rep.  880  [18881:  Brooks  •  Vanderwerker  v.  Vt.  Central  R.  R.  Co., 

&  F.  Co.  ft.  Patterson  (Mich.),  63  N.  W.  27  Vt.  180. 

Rep.  436;   and  see  Steffen  v.   St.   Louis  *  McLane  v.  De  Leyer,  56  N.  Y.  619. 

(Mo.),  36  S.  W.  Rep.  31,  where  the  engineer 

*  See  Sees.  888  and  890,  infra.  f  See  Sec.  414,  end,  infra. 

%  See  Sec.  257.  supra. 
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the  contractor  has  given  the  owner  notice  of  the  poor  quality  of  the  mate* 
rials  he  is  using,  and  the  work  is  carried  on  under  the  eyes  of  the  owner,  he 
cannot  refuse  to  pay  for  the  work,  it  seems,  because  the  structure  (a  stone 
wall  in  this  case),  is  so  much  affected  by  the  weather  as  to  prove  worthless.1 

A  contractor's  right  to  recover  the  contract  price  was  held  not  defeated 
by  the  fact  that  the  bricks  purchased  by  him,  in  good  faith,  and  used  in  the 
building,  were  made  of  inferior  clay,  the  defect  not  being  discoverable  by 
careful  inspection,  nor  until  developed  by  exposure  to  the  weather  after  the 
building  was  completed.* 

If,  however,  materials  are  not  of  a  stipulated  quality,  the  purchaser  is  not 
confined  to  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  and  a  recovery  of  the  money  paid  for 
freight  and  customs  duties,  and  for  storage,  but  may  recover  also  damages 
as  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.1 

The  manufacturer  or  supply  man  is  liable  to  the  purchaser  only.4 

278.  Provision  that  Condemned  Materials  and  Work  shall  be  Replaced 
by  Contractor.  If  he  Neglects  or  Refuses  to  Make  them  Good,  Owner  may 
Repair  and  Charge  to  Contractor. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  agreed  that  if  any  materials  be  brought  upon 
the  works,  or  on  the  land  or  property  of  the  company  or  owner,  or  to 
the  places  where  any  operations  have  been  or  are  being  carried  out  in 
connection  with  the  works,  or  should  there  be  any  of  the  workmanship 
which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  engineer  or  his  assistants,  or  the 
inspectors  authorized  by  them,  shall  be  of  an  inferior  quality  or  descrip- 
tion and  improper  to  be  used  in  the  works,  or  are  unfit  for  the  several1 
%purpoees  to  which  they  are  applied  or  intended  to  be  applied,  or  are 
not  in  accordance  with  the  specifications  or  the  said  drawings,  instruc- 
tions, or  directions,  or  this  contract,  respectively,  the  said  materials  shall 
be  removed  and  the  workmanship  amended  forthwith,  or  within  such 
period  or  periods  as  the  said  engineers  or  inspectors  may  direct.  If  the 
contractor  neglect  or  refuse  to  comply  with  these  conditions,  any  or 
either  the  engineers  or  assistants,  or  other  persons  authorized  by  them, 
on  behalf  of  the  company  or  owner,  and  by  their  agents,  servants,  and 
workmen,  may  remove  the  materials  and  workmanship  so  objected  to, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  replace  the  same  with  such  other  materials 
and  workmanship  as  shall  be  satisfactory  to  him  or  them,  and  the  com- 
pany or  owner  may,  on  the  certificate  of  the  engineer,  deduct  the 
expense  thereby  incurred,  or  to  which  he  [it]  may  be  put  or  be  lia- 
ble, or  which  may  be  incident  thereto,  from  the  amount  of  any  money 
which  may  be  or  may  become  due  or  owing  to  the  contractor,  or  to 
recover  the  same  by  action  at  law  or  otherwise  from  the  contractor,  as 
he  [it]  may  determine.     And  the  contractor  shall  also  forthwith  pay 

to  the  board  the  sum  of  $ per  day  for  every  day  subsequent  to 

the  period  or  periods  above  specified  during  which  the  materials  or 


'Collins  v.  Money,  4  Miss.  11;  and  $ee  Kerber,  61  111.  828. 

Henderson  B'dge  Co.  t>.  O  Connor,  11  8.  'Taylor©.  Saxe  (N.  Y.  App.),  81  N.  E. 

W.  Rep.  18  [1889];  Higgins  v.  Lee,  16  111.  Rep.  258. 

405  [18551.  « Winterbotlom  *.  Wright.  10  M.  &  W. 

•  Wisconsin   R    P.  Brick  Co.  v.  Hood  109;  Losee  v.  Clute,  51  N.  Y.  494. 
(Minn.),  69  N.  W.  Rep.  1091;  Badger  v. 
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workmanship,  or  any  part  of  them,  shall  not  have  been  removed,  such 

snm  of  $ a  day  to  be  deemed  liquidated  damages,  and  not  a 

penalty." 

279.  Proviiion  that  Contractor  shall  Provide  Facilities  for  Inspection. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  agreed  that  the  contractor  shall  at  all  times 
provide  for  the  engineer  and  his  authorized  agents  and  assistants 
convenient  means  oi  access  to  all  parts  of  the  work  during  its  entire 
progress,  so  that  he  shall  have  full  liberty  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all 
times,  to  inspect,  examine,  and  test  the  materials  and  workmanship  fur- 
nished ;  and  ne  shall  be  afforded  every  reasonable  facility  for  ascertaining 
that  the  stock  and  materials  employed  and  the  workmanship  furnished 
are  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  and  intention  of  this  contract 
and  specifications." ' 

280.  Provision  that  Works  shall  be  Pulled  Down  and  Opened  Up  for 
Examination  and  Inspection. 

Clause:  "If  either  the  engineer  or  his  assistant,  or  other  author- 
ized officer,  shall  require  it  for  his  more  perfect  satisfaction,  the  con- 
tractor shall  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  this  contract,  pull 
down  or  unship  any  part  of  the  works,  and  make  such  openings,  and  to 
such  extent,  through  any  part  of  the  said  works  as  the  engineer  or 
officers  may  direct,  and  which  the  contractor  shall  make  good  again  to 
his  satisfaction.  If  the  works  be  found  faulty  in  any  respect  the  whole 
of  the  expenses  thereby  incurred  shall  be  defrayed  by  the  contractor, 
but  if  otherwise,  by  the  company  or  owner." 

281.  Provision  that  Contractors  shall  Guard  against  Defective  Founda- 
tions and  Unfavorable  Conditions. 

Clause:  "It  being  agreed  and  understood  that  the  same  conditions 
and  damages  above  mentioned  (Sec.  278)  shall  apply,  in  the  event  of  the 

contractor(s)  refusing,  at own  expense,  to  pull  down,  amend,  and 

reconstruct  any  work may  have  erected  upon  an  insecure  or 

insufficient  foundation,  or  shall  not  have  sufficiently  secured  and  pro- 
tected the  same  against  immediate  and  future  injury,  whether  arising 
or  to  arise  from  weight,  pressure,  action  of  water,  or  otherwise,  on 
being  required  so  to  do,  by  either  the  engineer  or  his  assistants/'  *  * 

282.  Provision  that  Inspection  and  Approval  of  Engineer  shall  not  Pre- 
clude the  Subsequent  Rejection  of  Inferior  Materials. 

Clause:  "It  is  distinctly  understood  and  agreed  that  the  inspection 
and  approval  of  materials  by  6aid  engineer  or  inspector  shall  not  in 
any  wise  subject  the  company  to  pay  for  the  said  materials  or  any  por- 
tion thereof/unless  employed  or  used  in  the  said  work,  nor  shall  the 
same  prevent  the  rejection  afterwards  of  any  portion  thereof  which 
may  turn  out  to  be  unsound  or  unfit  to  be  used  m  the  work;  nor  shall 
such  inspection  be  considered  as  any  waiver  or  objection  to  the  work 
on  account  of  the  unsoundness  or  imperfection  of  the  material  used/' 

The  subject  of  this  stipulation  is  taken  up  and  carefully  considered  in 

succeeding  sections,  to  which  the  reader  is  referred. f 

1  As  to  wl  at  facilities  for  inspection  a      [1888],  and  cases  cited. 
contractor  is  expected  or  required  to  fur-  *  See  Clark's  Architect,  etc  ,  Before  tbe 

nfah,  #w  Morris  v.  Brown,  111  N.  Y.  318      Law  332-4. 

*  See  Sees.  674,  678,  infra.        f  See  Sees.  381-388,  890-306.  461-468,  482-490,  infra. 
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283.  Provision  against  the  Sale  or  Use  of  Ardent  Spirits. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  contractor  or  builder  further  promises  and 
agrees  not  to  give  or  sell  or  allow  to  be  given  or  sold  by  any  agc^it  or 
agents  in  his  employ,  any  beer,  liquors,  or  other  ardent  spirits,  on  or 
near  the  works  or  line  of  works,  or  allow  any  to  be  brought  or  used 
on  the  works  by  his  employees  or  any  other  persons." 

284.  Provision  that   Contractor  shall  Provide  and  Maintain  Suitable 
Offices  for  Engineers. 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  shall  construct  and  provide,  at  or  near  the 
sites  to  be  occupied  by  the  contract  works,  and  at  his  own  entire 
expense,  proper  working  offices  for  the  engineer  and  his  staff,  with  all 
requisite  fittings,  stores,  firings,  lighting,  etc.,  so  as  to  make  them  habit- 
able for  working  purposes  at  all  times  and  under  all  circumstances,  the 
same  offices  to  be  fitted  up  as  directed  by  and  to  the  full  approval  of 
the  engineer.  The  contractor  shall  also  provide  proper  attendances 
for  such  offices,  which  shall  be  always  at  the  sole  disposition  and  the 
entire  use  of  the  engineer,  and  shall  be  kept  for  that  purpose  through- 
out the  whole  period  that  any  of  these  contract  works  are  under 
execution. 

"  The  contractor  shall  also  provide  the  necessary  laborers  to  attend  the 
same  offices,  and  an  approved  boat,  hand-car,  inspection  car,  horse  and 
carriage,  with  qualified  boatmen,  sectionmen,  operatives,  or  coachmen, 
to  be  always  in  attendance  on  the  engineer  and  his  assistants,  for 
inspection,  measuring,  and  levelling,  and  such  other  assistance  as  may 
from  time  to  time  be  required." 

285.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Provide  Closets  and  Lavatories. 

Clause:  "  The  contractor  further  undertakes  and  agrees  to  provide, 
erect,  and  maintain,  at  or  near  the  works,  suitable  and  lawful  out- 
houses or  closets  for  the  use  of  his  employees  and  workmen,  and  to  pro- 
vide a  separate  closet  and  lavatory  for  the  use  of  the  engineers,  clerks 
of  works,  and  inspectors,  which  shall  be  provided  with  a  door,  lock,  and 
key,  that  it  may  be  kept  exclusively  for  their  own  separate  use/' 

286.  Provision    that    Contractors    shall    Make     Tests,    Borings,    and 
Soundings. 

Clause:  "  The  contractors  shall,  at  their  expense,  sink  such  trial  holes 
and  dig  such  trenches  as  the  engineer  may  consider  necessary  for 
ascertaining  the  strata  or  nature  of  the  ground,  and  the  exact  position 
and  levels  of  existing  sewers,  pipes,  foundations,  etc. 

"  Every  part  of  the  works  and  all  the  materials  to  be  used  therein 
shall  be  subjected  to  such  tests  from  time  to  time  during  the  execution 
of  the  works  as  the  engineer  may  direct,  at  the  expense  of  the  con- 
tractor." 

287.  Provision  that  Contractor  Shall  Weigh  and  Test  Materials,  and 

•hall  Provide  Weighing  and  Testing  Apparatus  for  that  Purpose. 

Clause:  "  The  contractor  shall  weigh,  without  extra  charge,  any  ma- 
terials and  parts  and  portions  of  iron  work  or  other  materials  that  the 
engineer  may  require  to  be  weighed,  and  he  shall  provide  on  the  works 
approved  testing  and  weighing  machines  for  that  purpose.  One 
testing-machine  shall  be  provided  that  will  test  iron  or  other  speci- 
mens up  to tons  tensile  stress,  and  another  capable,"  etc.,  etc. 
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288.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Have  and  Keep  a  Foreman  or 
Bopresentatfre  on  the  Works,  who  shall  Beoeive  and  Obey  Instructions  of 
Engineer. 

Clause:  "  Whenever  the  contractor  is  not  present  on  any  part  of  the 
work  where  it  may  be  desired  to  give  directions, — orders,  or  instructions 
will  be  given  by  the  engineer  in  charge,  and  shall  be  received  and  obeyed 
by  a  competent  superintendent  or  foreman  who  may  have  charge  of 
the  particular  work  in  reference  to  which  the  orders  are  given,  and 
such  superintendent,  agent,  or  foreman  shall  be  considered  as  acting 
in  the  contractor's  place,  and  all  orders  or  instructions  given  to  such 
agent  or  other  persons  by  the  said  officer  in  charge  shall  be  as  binding 
on  the  contractor  as  though  given  to  himself  in  person/' 

289.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Not  Assign  nor  Sublet  Work.* 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  shall  not  sublet  any  portion  of  the  works, 
but  must  construct  and  carry  on  the  same  with  his  own  men  and  under 
his  own  supervision.  This  clause,  however,  does  not  apply  to  the  fur- 
nishing of  material  for  the  different  parts  of  the  work,  for  which  the 
principal  contractor  will  be  held  strictly  responsible,  and  no  excuse  for 
the  quality  of  the  material  or  for  the  non-delivery  in  good  time  by  the 
sub-contractor  as  affecting  the  progress  of  the  work  will  be  enter- 
tained." 

290.  Provision  for  Liquidated  Damages  to  be  Assessed  for  Assigning 
or  Subletting  Work. 

Clause:  "  The  contractor  shall  not  assign  or  make  over  this  contract 
to  any  other  person,  nor  underlet  it,  nor  make  a  sub-contract  with  any 
workman  or  workmen  for  the  execution  of  any  part  of  the  cast-iron, 
wrought-iron,  steel,  or  other  metal  work,  timber,  brickwork,  ground- 
work, masonry,  or  any  other  work  appertaining  to  this  contract,  but 
shall  employ  his  own  workmen  for  the.  labor  thereof,  who  shall  be  paid 
by  him  in  wages  by  the  day.  And  in  case  the  contractor  assigns  or 
makes  over  this  contract,  or  underlets  or  makes  a  sub-contract  contrary 
to  this  agreement,  he  shall,  for  each  offense,  pay  to  the  board  the  sum 
of  t500,  which  shall  be  deemed  liquidated  and  ascertained  damages,  and 
may  be  recovered  by  action,  or  deducted  by  the  board  from  any  sum  or 
sums  due  or  to  become  due  to  the  contractor  under  this  contract  or 
otherwise  howsoever."  f 

291.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Not  Assign  or  Sublet  Work,  without 
Permission. 

Clause:  "The  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  that  he  will  give  his 
personal  attention  constantly  to  the  faithful  prosecution  of  the  said 
work;  that  he  will  not  assign  or  sublet  the  aforesaid  work,  or  any  part 
thereof,  without  the  previous  written  consent  of  said  engineer,  owner, 
or  commissioner  of  public  works  indorsed  on  this  agreement,  but  will 
keep  the  same  under  his  own  control;  that  he  will  not  assign,  by  power 
of  attorney  or  otherwise,  any  of  the  moneys  payable  under  this  agree- 
ment, unless  by  and  with  the  like  consent  signified  in  like  manner;  that 

*If  this  clause  is  used,  then  the  word  "assigns"  should  not  be  used  in  clauses  Sees. 
4  and  207.  supra. 

\8ee  Sees.  13-16,  Chap.  I,  supra. 
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no  right  under  this  contract,  nor  to  any  money  to  become  due  hereunder, 
shall  be  asserted  against  the  parties  of  the  first  part  or  against  any  de- 
partment, bureau,  officer,  or  officers  of  the  company  or  city,  by  reason 
of  any  so-called  assignment,  in  law  or  equity,  of  this  contract  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  of  any  money  due  or  to  grow  due  hereunder,  unless  such  as- 
signment shall  be  authorized  by  the  written  consent  of  the  said  officer 
or  commissioner  indorsed  hereon;  that  no  person  other  than  the  party 
signing  this  agreement  as  the  party  of  the  second  part  hereto  now  has 
any  claim  hereunder;  that  no  claim  shall  be  made  excepting  under  this 

specified  clause,  or  under  paragraphs and of  this  agreement 

by  any  person  whomsoever,  and  that  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
will  punctually  pay  the  workmen  who  shall  be  employed  on  the  afore- 
said work  in  cash  current,  not   in  what  is  denominated  as  'store 

pay-'"* 

292.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Not  Assign  or  Sublet. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  agreed  by  the  said  contractor  or  party  of 
the  second  part  that  he  will  give  his  personal  attention  and  supervision  to 
the  work ;  that  he  will  not  sublet  any  portion  of  the  work  or  assign  any 
part  of  his  contract  without  consent  of  said  party  of  the  first  part." 

293.  Clause  Forbidding  Assignment  or  Subcontracting  is  Binding  on  As- 
signor and  Assignee.f — An  assignment  of  a  construction  contract  in  express 
violation  of  such  a  provision,  forbidding  it,  is  void,  and  a  party  claiming  under 
such  an  assignment  is  entitled  to  no  relief  in  equity.1  If  the  contract  pro- 
vide that  no  part  of  it  shall  be  assigned  without  the  express  consent,  in 
writing,  of  the  owner  or  engineer,  then  no  interest  whatever  can  be  trans- 
ferred without  such  consent." 

A  provision  that  the  contractor  shall  not  assign  any.  of  the  moneys 
payable  under  his  contract  under  the  penalty  of  forfeiture,  etc.,  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owner  alone,  to  protect  him  against  dereliction  or  insolvency 
of  the  contractor.  If,  however,  an  installment  of  money  not  yet  due  under 
the  contract  be  assigned  to  a  materialman  and  notice  be  given  to  the  owner 
with  his  exception,  subsequent  creditors  of  the  contractor  can  derive  no 
advantage  therefrom.* 

294.  The  Provision  may  be  Waived. — The  provision  may  be  waived  by 
the  owner;  and  to  show  such  a  waiver  it  has  been  held  enough  to  prove  that 
the  engineer,  whose  written  consent  was  required  in  case  of  assignment  or 
subcontracting,  knew  that  subcontractors  were  at  work,  that  he  had  directed 
and  given  estimates  of  their  work,  and  that  the  president  of  the  company 
knew  of  and  permitted  the  contractors  to  continue  the  work  without  objec- 
tion.4    If  there  has  been  a  subletting  of  a  portion  of  the  work  previous  to 

^rigg   v.  Landls,   19  N.  J.   Eq.   350  [1879]. 
[1868].  4Danforth  t>.  Tenn.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (Ala ), 

1  Burck  v.  Taylor,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  696;  11  So.  Rep.  60;  Launman  v.  Young,  31 

Hobos  v.  McLean,  117  U.  S.  567,  disttn-  Pa.  St.  306;  and  $ee  Barnett  f>.  Mayor,  81 

guuhed.  N.  J.  Eq.  841  [1879]. 

» Barnett  v.  Mayor,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  841, 

•  See  Sec.  144,  supra.  t  &*  Seca.  18-16,  supra. 
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the  execution  of  the  contract,  which  had  been  acquiesced  in  by  all  the  parties, 
it  will  not  work  a  forfeiture  under  such  a  stipulation.1 

295.  What  does  Hot  Amount  to  an  Assignment. — An  agreement  between 
a  contractor  and  his  surety,  by  which  the  latter  is  to  furnish  the  money  and 
have  one-half  of  the  profits,  does  not  amount  to  a  transfer  or  assignment  of 
the  contract,  so  that  a  stipulation  in  the  contract  that  the  assignment  of 
the  contract  shall  annul  it,  will  operate.' 

Nor  does  a  letter  to  the  contractor's  attorneys  authorizing  them  to  receive 
the  money  due  him  from  the  company  and  to  pay  it  over  to  his  bankers,  to 
whom  he  is  indebted,  upon  which  the  attorneys  wrote  to  the  bankers  prom- 
ising them  the  money  when  they  received  it,  operate  as  an  equitable  assign- 
ment. Such  an  authority  may  be  revoked  at  any  time  before  it  has  been 
executed.' 

296.  A  Contract  is  Assignable  unless  it  is  Expressly  Prohibited,  or  It  is 
a  Contract  for  Personal  Services. — If  there  is  no  express  prohibition  against 
the  assignment  of  a  construction  contract,  any  contract  which  is  not  a  con- 
tract for  the  personal  skill,  taste,  or  professional  ability  of  a  person  may 
be  assigned.*  A  contract  between  a  city  and  a  corporation,  its  successors 
and  assigns,  for  erecting  and  furnishing  water  to  a  city  is  assignable  by  the 
corporation.4 

297.  Provision  that  Engineer  shall  Lay  Out  Works,  and  Contractor  shall 

Preserve  his  Lines  and  Levels. 

Clause:  "Previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  work  the  engineer 
will  give  the  lines  and  levels  for  the  same,  and  the  contractor  shall  there- 
after carry  out  and  maintain  the  works  in  every  particular,  according  to 
such  lines  and  levels,  as  laid  out  by  the  engineer  in  charge  thereof, 
according  to  the  drawings  herein  specified,  or  according  to  such  other 
approved  drawings  as  may  be  supplied,  and  to  such  directions  as  he 
may  receive  from  time  to  time,  and  he  shall  be  held  responsible  for 
the  correctness  of  the  same  throughout  the  whole  term  of  this  contract 
until  the  works  are  completed  and  accepted/' 

298.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Provide  Such  Labor  and  Structures 

as  Engineer  may  Require  to  Assist  in  Staking  Out  Work. 

Clause :  "  The  contractor  shall  provide  such  men  as  the  engineer  in 
charge  thereof  may  require  to  assist  him  in  setting  out  the  works,  and 
he  shall  furnish,  free  of  charge,  such  temporary  structures  at  and 
about  the  work  as  may  be  necessary  for  maintaining  points  and  lines 
given  by  the  engineer  for  the  building  of  the  work,  and  will  furnish 
said  engineer  such  facilities  and  materials  for  giving  said  points  and 
lines  and  levels  as  he  may  require;  and  the  engineer's  marks  and  stakes 
shall  be  carefully  preserved  and  protected  by  the  contractor." 

1  Launnmn  t>.  Young,  81  Pa.  St.  806.  107. 

*Bowe  v.  United  States,  42  Fed.  Rep.  4Carlyle  W.  L.  <fc  P.  Co.*  Carlyleflll.). 

761  [18901.  29  N.  E.  Rep.  656  [18981 ;  accord,  Went- 

'Rodick  v.  Gandell,  1  De  G.  M.  &  Q.  worth  v.  Cock.  10  A.  &  E.  45;  Robscn  v. 

"768  ;  §ee  also  Morrell  «.  Wooten.  16  Beav.  Drummond,  2  B.  &  Ad.  808. 

*  See  Assigns,  under  Parties,  Chap.  I.,  8ecs.  18-16,  iupra. 
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299.  Provision  that  Contractors  shall  Determine  the  Lines  and  Levels 
for  the  Work  and  be  Besponsible  for  the  Accuracy  and  Correctness  Thereof. 

Clause:  "The  contractor  hereby  agrees  to  set  out  and  keep  correct 
the  works  in  every  particular,  according  to  the  drawings  herein  speci- 
fied, or  such  other  drawings  as  may  be  supplied,  or  the  directions  that 
he  may  receive  from  time  to  time,  and  to  be  responsible  for  the  correct- 
ness of  the  same  throughout  the  whole  term  of  this  contract;  and  he 
shall  be  responsible  for  the  correctness  of  the  position,  levels,  and 
dimensions  of  the  several  works  according  to  the  drawings  and  written 
instructions  of  the  engineer  notwithstanding  the  contractors  may  have 
been  assisted  by  the  engineer  or  assistant  engineer  in  setting  out  the 
same;  and  if  at  any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  works  any  error 
shall  appear  or  arise  therein,  the  contractors,  on  being  required  so  to 
do  by  the  engineer,  shall  remove  and  amend  the  work  to  his  satisfac- 
tion. The  levels  shown  upon  the  plans  and  sections  are  supposed  to  be 
correct,  but  the  contractors  must  verify  the  same,  as  well  as  all 
other  particulars  of  the  contract  on  the  ground,  should  they  think  fit 
so  to  do,  and  they  will  be  held  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  any 
error  contained  therein  or  omission  therefrom."  < 


CHAPTER  XL 
COMMENCEMENT  AND  COMPLETION  OP  WORK. 

TIME    FIXED    AND    CALCULATED.      DELAY    IK    COMPLETION    AND    DAMAGE8. 
ASSESSED.       LIQUIDATED     DAMAGES     AND     PENALTIES.       DEFECTIVE     WORK 

AND   REPAIRS. 

300.  Provision  Fixing  Time  When  Work  shall  be  Commenced  and  When 
Completed. 

Clause:  "On  the  execution  of  this  contract,  complete  and  full  pos- 
session of  the  said  premises,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  said  work,  but  not  so  as  to  constitute  a  tenancy,  shall  be 
given  to  the  contractor,  who  shall  forthwith  commence  the  said  work 

[or  who  shall  commence  said  work  on  or  before  the day  of ],  and 

actively  prosecute  the  same;  and  the  said  work  shall  in  all  respects 

be  completed  within  calendar  months  from  the  time  when  such 

possession  shall  be  given.  Provided  that  in  case  any  delay  shall  rise 
irom  fire,  tempest,  frost,  or  other  inevitable  cause  or  accident,  or  from 
any  strike  in  the  building  trade,  or  by  the  default  of  the  owner  in  pay- 
ing in  due  course  any  moneys  due  and  payable  to  the  contractor  under 
this  contract,  then  such  further  time  shall  be  allowed  for  the  comple- 
tion thereof  as  the  said  engineer  or  architect  shall  in  writing  certify  to 
be  reasonable." 

301.  Provision  that  Possession  of  Site  shall  be  Given  with  Order  to  Begin 
Work,  but  Delay  to  Give  Possession  shall  Not  Vitiate  Contract. 

Clause:  "The  board,  city  or  owner  will,  with  the  engineer's  written 
order  to  commence  the  works,  give  to  the  contractor  . .  the  use  of  so  much 
of  the  site  of  the  works  as  may,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer,  be 
required  in  order  to  enable  the  contractor  . .  to  commence  and  continue 
the  execution  of  the  works,  and  will,  from  time  to  time,  as  the  works  pro- 
ceed, give  the  contractor  . .  the  use  of  such  further  portions  of  such  site 
as  the  engineer  may,  from  time  to  time,  consider  proper  in  that  behalf; 
but  the  non-delivery  in  manner  aforesaid  of  the  use  of  such  site,  or  any 
part  thereof,  shall  not  vitiate  or  affect  this  contract,  nor  any  provision 
therein,orin  this  specification  contained,  nor  entitle  the  contractor  . .  to 
any  increased  allowance  in  respect  of  money,  time,  or  otherwise,  unless 

(and  then  only  to  the  extent  to  which)  the  engineer  may  grant any 

extension  of  time  under  the  provision  for  that  purpose  hereinafter 
contained." 

302.  Provision  that  Owner  Retains  Possession  and  Control  of  His  Prop- 
erty. 

251 
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Clause:  "The party  of  the  first  part  expressly  reserve  to  themselves 
the  right  to  occupy  for  their  own  purposes  of  whatever  kind  at  any  time 
and  for  so  long  a  time  as  the  engineer  may  by  notice  in  writing  to  the 
contractors  require,  any  portion  or  portions  of  the  site  of  the  works, 
whether  the  works  to  be  executed  thereon  be  commenced  or  are  in 
progress  or  completed,  and  to  employ  thereon  agents  and  workmen 
other  than  the  contractors  in  the  execution  of  matters  not  the  subject 
of  this  contract,  and  the  contractors  shall  not  obstruct  such  agents  and 
workmen,  but  without  extra  charge,  and  without  relief  from  any  liabili- 
ties or  responsibilites  incurred  under  this  contract,  shall  allow  and  pro- 
vide them  unmolested  access  thereto,  and  such  facilities  as  in  the 
judgment  of  the  engineer  may  by  him  be  reasonably  demanded." 

303.  Provision  that  Work  shall  be  Carried  On  as  Directed. 

Clause :  "  The  said  contractor(s)  further  agrees  that  the  work  to  be 
done  under  this  contract  and  these  specifications  shall  be  commenced 

within days  (or weeks)  after  the  execution  of  this 

contract,  or  after  written  notice  to  do  so  shall  have  been  given 
by  the  owner,  company,  or  city,  or  his  (its)  engineer  or  architect, 
and  that  the  work  shall  be  carried  on  at  such  points  and  in  such 
order  of  precedence  and  at  such  times  and  seasons  as  may  from 
time  to  time  be  directed  by  the  engineer  or  architect,  and  with  such 
force  and  in  such  manner  as  to  secure  its  completion  within  the  time 
hereinafter  specified,  the  time  of  beginning,  rate  of  progress  and  time 
of  completion  being  essential  conditions  of  this  contract.*  The  said  con- 
tractor further  agrees  that  he  shall  have  no  claim  for  damages  upon  the 
owner  or  company  for  any  delay  or  expense  to  which  the  contractor 
may  be  subjected  by  the  failure  of  other  contractors  to  comply  with  the 
terms  of  their  contracts. " 

304.  Provision  that  Work  Shall  be  Carried  On  as  Directed  by  Written 
Orders  of  Engineer. 

Clause :  "  And  it  is  further  agreed  that  the  work  shall  be  commenced 
and  carried  on  at  such  points  aud  in  such  order  of  precedence,  and  at 
such  times  and  seasons,  and  with  such  force  and  in  such  manner  as  may 
from  time  to  time  be  directed  by  the  engineer;  but  no  part  of  such  works 
shall  be  undertaken  without  his  written  orders.  Ana  the  time  for  com- 
pletion, mentioned  elsewhere  herein,  shall  be  computed  from  the  date 
of  the  first  of  such  orders.  The  contractor  shall  not  enter  upon,  under, 
across,  or  through  any  house,  building,  shed,  yard,  area,  roadway,  ground, 
garden,  or  any  other  private  property,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
the  works,  until  authorized  so  to  do  in  writing  by  the  engineer.  And 
he  shall  give  due  and  sufficient  notice  to  all  companies,  such  as  railway, 

?;as,  or  water,  etc.,  of  his  intention  to  enter  upon  their  premises  or  inter- 
ere  with  their  works. " l 

1  Under  such  a clau se  the  contractor  can-  satisfaction"  of  an  engineer  and  whose 

uot  require  that  the  whole  work  shall  be  certificate  was  to  entitle  the  contractor  to 

laid  out  so  as  to  work  on  all  parts  at  once.  payment,    it  was  held  that  the  engineer 

Henderson  B'dge  Co.  v.  O'Connors,   US.  had  power  to  stop  the  work.     Devlin   v. 

W.  Rep.  1»  [1889].    When  work  was  to  be  2nd  Ave.  R.  Co.,  44  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  81. 
done  M  under  the  direction  "  and  "to  the 

*See  Sees.  809-814  and  Chap.  XIII,  infra. 
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305.  Period  of  Performance  Fixed  and  Working  Days  Defined. 

Clause :  "  The  party  of  the  second  jjart  will  commence  the  work  herein 

agreed  to  be  performed  by  him  within days  from  the  day  of  the 

date  hereof,  and  will  carry  on  the  same  in  such  order  and  at  such  times 
and  seasons,  and  with  such  force  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  directed 
or  prescribed  by  the  said  engineer,  and  will  execute  all  work,  in  every 
respect,  in  a  thorough  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  will  fully  perform 
and  complete  all  the  work  which  he  has  herein  agreed  to  perform  on  or 
before  the  expiration  of  ... .  days  from  the  date  hereof;  but  in  the  com- 
putation of  time,  the  length  of  time  (expressed  in  days  and  parts  of  a 
day),  during  which  the  work  has  been  delayed  in  consequence  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  weather,  or  by  any  act  or  omission  of  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  (all  of  which  shall  be  determined  by  the  engineer,  who  shall  certify 
to  the  same  in  writing),  and  also  Sundays  and  holidays,  on  which  no  work 
is  done,  shall  be  excluded." 

306.  Work  to  be  Prosecuted  Day  and  Night. 

Clause:  "The  work,  unless  otherwise  authorized  by  the  engineer, 
shall  proceed  continuously  day  and  night,  and  generally  the  works  shall, 
without  extra  charge,  be  carried  on  day  and  night  without  intermission, 
should  there  be  any  cause  whatsoever  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  engi- 
neer shall  require  it,  but  no  work  shall  be  carried  on  in  the  night  with- 
out the  knowledge  and  sanction  of  the  engineer." 

307.  Time  of  Completion  Fixed,  bat  May  be  Extended  by  Engineer  for 
Certain  Causes. 

Clause:  "  The  contractor  shall  complete  and  deliver  up  to  the  board 
the  whole  of  the  works  comprising  the  new  bridge  and  approaches,  and 
steamboat  pier,  and  shall  complete  the  removal  of  the  temporary  foot- 
bridge, the  fenders,  booms,  and  all  other  temporary  works,  within  a 
period  of  ....  years  from  the  date  of  the  engineer's  order  to  commence 
the  same,  the  whole  of  the  works  to  be  delivered  up  complete  in  every 
respect,  in  a  clean  and  perfect  condition.  Provided  always,  that  if  by 
reason  of  the  non-possession  of  any  site  or  sites  required  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  undertakings,  or  by  reason  of  any  additions  to  or  enlarge- 
'  ments  of  the  works  (which  additions  or  enlargements  the  engineer  is 
hereby  authorized  to  make),  or  for  any  other  just  cause  arising  with  the 
said  board,  or  with  either  the  engineer  or  his  assistants,  or  in  conse- 
quence of  any  unusual  inclemency  of  the  weather,  or  general  or  local 
strikes,  or  combination  of  workmen,  or  for  want  or  deficiency  of  any 
orders,  drawings,  or  directions,  or  by  reason  of  any  difficulties,  impedi- 
ments, obstructions,  oppositions,  doubts,  disputes,  or  differences,  what- 
soever and  howsoever  occasioned,  the  contractor  shall,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  engineer,  have  been  unduly  delayed  or  impeded  in  the  completion 
of  his  contract,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  engineer,  if  he  shall  so  think 
fit,  to  grant  from  time  to  time,  and  at  any  time  or  times,  by  writing 
under  his  hand,  such  extension  of  time,  either  prospectively  or  retro- 
spectively, and  to  assign  such  other  day  or  days  for,  or  as  for  comple- 
tion, as  to  him  may  seem  reasonable,  without  thereby  prejudicing  or  in 
any  manner  affecting  the  validity  of  the  contract,  or  the  sufficiency  of 
the  tender,  or  the  adequacy  of  the  suras  or  prices  therein  mentioned; 
and  any  and  every  such  extension  of  time  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  full 
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compensation  and  satisfaction  for,  and  in  respect  of  any  and  every  actual 
and  probable  loss  or  injury  sustained  or  sustainable  by  the  contractor 
in  the  premises,  and  shall  in  like  manner  exonerate  him  from  any  claim 
or  demand  on  the  part  of  the  board,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  delay 
occasioned  by  the  cause  or  causes  in  respect  of  which  any  and  every  such 
extension  of  time  shall  have  been  made,  but  no  further  or  otherwise, 
nor  for  or  in  respect  of  any  delay  continued  beyond  the  time  mentioned 
in  such  writing  or  writings  respectively ." 

Clause:  "  If  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer  the  contractor  is  obstructed 
or  delayed  in  the  prosecution  or  completion  of  the  work  by  the  neglect, 
delay,  or  default  of  any  other  contractor,  or  by  any  damage  which  may 
happen  thereto  by  fire  or  by  the  unusual  action  of  the  elements,  or  by 
the  abandonment  of  the  work  by  employees  in  a  general  strike,  then  the 
contractor  shall  be  entitled  to  such  an  extension  of  the  time  hereinafter 
or  hereinbefore  specified  for  the  completion  of  the  work  as  the  engineer 
or  architect  shall  in  writing  certify ;  provided,  however,  the  claim  is  made 
by  the  contractor  at  the  time  and  in  writing. "  ' 

308.  Time  for  Completion. 

Clause:  "  The  said  contractor  hereby  agrees  to  complete  all  the  work 
called  for  under  this  agreement,  in  all  parts  and  requirements,  on  or 

before ,  189 . . ,  provided,  however,  that  the board  shall 

have  the  right,  at  its  discretion,  to  extend  the  time  for  said  comple- 
tion of  the  work." 

309.  Time  of  Completion  Should  be  Clearly  Stated. — If  care  be  taken  in 
^drafting  these  clauses  to  express  clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
work  shall  or  must  be  completed  by  a  certain  day  or  date,  or  within  a  cer- 
tain period,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  clause  is  binding.  There  are 
many  circumstances  that  arise,  such  as  delay  in  securing  the  site  or  in  pro- 
curing the  right  of  way,  or  in  furnishing  certain  materials,  but  these  topics 
<are  fully  treated  in  the  sections  on  Liquidated  Damages,*  Breach  of  Con- 
tract^ and  Impossible  Contracts,!  to  which  the  reader  is  referred.  If  the 
time  for  completion  of  works  is  not  specified  then  the  contract  must  be  per- 
formed within  a  reasonable  time.'g 

310.  Time  Limit.  Calculation  of  Period  Named. — The  calculation  of  the 
number  of  days  reserved  to  either  party  to  commence  or  complete  work,  or 
to  give  notices,  is  important  when  penalties  are  forfeited,  large  bonuses  are 
promised,  or  certain  rights  or  privileges  are  to  be  exercised  within  a  specified 
time.  Generally  when  it  is  required  that  notice  shall  be  given  a  certain 
number  of  days  prior  to  a  certain  act,  or  that  some  thing,  as  work,  shall  be 
done  within  a  certain  number  of  days,  the  holidays  and  Sundays  intervening 

J  Clark's  Architect,  etc.   B:fore  the  Law.      917,  note;  and  see  Frame  «.  The  Ella,  48 
9  Cases,   29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.   Law      Fed.  Rep.  569. 

*  See  Sees.  811-326,  Chap.  XI,  infra.        \  8ee  Sees.  488-442, 681-704,  728-727,  infra. 
\  See  Sees.  669-680,  infra. 

%  See  Bee.  810,  infra.    As  regards  the  Extension  of  Time,  see  also  Bees.  180,  supra, 
«72,  574,  724-725,  infra. 
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are  to  be  reckoned  and  counted  days.1  *  This  is  the  general  rule  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  a  custom  to  the  contrary. 

If  the  contractor  require  a  certain  number  of  working  days  to  get  ready 
to  begin  work,  or  to  complete  a  job,  he  should  stipulate  for  a  certain  num- 
ber of  days,  exclusive  of  holidays,  or  specify  a  certain  number  of  "  working 
days."  Whether  or  not  the  term  "  working  days  "  would  include  rainy  days 
or  stormy  days  on  work  that  required  fair  weather  may  be  doubted.  The 
determination  of  such  a  question  would  depend  upon  what  was  the  evident 
intention  of  the  parties,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury,  from  all  the  facts 
•and  circumstances  of  the  case. 

In  reckoning  the  number  of  days  named  in  the  contract  for  completion 
•of  work,  the  day  on  which  the  contract  was  entered  into  is  not  reckoned. 
And  if  the  day  of  performance  falls  on  Sunday  or  a  legal  holiday,  it  may 
be  performed  or  completed  on  Monday  or  the  day  following.1  This 
rule  seems  to  be  well  established  in  New  York  and  Massachusetts  in  all 
contracts  upon  which  days  of  grace  are  not  allowed.1  If  the  third  day  is 
Sunday,  when  three  days  of  grace  are  allowed,  as  on  bills  and  notes,  the 
payment  must  be  made  on  Saturday.  A  contract  to  be  completed  Nov.  31, 
was  held  to  require  the  work  to  be  completed  on  Nov.  30.4  The  day  on  which 
a  claim  comes  due  is  excluded  in  computing  the  period  of  limitations/ 

When  the  time  of  completion  of  a  contract  is  not  named,  the  courts 
require  that  it  shall  be  performed  within  a  reasonable  time  ; r  and  the  same 
is  held 'when  the  contract  requires  the  completion  of  the  work  "as  soon  as 
possible," 7  or  "  at  once  and  without  delay."  * 

A  reasonable  time  under  a  clause  to  complete  "  as  soon  as  possible  "  or 
with  "all  possible  dispatch"  would  probably  be  a  shorter  length  of  time 
than  when  nothing  was  said  to  indicate  that  any  haste  was  desired.  There- 
fore, under  a  contract  which  required  a  gas -pipe  line  to  be  tested  "  with 
reasonable  promptness,"  a  delay  of  several  months  after  completion  before 
testing  was  held  unreasonable.9 

A  contract  to  be  performed  "directly  "  is  not  one  to  be  performed  within 
a  reasonable  time,  nor  is  it  to  be  performed  instantly.10  "Forthwith"  is 
usually  held  to  mean  immediately,  and  they  require  performance  "with  all 


1  Gordon©.  People  (111.),  SON.  E  Rep. 
560;  Taylor  «.  Palmer.  31  Cal.  241  [1866]; 
Van  Lear  v.  Kansas  Y.  H.  B.  Wks.  (Kan. 
Sup.).  43Pac.  Rep.  1134. 

'Hammond  v.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Gray  806. 

8  Stebbins  v.  Leowalf,  3  Cush.  137;  Salter 
v.  Burt,  20  Wend.  205;  Ex  parte  Podge,  7 
Cow.  147;  Alderman  «.  Phelps,  15  Mass. 
225. 

4  Bean  v.  Kinnear.  23  Out.  Rep.  313. 

'Geistweidt  v.  Mann  (Tex.),  37  S.  W. 
Rep.  872. 

*  Skinner  v.  Bedell's  Atlm'r,  32  Ala.  44; 


Pope  v.  Terre  Haute  C.  &  Mfg.  Co.  (N.Y.), 
18  N.  E.  Rep.  592  [18871;  Bvodeck  v.  Far- 
num  (Wash.),  40  Pac.  Rep.  189;  Fowler  «. 
Donkman,  84  111.  130;  Lloyd's  Law  of 
B'ld'gs  60. 

1  Florence  Gas,  etc.,  Co.  «.  Hanby  (Ala.), 
18  So.  Rep.  348  [1893]. 

8  Sharpe  v  Johnson,  60  Barb.  144  [1871]; 
"as  soon  as  practicable,"  see  Reedy  v. 
Smitb,  4*  Cal.  245. 

•Tasker  v.  Crane  Co.  (C.  C),  5  Fed. 
Rep.  449- 

"•  Duncan  v.  Topham,  8  C.  B.  225. 


*  In  regard  to  Sunday  $ee  Sec.  59,  infra. 
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reasonable  dispatch,"  "  with  reasonable  and  proper  diligence/'  "  with  all 
reasonable  celerity."  They  are  stronger  terms  than  the  expression  "  within  a 
reasonable  time/'  and  imply  prompt,  vigorous  action.1  What  is  a  reason- 
able time  is  a  question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the  court/  unless  it  depends, 
upon  particular  facts  which  are  determined  by  the  jury.1  The  nature  of  th& 
contract  will  determine  it.4  ( 

In  determining  what  would  be,  a  reasonable  time  it  has  been  held  that 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  capacity  of  the  manufacturer's  plant,  though  the- 
other  party  was  unaware  of  its  capacity;  and  such  question  is  not  to  be 
determined  from  the  time  in  which  manufacturers  in  general  would  have 
performed  the  contract.6 

A  promise  to  try  to  complete  a  contract  by  a  certain  date  does  not  make 
time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  so  as  to  give  the  owner  a  counterclaim 
for  expenses  and  losses  due  to  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  complete  the 
work  by  the  date  named.*  Work  to  be  completed  by  a  certain  time  must  bo 
finished  before  that  time/ 

Materials  bought  and  no  time  specified  for  the  payment  of  the  price 
must  be  paid  for  on  delivery/  which  is  regarded  as  a  reasonable  time.* 

311.  Time  Made  Essence  .of  Contract.*  Liquidated  Damages  Fixed  for 
Delay  in  Completion  of  Work. 

Clause  :  "Time  shall  be  especially  considered  as  the  essence  of  fhis 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  contractorfB],10  and  in  case  the  contractorfe] 
shall  fail  in  the  due  performance  or  the  works  to  be  executed  under 
this  contract  by  and  at  the  time  or  times  herein  mentioned  or  referred 
to,  or  at  other  than  the  day  or  days  to  which  the  period  of  completion 

may  have  been  extended, may  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  board,  as 

and  for  liquidated  damages,  and  not  as  penalty,  the  sum  of  t for 

each  and  every which  may  elapse  between  the  appointed  and 

actual  time  of  completion  and  delivery  hereinbefore  mentioned  or  pro- 
vided for,  which  sum  is  hereby  agreed  upon,  fixed,  and  determined  aa 
the  damage  which  will  be  suffered  by  such  failure  to  complete  within 
the  time  named ;  and  the  owner  or  city  may  deduct  the  same  from  any 
moneys  in  their  hands  due  or  to  become  due  to  the  contractor [s]  ;  ana 
such  payments  or  deduction  shall  not  in  any  degree  release  the  con- 
tractors] from  the  further  obligations  and  penalties  in  respect  of  the- 
fulfilment  of  the  entire  contract,  nor  any  right  which  the  board  might 


1  See  eases,  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
572-3;  Andersou  v.  Goff  (Cal.)  18  Pnc. 
Rep.  73  [1887]. 

•  Ellis  v.  Paige,  1  Pick.  48. 

'Howev.  Huntington.  15  Me.  850,  and 
eases  cited;  Murrell  v.  Whitney,  etc.,  82 
Ala.  55. 

4  Griffin  v.  Ogletree  (Ala.),  21  So.  Rep. 
488. 

'Smith  «.  Spratt  Mach.  Co.  (S.  C),  24 
8  E  Rep.  876;    Pope,  J.,  dissenting. 

*  Gubbins  c.  Lautenschlager  (C.  C.),  74 
Fed.  Rep.  160. 


1  Rankin  t>.  Wood  worth,  8  P.  &  W.  (Pa.> 
48;  see  also  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc., 
166. 

8  Brady  v.  Anderson,  24  111.  112.  A 

•  Palmer  e.  Breen,  24  N.  W.  Rep.  822. 

10  Time  may  be  made  of  essence  of  con- 
tract, and  the  parties  may  expressly  agree 
that  nothing  shall  be  paid  for  the  works, 
unless  they  are  completed  by  a  time  named. 
Westerman  t.  Means,  12  Pa.  St.  97  ;  Kent 
r.  Humphreys,  18  111.  578;  Hudson  v. 
Temple,  29  beav.  586 ;  Liddle  «.  Sims,  2, 
Smedes  &  M.  596. 


*  See  Sec.  326,  infra. 
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have  to  claim,  sue  for,  and  recover  compensation  and  damages  for  non- 
performance of  this  contract  at  the  time  hereby  stipulated.    * 

SI 2.  Contractor  shall  be  Liable  for  Superintendence  and  Inspection  and 
a  Sum  Named  as  Liquidated  Damages  for  Delay  in  Completing  Work. 

Clause  :  "  Should  the  contractor  not  complete  the  work  herein  con- 
tracted for  at  the  period  agreed  upon  as  above  mentioned,  the  con- 
tractor 6hali  be  liable  for  and  shall  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  corpora- 
tion all  salaries  or  wages  which  shall  become  due  to  the  person  or 
persons  superintending  the  work  on  behalf  of  the  said  corporation, 
from  the  above-named  period  for  completion  until  the  same  shall 
actually  be  completed  and  accepted,  and  shall  also  pay  to  the  said  cor- 
poration as  liquidated  damages  (over  and  above  such  salaries  and  wages) 

the  amount  of dollars  per  day  for  each,  etc., and  the 

engineer  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  corporation  or  owner  may  de- 
duct such  salaries,  wages,  and  damages  from-  any  moneys  payable  to 
the  contractor  in  respect  of  this  or  any  other  contract." 

313.  Periods  for  Completing  Several  Stages  of  the  Work   Named  and 
Liquidated  Damages  Fixed  for  Each. 

Clause  :  "  The  contractor  is  to  finish  each  of  the  above  works  that 
may  be  awarded  to  him  within  the  period  marked  opposite  the  same  in 
the  following  list,  counting  from  the  date  of  the  order  to  commence  the 
same,  and  to  pay  the  sums  marked  opposite  each  as  liquidation  damages 
for  each  and  every  day  that  any  part  of  the  said  work  shall  remain 
unfinished  after  that  time.  But  in  the  event  of  delay  to  the  works  by 
reason  of  strikes  or  combinations  on  the  part  of  the  workmen  employed, 
or  by  any  act  of  the  board,  the  engineer  will  allow  such  additional 
time  as  he  may  deem  fair  and  reasonable." 


Works. 


Masonry  of  abutments  and 
piers,  ready  for  the  recepi  ion 
of  the  superstructure 

Steel  supers' ructure  and  deck 

ready  for  tr  >fflc 

Etc.,  etc. 


Time  Within  which  Work  is  to  be 
Completed. 


Daily  Penalty  for  Non- 
completion  in  Time, 


314.  Liquidated  Damages  for  Noncompletion,  Delay,  or  Other  Breach. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  that  in  case  the  said 
contractor. ...  shall  fail  to  fully  and  entirely,  and  in  strict  con- 
formity to  the  provisions  and  the  conditions  of  this  agreement, 
perform  and  complete  the  said  work,  and  each  and  every  part  and 
appurtenance  thereof,  within  the  time  hereinbefore  limited  for  such 

performance  and  completion,  the  6aid  part of  the  second  part  shall 

and  will  pay  to  the  said  part ....  of  the  first  part  the  sum  of 

dollars  ($ )  for  each  and  every  day  that  the  said  part  of. .  the 

second  part  shall  delay  the  full  completion  and  delivery  of  the  work 
and  premises  to  the  said  company  or  its  authorized  agents,  which  said 

sum    of . . . . dollars  (t )  per    day  is  hereby  agreed   upon, 

fixed,  and  determined  by  the  parties  hereto  as  the  damages  which  the 
said  company  will  suffer  by  such  delay  and  default,  and  not  by  way  of 

•iStoSec.  321,  infra. 
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penalty.    And  the  said  party of  the  first  part  may  deduct  or  retain 

the  said  sum  of dollars  (• )  per  day  out  of  or  from  any 

moneys  that  may  bo  due  or  become  due  under  this  agreement." 

Clause :  "  Ami  it  is  further  agreed  and  understood  that  no  extra 
allowance  of  time  shall  be  allowed  for  the  performance  and  completion 
of  any  extra  works,  alterations,  or  additions  required  or  ordered  as  here- 
inbefore [or  hereinafter]  provided  by  the  terms  of  this  contract,  but 
that  such  extra  work,  alterations,  and  additions  shall  be  completed  as 
if  they  had  been  comprised  in  the  original  work  and  within  the  period 
limited  for  the  completion  of  the  same,  unless  an  extension  of  time  be 
allowed  and  agreed  upou  in  writing,  signed  and  countersigned  by  the 
parties  [or  their  engineer]  as  part  of  this  contract." 
815.  Eecovery  of  Damages  Stated  May  Depend  upon  Whether  It  Is  a 
Penalty.— When  the  contract  fixes  a  certain  sum  as  damages  for  its  breach 
or  delay,  the  question  whether  the  amount  can  be  recovered  at  law  depends 
upon  whether  the  court  construes  the  sum  stipulated  to  be  "  liquidated 
damages"  or  a  " penalty."    If  the  sum  stipulated  is  regarded  as  "liquidated 
damages,"  it  is  the  measure  of  damages  and  the  jury  are  confined  to  it;  but 
if  the  court  hold  it  to  be  a  penalty,  the  actual  damage  suffered  will  be 
regarded  and  not  the  amount  named  in  the  instrument.1    Whether  or  not  it 
is  a  penalty  is  a  question  of  construction  for  the  court.*    Forfeitures  are 
regarded  by  courts  with  little  favor,  and  will  seldom  be  upheld  if  intended 
to  operate  as  penalties.1    The  tendency  and  preference  of  the  law  is  to  con* 
sider  a  sum  payable  for  breach  of  a  contract  as  a  penalty  over  which  it  has 
control  rather  than  liquidated  damages  ; 4  and  no  more  than  actual  damages 
can  be  recovered.*    Courts  generally  treat  a  nxed  sum  designated  as  damages 
in  a  contract  as  a  penalty,  and  inquire  into  the  damages  actually  suffered/ 

316.  A  Penalty  Cannot  be  Concealed  Behind  the  Words  "Liquidated 
Damages." — This  inclination  of  the  court  renders  it  necessary  to  so  draw  the 
contract  as  to  make  the  forfeiture  stipulated  come  under  the  court's  classi- 
fication of  liquidating  damages.  In  deciding  this  question  the  court  will 
consider  the  whole  nature  and  object  of  the  agreement T  rather  than  the  pre- 
cise words  of  the  contract.  It  will  seek  to  gather  the  intention  of  the 
parties  as  expressed  in  all  the  provisions  of  the  contract ; B  it  will  look  at 
the  subject  of  the  contract,  its  surroundings,  and  conditions  ;  it  will  inquire 
into  the  work,  its  character,  importance,  and  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining 
the  actual  damages/  the  magnitude  of  the  sum  stipulatod  as  compared  with 


1  Lowe  v.  Bc«ts,  4  Burr.  2228  ;  Harrison 
«.  Wrii?l)f,  13  East.  343  ;  5  Ainer.  &  Eug. 
Ency.  Law  24. 

*  Fo  ey  v.  McKcegan,  4  Iowa  1 ;  Wallis 
«.  Smith,  L.  li.  21  Cli.  D.  228. 

*  Applcgaie  v.  Jacoby,  9  Dana  200 ;  Hal  in 
f>.  Hnrstman,  12  Bush.  (Ky  ),  249;  Home 
Life  Ins  v.  Pierce  75  III.  426:  Eva  t>.  Mc- 
Rahon,  77  Cal.  467:  Eizabcthiown  &  P. 
M.  Co.  v  Geogbfgan,  9  Bush.  (Ky.)5ff; 
Elliott  *.  Railro.d  Co..  69  U.  8.  573  [1878]  ; 
Cheney  v.  Bilby  (0.  C.  A.),  74  Fed.  Rep.  52. 


4Lnns!ng  «.  Dodd,  45  N.  J.  Law  525. 

6Schofield  v  Thompkin*.  95  111.  190. 

•Hooper  v.  S.  M  R.  Co.,  69  Ala.  536; 
Farrnr  v.  Beeman,  63  Texas  175. 

'Pierce  v.  Jung.  10  Wis.  80;  Penny- 
packer  v.  Jones,  106  Pa.  St.  287  ;  V<-tter«. 
Hudson,  57  T\  xas  604  ;  Henry  v.  Davis, 
123  Mass.  345. 

8  Streeper  «.  Williams  (Pa.),  12  Wright 
454. 

9  Patent  Brick  Co.  9.  Moore,  75  Cal.  205. 
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the  whole  cost  or  value  of  the  work,  as  well  as  the  probable  damages  con- 
sequent to  delay  or  a  breach/  and  if  from  a  consideration  of  all  these  ques- 
tions the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  sum  stipulated  is  a  penalty,  it  will 
be  so  construed  whatever  be  the  language  employed.  A  real  "penalty 
cannot  be  successfully  concealed  behind  the  words  "  liquidated  damages. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  sum  denominated  a  "penalty"  or  a  "forfeiture" 
may  be  held  to  be  liquidated  damages  if,  under  all  the  circumstances,  such 
appears  to  have  been  the  intention.'  Its  nature  is  not  to  be  determined  by 
the  terms  used  by  the  parties,  but  from  a  consideration  of  the  agreement 
and  surrounding  circumstances.4 

SI 7.  The  Damages  Recovered  or  Withheld  Must  be  Commensurate  with 
the  Injury  Suffered. — It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  general  leaning  of  the 
courts  is  that  such  agreements  for  damages  shall  be  considered  penalties, 
so  that  a  party  may  retain  only  such  damages  as  he  can  show  in  justice  and 
fairness  he  is  entitled  to.  The  general  rule  of  law  is  that  the  remedy  shall 
be  commensurate  with  the  injury  sustained/  and  the  sum  named  will  be  the 
measure  of  damages  only  when  it  appears  that  it  will  no  more  thau  compen- 
sate the  loss  sustained.6 

If  the  default  of  the  contractor  resulted  in  mere  nominal  damages  to 
the  owner  no  liability  for  the  damages  specified  will  be  created/  It  is  quite 
certain  that  unless  the  contract  makes  it  appear  that  the  stipulation  was  in- 
tended as  a  provision  for  liquidating,  the  sum  will  be  deemed  a  penalty  and 
will  not  be  taken  as  liquidated  damages/ 

The  intention  expressed  is  not  all  controlling/  for  in  some  cases  the 
subject-matter  and  surroundings  of  the  contract  will  control  the  intention, 
when  equity  absolutely  demands  it.  Thus  a  sum  expressly  stipulated  as 
liquidated  damages  will  be  relieved  from,  if  it  is  obviously  to  secure  payment 
of  another  sum  capable  of  being  compensated/*  as  a  large  sum  of  money 
in  default  of  payment  of  a  smaller  sum/1    Gases  of  this  kind  are  where  the 


1  Mat' hews  v.  Sharp,  99  Pa.  St  560. 

*  Pollock's  Contracts  467  ;  NoyestJ.  Phil- 
lips. 60  N.  Y.  408  ;  Sainter  v.  Ferguson,  7 
C.  B.  716;  8anford  «.  1st  Nat'l  Bank 
(Iown).  63  N  W.  Rep  459  ;  Moore  v.  Platte 
Co.,  8  Mo.  467 ;  Basye  v.  Ambrose,  28  Mo. 
89 :  Fitzpatrick  v.  Cnttingham.  14  Wis. 
219  ;  Dullajrlmn  v.  Fitch,  42  Wis.  679  ; 
Foley  v  MeKeogan,  4  Iowa  1  :  Perkins  v. 
Lvman,  11  Mass  76;  Graham  v  Biokman, 
4  Dull.  149  ;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  1818  ;  ** 
also  Llo3'd's  Law  of  Building,  pn.  98, 101 ; 
Gillilan  v.  Rollins  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Ren. 
898;  nee  also  18  Cent.  Law  Jour.  143 
[1884] 

»  Pollock's  Contracts  467 ;  Nnves  v  Phil- 
lips, 60  N.  Y.  408  ;  Sainler  «.  Ferguson,  7 
C.  B.  71 6. 

4  Wolf  «.  Des  Moines,  etc.,  R.,  64  Iowa 
880 ;  see  also  5  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
24-26. 


•  Shreve  ft.  Breton,  51  Pa.  St.  175 ;  Scho- 
field  v  Thompkins.  95111. 190;  Kemble  v. 
Farren.  6  Bing.  148. 

•Gillilan  «.  Rollins  (Neb.),  59  N.  W. 
Rep.  893  ;  Jnqnith  «.  Hudson,  5  Mich  123  ; 
Noyes*.  Phillips,  60  N.  Y.  408;  Lindsay 
v.  Rockwall  Co.  (Tex.),  30  8.  W.  Rep.  880, 
certified  check  accompanying  a  bid;  and  see 
Slowman  v.  Walter,  1  Bro.  Ch.  418. 

7  Hathaway  v.  Lynn  (Wis.),  48  N.  W. 
Rer>.  956  ;  w*  Happer  v.  Thomas,  Com  PI. 
5  Pa.  Dist   Rep.  18*3. 

8  Dill  v.  Lawrcrce  (Ind.).  10  N.  E.  Rep. 
578 ;  Richmond  v.  Robinson.  12  Mich.  193. 

•Wolf  v.  D.  M.  &  Ft.  D.  R..  64  Iowa 
380,  and  w*e*  cited;  Astley  v.  Wddon,  2 
Bos  &  P.  850. 

10Streeper  u.  Williams,  48  Pa.  St  450; 
Merrill  v.  Men  ill,  15  Ma«s.  488. 

"  Kimball  &  Co.  t>.  Doggett,  62  111.  App. 
528. 
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damages  for  delay  or  breach  can  be  computed  with  certainty.  If  the  damages 
can  be  readily  ascertained  by  a  jury,  a  sum  named  as  damages  will  be  held 
merely  a  penalty.1  If  the  default  of  the  contractor  has  caused  no  damages 
or  injury,  then  there  can  be  no  recovery  of  any  sum,  either  liquidated  dam- 
ages or  penalty."  The  law  aims  to  award  "either  such  damages  as  fairly 
and  reasonably  may  be  considered  as  arising  naturally,  that  is,  according  to- 
the  usual  course  of  things  from  such  breach  itself,  or  such  as  may  reason- 
ably be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made,  as  the  probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it."' 

The  civil  code  of  California  forbids  contract  clauses  for  liquidated  dam- 
ages, unless  from  the  nature  of  the  case  it  is  impracticable  to  fix  the 
actual  damages  suffered.4  If,  on  the  other  hand,  other  damages  are  suf- 
fered by  the  owner  in  excess  of  those  named  as  liquidated  damages,  the- 
owner  may  recover  them.5 

If  there  are  several  covenants,  and  the  damages  for  the  non-performance- 
of  some  of  them  are  ascertainable  by  a  jury,  while  the  damages  for  the  non- 
performance of  others  are  not  measurable  by  any  exact  pecuniary  standard,. 
a  8ii tn  named  as  damages  for  the  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  or  stipula- 
tions is  merely  a  penalty  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  entire  contract, 
and  is  not  liquidated  damages  to  be  recovered  for  the  breach  of  a  single 
stipulation.6 

Contracts,  the  damages  from  the  breach  of  which  may  be  determined r 
include  those  for  the  payment  of  money,  and  contracts  of  sale  where  the 
market  price  affords  a  standard  by  which  to  estimate  damages/  Thus  in 
an  agreement  to  forfeit  ten  per  cent.  (10  #)  retained  as  security  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract  to  furnish  ties  to  a  railroad  company,  it  was  held  to 
be  a  penalty,  and  that  the  contractor  was  not  debarred  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  from  recovering  for  the  ties  actually  delivered  less  the  damage 
actually  sustained.8  In  such  cases  the  difference  between  the  market  price 
for  which  they  could  have  been  obtained. and  the  price  to  be  paid  is  the 
damage  sustained.9 

The  retention  of  a  percentage  of  the  estimates  until  the  completion  of  the 
work  is  not  in  the  nature  of  stipulated  damages  or  of  a  condition  precedent 


'Trower  o.  Elder.  77  111.  453  [18751; 
Brennan  v.  Clark  (Md.),45  N.  W.  Rep.  473 
[18901 ;  Patent  Brick  Co.  v  Moore,  70  Cal. 
205;  Lucas  v.  Snyder,  2  G.  Gr.  (la.)  590; 
Heatwnlc  v.  Gorrell  (Kans.),  12  Pac  Rep. 
1&5  [18871;  Scoville  v.  Tompkins,  95  111. 
190  ;  McGee  t>.  La  veil,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  115 ; 
esmble.  Gillilan  v.  Rollins  (Neb  )  59  N.  W. 
Rep.  893 ;  Lord  v  Gladdks,  9  Iowa  265  ; 
Nowlin  v.  Pyne.  40  la.  166 ;  Wilms  «. 
Kling.  87  111.  107:  Gulf,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v 
Ward  (Tex.),  34  W.  Rep.  328 

•Appeal  of  McCullough  (Pa,),  18  Atl. 
Rep.  1080. 

•Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  9  Ex.  441. 


4Easton  v.  Cressey  (Cal.)  84  Pac.  Rep. 
622. 

6  Pengra  v.  Wheeler  (Qreg.)  84  Pac.  Rep. . 
854. 

•Trower  v.  Elder,  77  111.  453  [1875]; 
In  re  Newman,  L.  R.  4  Cli.  D.  724;  Shreve 
f>.  Brereton,  51  Pa.  St.  175  [1865]:  Light, 
etc.,  Co.  v.  Jackson  (Mis*.),  19 So.  Kep.  771. 

1  London  v.  Taxing  District,  104  U.  8. 
771. 

8Jemmison  v.  Gray,  29  la.  537,  Iowa 
cases  cited. 

•Tyler  Car.  &  L.  Co.  9.  Wettermark 
(Tex.),  34  S.  W.  Rep.  807. 
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requiring  performance  of  the  contract  in  every  particular.  In  the  absence 
of  an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect,  it  is  a  mere  retention  to  answer 
damages  suffered." 

S18.  Stipulation  is  Good  when  Damages  Suffered  Cannot  be  Ascer- 
tained.— With  whatever  degree  of  disfavor  courts  regard  stipulations  for 
fixed  sums  as  damages  for  breach  of  contracts  in  general,  engineering 
contracts  form  an  exception  to  the  above  rules.  Not  from  any  relaxation 
of  the  principle  to  control  and  inquire  into  everything  pertaining  to  a 
case  within  its  jurisdiction,  but  from  its  incompetence  to  ascertain  the 
actual  damages  suffered.*  The  peculiarity  of  engineering  work,  and  the 
great  importance  of  having  all  parts  of  the  work  progress  towards  comple- 
tion at  the  same  rate  of  speed,  renders  it  impossible  to  estimate  with  any 
degree  of  accuracy  the  damages  sustained  by  the  failure  of  a  contractor  to 
keep  and  perform  the  material  stipulations  of  an  engineering  contract.  The 
damages  cannot  be  measured  by  the  loss  of  tolls,  fares,  or  revenues  receivable 
upon  completion  of  the  structure  or  work.  The  delay  may  hinder  the  prog- 
ress of  other  parts  of  the  undertaking ;  it  may  cause  delays  in  other  or  sub- 
sequent work,  and  their  cost  doubled  by  less  favorable  conditions  of  weather, 
reasons,  the  market,  and  labor.  Such  an  undertaking  would  be  burdensome 
and  impracticable  for  the  court  or  jury,  and  they  are  compelled  to  accept  the 
parties'  own  figures,  without  attempting  to  determine  the  actual  damage.' 

It  may  be  said  generally  that  where,  independently  of  the  stipulation, 
the  damages  are  wholly  uncertain  and  incapable  or  very  difficult  of  being 
ascertained,  except  by  mere  conjecture,  they  will  be  considered  as  liquidating 
if  they  are  so  denominated  in  the  contract.4  If  the  amount  is  not  out  of  all 
proportion,  it  will  be  treated  as  liquidated  damages/ 

Whenever  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  the  damages  cannot  be  cal- 
culated with  any  degree  of  certainty,  or  there  are  peculiar  circumstances 
•contemplated  by  the  contract,  the  stipulated  sum  should  be  held  to  be 
liquidated  damages.6  It  has  therefore  been  held  that  a  contract  for  founda- 
tions/ or  to  build  a  bridge  for  a  city,6  or  to  build  a  street-railway  for  a 


1  Danville  Bridge  Co.  c.  Pomeroy,  15 
Pa.  St.  151  [1850]. 

9  App legate  v.  Jncoby,  9  Dana  206; 
Home  Life  Insurance  Co  v.  Pierce,  75  111. 
426;  Eiizabethtown  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  tt. 
Geogheepin,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  56,  and  cases 
cited;  Indtanola  «.  G.  W.  T.  &  P.  Ry„ 
56  Tex.  591  [1882];  Bancroft  v.  Scribner 
<C.  C.  A.),  72  Fed.  Rep.  988;  Stover  v. 
bpiclman,.l  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  526;  Kemhlc  t>. 
Farren,  6  Bing.  147;  Cnmp  «.  Pollock 
(Neb.).  64  N.  W.  Rep.  231 ;  Wallis  *.  Smith. 
L.  R  21  Ch.  D  243;  Cruz  *.  Aid  red,  14 
W.  R.  656;  Hall  v.  Crowley,  5  Allen  804 ; 
Malone  «.  Philadelphia  (Pa.),  23  Atl.  Rep. 
628  11892]. 

'Eiizabethtown  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Geo- 

S  began,  9   Bush    (Ky.)  56;  Wolf  v.  Des 
[oines  &  Ft.  D.  Ry.,  64  Iowa  880 ;  5  Amer. 


A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  25  ;  Fessman  v.  Seeley 
(Tex.)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  268,  where  ti  pupil 
had  been  expelled  from  school  and  the 
courts  held  the  tuitiou,  etc.,  paid  was  for- 
feited. 

4Lennon  «.  Smith,  14  Daly  520  [1888]; 
Bed  it  wick  on  Measure  of  Damages,  p  42a. 

5  Ward  *.  H.  R  B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  230 
[1891] :  Elizabef blown  R.  Co.  «.  Geo- 
ghehan,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  56. 

•5  Amer.  &  Envr.  Ency.  Law,  24,  25, 
and  cn*e*  cited;  Hulff  t.  OCounor  (Tex.), 
37  S.  W.  Rep.  238;  Lennon  «>.  Smith,  14 
Duly  520  [1888],  and  cases  cited. 

'Lincoln  «.  Little  Rock  G.  Co.  (Ark.), 
19  S.  W.  Rep.  1056. 

•Malone  v.  Philadelphia  (Pa  ),  23  Atl. 
Rep.  628. 
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town,1  or  to  erect  a  building  or  a  residence/  or  to  furnish  a  theater  for  an 
entertainment/  were  instances  in  which  the  sum  specified  as  liquidated 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  would  be  so  held.  In  fact,  a  contract  for 
any  architectural  or  engineering  construction  of  importance  would  come 
under  the  same  class/ 

If  the  parties  bind  themselves  in  a  specified  sum  "  not  as  penalty  but  as 
stipulated  damages/'  and  if  by  the  whole  agreement  it  appears  that  they 
did  not  intend  the  entire  sum  should  be  paid  for  any  breach  however  minute, 
it  is  a  penalty  merely,  and  if  the  sum  specified  will  in  some  instances  be  too 
large  and  in  some  too  small  for  breaches  of  the  acts  provided  for,  it  is  to  be 
considered  a  penalty.  If  however  the  injury  provided  against  is  altogether 
uncertain,  the  sum  is  to  be  esteemed  liquidated  damages.* 

The  insertion  of  a  clause  for  liquidated  damages  for  failure  to  perform 
a  contract  has  been  held  not  to  prevent  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of 
the  contract.6 

A  sum  denominated  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  will  be  considered  liquidated 
damages  where  it  is  fixed  upon  by  the  parties  as  the  measure  of  the  dam- 
ages,  because  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  uncertainty  of  the  proof,  have  in- 
duced them  to  make  the  damages  a  subject  of  previous  adjnstment/  The 
forfeitures  usually  provided  in  contracts  for  construction  of  railroads,  bridges, 
or  other  engineering  works  come  under  this  class, and  are  commonly  regarded 
as  liquidated  damages." 

This  is  not  however  a  universal  rule,  and  it  is  held  to  the  contrary  when- 
ever the  damages  can  be  determined.  The  exception  is  sometimes  made  in 
regard  to  buildings,"  and  an  exception  has  been  made  in  case  of  grading  a 
park.10  It  has  been  held  an  error  to  refuse  the  admission  of  evidence  of  the 
measure  of  damages  offered  by  the  contractor.11 

The  difficulty  of  fixing  or  estimating  the  actual  damage  caused  by  the 
delay  or  breach  must  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  by  evidence, 


Wilson  t>.  Jonesboro  (Ark.).  20  8.  W. 
Rep.  1093:  O'Donnell  v.  Rosenberg.  14 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  59 ;  Mills  «.  Paul  (Tex.), 
30  S.  W.  Rep.  558. 

•Collier  v.  Betterton  (Tex.),  29  8.  W. 
Rep.  467. 

•Mawson  «.  Leavitt  (City  Ct.),  87  N.  Y. 
6upp.  1188. 

4  Keichenbach  f>.  Sage  (Wash.).  48  Pac. 
Rep  #54.  a  building;  Manistee  I.  W.  Co. 
9.  Shores  L.  Co.  (Wis.)  65  N.  W.  Rep.  863. 
a  boat;  East  on  v.  Pen  n  a.  Canal  Co..  18  Ohio 
79;  Wolfe  v.  Des  Moiues  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa 
880. 

» Shreve*.  Brereton.  51  Pa.  St.  175  [1865]; 
Trower  «  Elder,  77  111.  45*  [1875]. 

•Lvmnn«.  Gedney,  114111   888. 

1  Simper  v.  Williams,  48  Pa.  St.  450;  1 
Butb.  Dam.  512.  520;  Cothrel  «.  TalmndffC, 
9  N.  Y.  577;  O'Donnell  «.  Rosenberg,  14 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  59;  Pettis  «.  Bloomer,  21 


How.  Pr.  317;  Fnrnham  «.  Ross.  2  Hall. 
187 :  Ward  «.  H.  R.  B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  280 
[1891]  and  eaten  tied;  Carter  t>.  Landry,  S 
Pugslev  A  B.  (N.  B.)  516  [1880] :  Imlianola 
t>.  G.  W.  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  56  Tex.  594  [1882]; 
Kilson  v.  Joucsboro  (Ark.),  20  S.  W.  Rep. 
1098. 

8  Rnnger  «.  Great  Western  Ry..  27  E.  L. 
&  E.  61 ;  Easton  t>.  Peuna.  &  O.  C.  Co.,  18 
Ohio  79;  Hen n essay  v.  Parrel  1.  4  Gushing- 
267;  Pierce  on  American  Railroads  877; 
Pierce  f>.  Jung,  10  Wis.  30;  Dwinell  v. 
Brown,  54  Me.  468;  Jackson  v.  Clcvelaud, 
19  Wis.  400. 

*  Cook nm  «.  Peoples  Ry.  Co.  (Mo.),  21 
8.  W  Rep.  6. 

10  Monmouth  Park  «.  Warren  (N.  J.)f  27 
Atl.  Rep.  932. 

11  Dietert  v.  Friday  (Tex.),  22  8.  W.  Rep. 
291. 
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to  bring  a  case  under  this  exception  and  entitle  an  owner  or  company  to 
recover  the  account  stipulated  for  as  liquidated  damages.1 

A  contract  of  employment  between  a  waiter  and  the  proprietors  of  % 
hotel  which  stipulates  that  if  the  waiter  leave  their  service  without  giving 
three  days  notice  he  shall  forfeit  all  moneys  owing  him,  provides  for  a  pen- 
alty, and  not  for  liquidated  damages.4  A  stipulation  in  a  contract  entered 
into  by  a  cotton-mill  and  one  of  its  operatives,  earning  between  50  cents 
and  11.00  per  day,  by  which  she  forfeits  tlO  of  her  wages  if  she  shall  leave 
without  giving  two  weeks'  notice,  is  a  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages, 
and  not  for  a  penalty,  and  is  neither  unreasonable  nor  oppressive  ;  it  being 
certain  that  the  cotton-mill  will  suffer  damages  from  the  unexpected  quit- 
ting of  its  operatives,  and  there  being  no  certain  standard  by  which  the 
actual  damages  can  be  ascertained.9  It  seems  that  $10  may  be  regarded  as 
liquidated  damages  because  it  is  reasonable,  but  a  forfeiture  of  all  that  is 
due  one  is  held  not  liquidated  damages.  So  a  provision  that  the  contractor 
shall  pay  the  wages  of  the  owner's  superintendent  during  any  delay  from  his 
failure  to  complete  the  work  in  the  time  specified  is  for  liquidated  damages, 
and  not  for  a  penalty.4 

319.  To  Evade  the  Provision  Contractor  must  Show  Damages  Actually 
Suffered,  or  that  the  Sums  Stipulated  are  Unreasonable  or  Exorbitant. — 
It  is  incumbent  upon  the  contractor  to  show  what  damages  the  company 
suffered  if  he  claims  the  stipulation  is  for  a  penalty,5  but  for  the  owner  to 
recover  a  sum  stipulated  as  liquidated  damages  no  proof  of  the  actual  dam- 
ages suffered  need  be  furnished/  It  seems  to  bo  necessary,  however,  to  ask 
for  the  construction  of  the  contract  provision  as  to  liquidated  damages, 
when  the  owner  sues  on  the  contractor's  bond  for  completion,  or  he  will  have 
to  prove  the  damages  he  has  sustained.7 

In  any  case  it  is  submitted  that  if  the  amount  stipulated  as  damages  be 
so  exorbitant  that  to  enforce  its  payment  would  be  to  inflict  a  penalty  on 
the  party  in  default,  instead  of  making  good  the  injury  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  breach,  it  will  not  be  enforced.8  Or  if  the  stipulated  sum  is  so  great 
that  it  is  apparent  that  the  provision  was  inserted  "  to  terrorize  "  the  con- 
tractor to  accomplish  a  timely  execution,  it  will  be  held  a  penalty,  and  the 
actual  damage  must  be  proved.* 

1  Patent  Brick  Co.  t>.  Moore,  70  Gil.  205;  HI.  107,  and  see  Note  1,  supra. 

Fnuncc  v.  Burke,  16  Pa.  St.  469;  Geiger  v.  7  De  Mattos  v.  Jonlon  (Wnsh.),  46  Paa 

West  Md.  R.  Co.,  41  Md.  4.  Rep.  403 ;  and  see  Wilens  v.  Kliug,  87  111. 

*Sc;l»mie!er  v.  Kingsley  (Com.  PL),  96  107. 

N  Y.  Stipp.  31.  8Elizftbotlitown  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v  Geo- 

9  Tennessee     Mnmif  g    Co.     «.     James  ghegim,  9  Bash  (Ky.)  50  :  Merrill  «.  Mer- 

(Tenn),  18  S  W.  Rep.  262.  rill,  15  Mass.  488;  Kemble  «.  Farreu,  6 

4  O'Brien  *.  Anniston  Pipe  Works  (Ala),  Birnr.  141. 

9  So.  Rep.  415  [18911.  fBrndstreet   v.    Baker,   14   R.   I.  546: 

fc  DeGraff  V.  &  Co.  v.  Wicklmm  (la.),  52  Schoficld  t>  Tompkins,  95  111.  190 ;  Ward 

K.  W.  Hep.  508;  8.  c.  57  N.  W.  Rep  420;  v    H    R.  B.  Co  ,  125  N.  Y.  280  [1891]; 

Mills*.  Paul  (Tex.),  80  8  W.  Rep.  558.  Bagley  v.  Peddie,  5  Saudf.  (N.  Y.)  192; 

•  8m i ford  v.  First  Nat'l  Bank  (la.)  63  N.  Co u tee  v.  Dawson,  2  Bland.  264. 
W.  Rep.  459 ;  but  see  Wilens  v  Kliug,  87 
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A  recent  decision  of  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  makes  a  discrimi- 
nation as  to  the  purpose  of  these  liquidated  damages,  which  should  be  con- 
sidered in  drafting  contracts.  If  the  payment  of  liquidated  damages  is 
reserved  for  the  breach  of  the  contract,  it  is  good  ;  but  if  it  is  a  means  to 
dissolve  the  contract,  then  the  sum  named  as  liquidated  damages  cannot  be 
recovered.  The  contract  in  question,  which  was  declared  to  be  a  means  of 
dissolving  the  contract,  reserved  to  the  company  the  right  to  terminate  the 
contract  at  any  time  by  formal  notice  in  writing  and  upon  payment  to  the 
contractor  for  all  labor  performed  and  the  further  sum  of  13000  as  liquidated 
damages.  It  was  held  that  the  contractor  could  not  recover  the  13000,  al- 
though the  company  had  suspended  the  work.1  If  the  contractor  had  shown 
that  he  had  suffered  damages  to  the  extent  of  13000,  he  might  have  re- 
covered it,  we  should  say,  not  upon  the  contract  clause,  but  as  damages  re- 
sulting from  the  breach.  The  discrimination  made  by  the  court  is  not  one 
that  the  average  laymen  will  appreciate,  for  in  the  case  where  the  contractor 
is  tfc  pay  a  certain  sum  for  failure  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  if  he 
deliberately  declines  to  complete  it  he  must  pay  the  liquidated  damages. 
The  reason  of  the  decision  is  probably  to  be  found  in  the  refusal  of  courts 
to  allow  liquidated  damages  at  any  time  unless  it  be  apparent  when  the  con- 
tract was  made  that  there  would  be  damages  approximating  the  sum  named 
or  that  the  circumstances  were  such  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  estimate 
them.  The  court  probably  regarded  the  13000  in  this  case  as  a  penalty  dis- 
guised under  the  name  of  liquidated  damages. 

320.  Matters  to  be  Considered  in  Determining  the  Amount  of  Liq- 
uidated Damages. — From  the  foregoing  it  must  be  concluded  that  a  clause 
stipulating  for  an  exorbitant  or  unreasonable  forfeiture  on  account  of  delay 
or  breach  is  little  better  than  no  provision  at  all.  In  deciding  what  amount 
shall  be  required  it  is  suggested  that  the  engineer  shall  make  a  careful 
estimate  of  what  the  probable  damages  of  delay  or  nonperformance  would 
be,  and  let  that  be  the  sum  stipulated.  Fortified  with  such  an  estimate,  a 
contractor  could  not  hesitate  to  agree  to  such  a  sum,  nor  could  a  court  deny 
that  it  was  liquidated  damages.'  Of  the  many  items  of  such  an  estimate  to 
be  considered,  the  following  are  ennumerated,  viz.,  cost  of  completion,  in- 
cluding superintendence;  loss  of  traffic,  tolls,  and  revenues;  interest  of  capital 
rendered  idle  and  non-accumulative ;  delaying  of  other  work  ;  probable  in- 
crease in  market  prices  of  materials  and  labor  ;  subsequent  unfavorable  con- 
ditions for  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  work,  such  as  cold,  hot, or  rainy 
weather,  unhealthy  seasons  ;  possibility  of  labor  strikes,  riots  ;  damages  from 
weather,  water  and  fire  ;  and  in  fact  every  condition  and  circumstance  and 
risk  that  a  contractor  must  consider  in  making  his  bid  for  the  contract. 

1  Oilman  v.  Del.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.,  34  N.  E.  1318  :  Bridges  «.  Hyntt,  2  Abb.  Pr.  449 ; 

Rep.  201.  Reilly  o.  Jones.  1  Bing.  802;  Lowe  v.  Peers, 

•  Tingle?  t>.  Cutler.  7  Conn.  201 ;  Gannon  4  Barrows  2228 ;  AsiTey  9.  Weldon,  2  Bos. 

v.  Howe.  14  Me.  250;  Chamberlain  v.  Bag  &  P.  386. 
ley.  tl  N.  H.  284;  Slory's  Eq.  Juris.  § 
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8uch  an  estimate  could  be  bat  approximate  at  most,  but  the  fact  of  there 
having  been  such  an  estimate,  however  rough,  if  submitted  to  a  contractor 
and  agreed  to  by  him  as  the  damages  which  would  be  suffered  in  consequence 
of  delay  or  breach,  would  be  conclusive,  and  must  be  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  case  of  delay  or  breach.  The  estimate  should  include  all  and  be 
sufficient  to  cover  all  probable  expenses  and  damages,  for  it  has  been  held 
that  when  an  amount  is  stipulated  the  contractor  will  not  be  held  for  dam-* 
ages  in  excess  of  the  amount  stipulated,  "if  he  was  delayed  by  causes 
beyond  his  control  and  had  acted  in  good  faith." * 

A  provision  in  a  contract  to  build  a  railroad  bridge  that  in  case  of  non- 
completion  of  the  bridge  or  neglect  to  provide  a  crossing  for  trains  by  a 
given  date  the  sum  of  11000  per  week  should  be  deducted  from  the  contract 
price  of  the  bridge  for  the  time  its  completion  or  provision  for  crossing 
trains  is  delayed  beyond  the  date,  is  a  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages. 
In  such  a  case  if  the  contractors  act  in  good  faith  and  the  delay  results  from 
causes  beyond  their  control,  they  will  not  be  liable  for  damages  in  excess  of 
the  stipulated  amount,  tlOOO.1 

321.  Difficult  Construction,  Casualties,  etc.,  No  Excuse  to  Believe  from 
Liquidated  Damages. — The  fact  that  the  conditions  are  changed  and 
the  work  has  became  more  onerous  will  not  excuse  the  contractor  from  a 
full  performance  within  the  time  limit.  Delay  of  the  work  by  high 
waters,  sickness  of  hands,  and  sunken  logs  encountered  in  sinking  piers 
does  not  excuse  the  contractor  from  performance  of  his  contract.  He 
assumed  those  risks  when  he  executed  the  contract  without  a  provision 
exempting  him  from  the  consequences  of  such  casualties.'  The  fact  that 
the  contractor  met  one  or  more  strata  of  flint  rock  is  no  defense  to  a 
claim  for  liquidated  damages,  though  at  the  making  of  the  contract  the 
employer  honestly  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  material  to  be  encountered 
was  limestone  rock;4  but  when  delay  was  caused  by  the  contractor  having 
unavoidably  blasted  more  rock  than  required  by  the  width  of  the  cut  while 
doing  the  work  in  a  careful  and  skillful  manner,  no  liquidated  damages 
should  be  charged.4  Inability  of  the  contractor  to  obtain  a  certain  kind  of 
stone  required  has  been  held  no  excuse  unless  the  impossibility  existed 
when  the  contract  was  made,*  and  the  death  of  the  contractor  has  been  held 
not  a  good  excuse.'* 

1  T.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Rust,  19  Fed.  HI.  578;  Cochran  t>.  People's  Ry.  Co.  (Mo. 

Rep.  289;  Welsh  v.  McDonald  (Va.),  8  B.  Sup.),  88  S.  W.  Rep.  177. 

E.  Rep.  711  [1888].  «Fruin  «.  Crystal  Rj.  Co.  (Mo.),  14  £. 

•Texas  &  St.  L.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Rust,  supra.  W.  Rep  557  [1*86]. 

Accord,  Welsh  v.  McDonald,  supra.  s  Wright  «.  Meyer  (Tex.),  25  S.  W.  Rep. 

•  Texas  &  St.   L.  Ry.  Co.  «.  Rust,  19  1123. 

Fed.  Rep.  239  [18831:  Jones  v.  St.  John's  •McDanlel's  Appeal  (Pa.),  12  Atl.  Rep. 

Col.,  L.  R.  6  Q   6.  115;  Oakden  t>.  Pike.  154  [18881;  but  see  Cannon  t.  Wilduaau,  28 

84  L.  J.  Ch.  620;  Kent  v.  Humphreys,  18  Conn.  490. 

•8m  also  Sees.  820-826,  573.  585,  674-680,  and  689,  infra. 
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322.  Damages  Should  be  Denominated  "  Liquidated  Damages." — In 
drafting  a  contract  it  is  of  importance  that  the  stipulation  should  be  for 
liquidated  damages.    It  should  definitely  state: 

"  That  the  percentage  retained  from  the  estimate  of  the  engineer  or 

the  said  sum  of dollars  [$ ]  is  a  sum 

reserved  to  insure  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  is  hereby  agreed 
npon,  fixed,  and  determined  by  the  parties  hereto  as  the  expense  and 
damage  which  the  said  company  will  suffer  by  such  delay  and  default, 
and  not  by  way  of  penalty." 
It  should   further  provide   "That  the  said  company  may  deduct  or 

retain  the  sum  of [$ ]  for  each  and 

every  day  the  full  completion  and  delivery  of  the  work  and  premises  to 
the  said  company  or  its  authorized  agents  is  delayed. w 

It  is  submitted  that  a  court  would  not  construe  such  a  clause  in  any 
other  light  than  of  liquidated  damages  however  much  they  may  dislike  for- 
feitures. If  the  amount  be  reasonable,  the  clause,  it  is  believed,  will  meet  all 
the  requirements  necessary  to  make  the  sum  stipulated  liquidated  dam- 
ages, and  protect  it  from  classification  with  penalties  or  forfeitures.  If  it 
be  not  stated  whether  the  sum  named  is  intended  as  a  penalty  or  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  no  regard  is  paid  to  the  magnitude  or  to  the  num- 
ber of  breaches  that  may  occur,  or  to  the  amount  of  damages  that  may 
ensue,  and  the  contract  is  such  that  it  may  be  partially  perforated  and  par- 
tially violated,  the  sum  so  fixed  is  a  penalty.1 

323.  Damages  when  Company  has  Taken  Work  Away  from  Contractor. 
— Some  special  cases  arise  in  regard  to  this  question  of  liquidated  dam- 
ages in  connection  with  a  provision  empowering  the  company  or  its  engi- 
neer in  their  discretion  to  annul  the  contract.  When  a  contract  job  is  to 
be  completed  by  a  specified  date,  and  the  company  or  its  engineer  has  in 
its  [his]  discretion  taken  the  work  out  of  the  contractor's  hands,  and 
declare  the  contract  broken,*  or  the  work  is  suspended,'  the  question  arises 
whether  the  company  can  retain  the  amount  stipulated  for  delay  in  its 
completion.  If  this  discretion  has  been  properly  exercised  in  good  faith 
the  percentage  reserved  may  be  retained  as  liquidated  damages  by  the 
company.* 

If  it  be  agreed  that  the  abandonment  of  the  work  shall  extinguish  the 
company's  liability,  the  percentage  that  has  been  kept  back  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  to  secure  the  completion  of  the  work  will  be  regarded  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  cannot  be  recovered  by  the  contractor.4  It  seems,  how- 
ever, that  if  the  contractors  themselves  finish  the  work  the  percentage  re- 
served is  not  so  regarded,  but  can  be  recovered  by  the  contractors.    If  the 

1  City  of  El  Reno  «.  Cullinane  (Okl.),  16  Dubois  x>.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  4  Wend.  (N. 

Vac.  Rep.  510.  Y.)  285. 

*  Buftton  v.  Pennsylvania  &  Ohio  C.  Co.  4  Euston  c.  The  P.  A  O.  Caoal  Co. ,  supra, 

13  Ohio  79  [1844].  and  see  P.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Howard,  13 

■  Nourse  «.  U.  S.,  25  Ct.  of  CI.  7,  and  see  How.  (U.  S.)  307. 

•flwfieca  728-783,  infra. 
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oon tract  be  abandoned  or  forfeited,  relet,  and  others  complete  the  work,  then 
the  amount  retained  is  regarded  in  its  nature  as  liquidating  damages.  In  the 
language  of  the  court, — "  If  it  were  not  so  intended  then  there  would  be  no 
security  in  the  retention  of  this  contract.  The  agreements  of  the  parties  are  the 
law  by  which  their  rights  are  to  be  determined,  and  I  am  extremely  doubtful 
at  least  whether  any  court  can  legitimately  interfere  and  upset  their 
arrangements  where  an  honest  discretion  has  been  exercised  and  when 
neither  fraud  nor  circumvention  has  intervened.  If  no  act  in  fact  has 
been  done  by  the  contractor  nor  duty  omitted  within  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract which  would  justify  the  company  or  its  engineer  in  declaring  it 
abandoned,  then  the  honest  exercise  of  the  discretion  conferred  ought  not 
to  shield  the  company  from  tho  payment  so  retained." 1  * 

324.  Delay  Caused  by  Other  Contractors— Alterations  or  Extra  Work.  \ — 
If  the  contract  simply  provides  for  the  retention  of  a  certain  sum  or  per- 
centage until  the  completion  of  the  work,  it  seems  it  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
liquidated  damages,  and  that  the  company  can  retain  only  so  much  as  will 
cover  the  damages  actually  sustained.'  Therefore  when  the  contractor  was 
delayed  in  consequence  of  a  third  party's  failure  to  furnish  necessary 
explosives  and  the  engineer  in  charge  exercised  his  honest  judgment  and  ter- 
minated the  contract,  the  court  held  that  the  ten  per  cent,  reserved  until  the 
completion  and  acceptance  of  the  whole  work  could  not  be  retained,  since 
the  owner  [government]  had  sustained  no  loss  by  the  failure.1  If,  how- 
ever, by  the  contract  ten  per  cent,  has  been  retained  to  keep  the  work  in 
repair  for  a  certain  period  after  completion,  no  action  can  be  had  to 
recover  the  ten  per  cent,  reserved  without  an  allegation  that  the  contractor 
kept  the  works  in  repair  as  provided.4  Delay  caused  by  other  contractors  may 
relieve  tho  contractor  from  damages  if  he  has  exercised  due  care  and  vigi- 
lance,* but  not  so  if  he  has  agreed  in  his  contract  that  the  owner  or  princi- 
pal contractor  shall  not  be  liable  or  responsible  for  delay  of  other  con- 
tractors, even  though  the  owner  has  failed  to  bind  other  contractors  not  to 
delay  work.*  If  it  be  provided  in  the  contract  that  the  contractor 
shall  give  written  notice  of  any  neglect  of  other  contractors  to  perform* 
their  part  of  the  work,  or  of  any  unavoidable  accidents  that  prevent  prompt 
performance,*  the  occurrence  of  such  events  will  not  excuse  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  contractor  unless  such  written  notice  has  been  given.    If  the 


1  Easton  v.  Pennsylvania  A  Ohio  C.  Co., 
supra. 

'Potter  v.  McPlierson,  61  Mo.,  240 
[18751:  Dnnville  B.  Co.  «.  Pomroy.  15  Pa. 
St.  151  [1850];  The  P.  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ha  ward,  13  Howard's  Repts.  4. 

8Quinu  «.  Uuitcri  Suites,  99  U.  S.  80. 

4  Lo-  isville  v.  Muldoon  (Ky.),  22  S.  W. 
Rep.  847. 

•  Graveson  d.  Tobey,  75  HI.  540. 

*  See  Sees  728-738,  infra. 


*Sembl*.  McNulty  t>.  Srenrns  (Iowa).  53 
N.  W.  Rep.  857;  accord.  Stewart  v.  Ke- 
teltas,  9  Bosw.  (N.  Y.).  261  [1862];  Taylor 
v.  Renn.  79  111.  181  |"1875]:  semble.  Rons*. 
Grand  Rapids  (Mich.).  41  N.  W.  Rep. 
263,  and  see  Wills  v.  Webster  (Sup).  87  N. 
Y.  Si i pp.  854.  contractor  requested  to  delay. 

1  Shute  fj.  Hamilton,  8  Da'y  (N.  Y.)  462. 

•Brown  «.  Qtrimple,  21  Mo.  App.  838. 

t  See  Sees.  578,  585,  670,  and  689,  infra. 
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contractor  has  agreed  that  delay  shall  not  be  excused  by  the  neglect  or 
failure  of  other  contractors,  the  agreement  will  hold.1  It  is  no  defense  to 
an  action  to  recover  liquidated  damages  stipulated  for  in  the  building 
Contract  for  delay  that  a  subcontractor  failed  to  fulfill  his  contract." 

A  provision  by  which  the  architect  is  given  authority  to  adjust  the  loss 
of  time  due  to  delays  caused  by  other  contractors  does  not  preclude  a 
recovery  by  the  contractor  against  the  owner  for  delays  and  obstructions 
caused  by  the  acts  of  the  architect  as  superintendent  for  the  owner.' 

The  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages  is  sometimes  avoided  by  con- 
tractors by  pleading  alterations,  extra  work,  delay  by  other  contractors,  or 
delay  in  having  access  to  premises.  Generally  extra  work  imposed  by  the 
company  or  owner,  if  it  creates  extra  burdens  and  prevents  the  contractor 
from  completing  the  contract  at  the  specified  time,  will  relieve  him  from 
specific  liquidated  damages.4  The  fact  that  disputes  have  arisen  as  to  the 
work  done,  materials  used,  and  alterations  required,  and  that  the  owner  re- 
fuses to  release  the  contractor  from  the  forfeiture  of  ten  dollars  per  day  for 
•delay,  will  not  justify  the  contractor  in  abandoning  his  contract,  even  though 
the  owner  is  in  error  as  to  his  claims/ 

Since  it  is  frequently  necessary  to  order  extras,  it  is  customary  to  add  to 
the  ordinary  clause  for  liquidated  damages  a  clause  similar  to  the  following: 

"and  in  the  event  of  any  alterations  or  additions  being  executed  under 
the  written  order  by  the  engineer  as  hereinbefore  or  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, it  is  further  mutually  agreed  that  the  contractor  shall  execute 
and  complete  the  works  contracted  for  with  such  alterations  and  addi- 
tions in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  originally  comprised  in 
the  works  of  the  contract,  and  the  period  for  completing  the  entire 
works  shall  not  exceed  the  period  limited  for  the  completion  of  the 
original  works,  unless  an  extension  of  time  be  also  allowed  and  agreed 
upon  in  writing,  signed  and  countersigned  and  made  a  part  of  this 
contract." 

■ 

Such  a  clause  was  held  to  bind  the  contractor,  and  even  though  it  in- 
volved an  impossibility,  he  was  precluded  from  denying  his  liability  of  the 

1  Shute  *.  Hanrlton,  8  Daly  (N.  Y.)  463,  ^Sweeny  t>.  Davidson,  68  Iowa  886;  Mans- 

andse*  Wood  v.  Ft.  Wayne.  117  U.  8.  312.  field  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  21  N.  E  Rep. 

•  Reichenbach  v.  Sage  (Wash.),  48  Pac.  1087,  premiums  earned;  Green  *.  Haines,  1 

Rep.  854.  Hilt.  254;  Van  Buskirk  v.  Stow,  42  Barb. 

•Gcnovese  u.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  (Sup.).  9;  Doyle*.  Halpin,  1  J.  &  P.  852:  West- 

48  N.  Y.  8upp.  8  wood  t>.  8ec'y  of  India,  11  W.  R.  261; 

♦Weeks  v    Little,  89  N.   Y.  566,   and  Havdenville  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Art  Inst.  (111.), 

cases  cited:  Russell  v.  Sa  Da  Bnndeira.  13  39  Fed   Rep.  484  [1889];  and  see  Nelson  «. 

C.  B.  (N.  S.)149;  Palmer  v.  Stockwell.  9  Pickwick.  30  111.  App.  333:  as  to  extras 

Gray  (Mass.)  237:  Bnasen  «.  Bachr,  7  Wis.  ordered,  see  cases  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

516;  Tnylor  t>.   Rcnn,  79  III.  181  ("1875]:  Law  921;  but  see  also  Duckworth  t>.  Alli- 

and  see  Gutman  v.  Crouch,  134  N.  Y.  585,  son,  t  M.  &  W  412;  Fletcher  v.  Dyche.  2 

and  disscntinsr  opinions,  afflrmiue  10  K.Y.  T.    R.   82;  Legge  «.   Harlock,   12  Q.  B. 

Supp.  275;  Kcosrh  Mfj?.  C».  f>.  Eisenberg  1015. 

(Com.  PI.),  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  856;  Texas  &  *  Hulton  Bros.  v.  Gordon,  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 

St.  L.  Rv.  v.  Ru*t  (C.  Ct.  Ark.),  19  Fed.  770. 
Rep.  289;  Marsh  *.   Kauff,   74  111.  189; 
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stipulated  stim.  It  was  farther  held  that  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  "  as 
to  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  with  respect  to  the  quality  and  state 
of  works  executed  and  to  the  time  within  which  they  should  have  been  exe- 
cuted, was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  company's  right  to  the  amount 
stipulated  per  day  ;  and  further  that  the  clause  referring  the  matter  to  the 
engineer  did  not  exclude  the  right  to  bring  an  action  for  the  sum  as  there 
was  no  excluding  words  in  the  contract/'1  A  provision  that  any  changes 
in  the  plans  "either  in  quantity  or  quality  of  the  work " shall  be  executed 
by  the  contractor  without  holding  the  contract  as  violated  or  void  in  any 
other  respect,  does  not  require  the  contractor  to  finish  his  contract  within 
the  time  specified  or  pay  a  forfeiture  for  each  day's  delay  necessitated  by 
changes  in  the  materials  ordered.* 

In  a  case  where  an  owner  failed  to  do  his  part  in  consequence  of  which 
the  contractor  failed  to  complete  his  contract  within  the  specified  time,  it 
was  held  that  the  contractor  was  discharged  from  liability  for  liquidated 
damages,  and  this  although  some  work  not  affected  by  the  delay  of  the 
owner  was  not  completed  within  the  time/  and  though  the  owner  was  not 
responsible  for  the  whole  delay,  he  cannot  recover  for  any  portion  thereof, 
as  the  liquidated  damages  cannot  be  apportioned.4 

When  liquidated  damages  are  stipulated  in  a  bond  or  contract  it  seems . 
that  the  company  is  not  confined  to  that  remedy  by  way  of  damages  for 
the  breach  of  contract,  but  it  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the 
contractor  from  disregarding  his  covenants/*  If  the  sum  named  as  liqui- 
dated damages  be  insufficient  to  adequately  compensate  the  damage  caused 
by  nonperformance,  a  suit  may  be  had  for  rescission  and  damages/ 

An  extension  of  the  time  of  performance  has  been  held  not  to  waive 
the  other  conditions  of  the  contract/  but  as  will  be  seen  in  the  section 
following,  it  may  be  evidence  of  a  waiver  when  accompanied  by  other  acts 
and  circumstances. 

325.  Waiver  of  Stipulation  for  Liquidated  Damages.— Care  must  be 
taken  when  there  has  been  default  or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  not 
to  waive  the  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages,  as  in  so  many  other  cases 
cited  a  failure  to  notice  the  default,  or  a  continuance  of  the  work  and 


1  Jones  v.  St.  Johns  College.  L.  R.  6  Q. 
B.  11">;  and  nee  Duckworth  v.  Allison,  1  M. 
A  W.  412;  Bailey  v.  Steison,  1  La.  Ann. 
882,  delay  caused  by  unavoidable  acci- 
dent ;  Leake's  Digest  of  Law  of  Contracts 
697. 

1  Lilly  «.  Person  (Pa.),  33  All.  Rep.  23. 

•Weeks  v  Lttle,  89  N.  Y.  566;  Tobey 
9.  Price,  75  111.  645. 

« Wills  t>.  Webste  (Sup.),  87  N.  Y. 
Supp  354. 

•Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeber(N.  Y .), 
18  N.  E.  Rep.  419;  Wilson  v.  Hoots  (III.), 
10  8.  E.  Rep.  204  [1887 J ;  McCurry  r.  Gib- 


son  (A.la.).  18  So.  Rep.  806;  and  tee  Lowe 
v.  Beers,  4  Burr.  2228;  Harrison  r.  Wright, 
18  East.  343;  but  see  also  Wilde  c.  Clark- 
son,  6  Term  R.  808;  Timison  v.  Bri«rgs, 
2  South  (N.  J.)  498:  Barney's  Ex'r  v. 
Bash.  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  151,  as  to  liability  of 
surcMn*. 

•Wilson  «.  Roots  till.),  10  N.  E.  Rep. 
204  ri887]. 

7  Jacksonville,  etc.,  R.  Co  t>.  Woods- 
worth,  20  Fla.  868;  Barclay  v.  Messenger, 
43  L.  J.  Ch.  449;  Paddock  v.  Stout,  121 
111.  571. 


*  See  Sec.  326.  infra. 
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payments  as  if  nothing  had  happened,  may  constitute  a  waiver  of  the  right 
to  exercise  the  power  bestowed  by  the  stipulation.  Thus  it  has  been  held 
that  allowing  the  contractor  to  continue  the  work  as  if  under  the  contract,- 
after  the  time  limit  had  expired  and  without  claiming  the  forfeiture  which 
might  have  been  exacted,  was  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  such  forfeiture.1 

The  effect  of  an  agreement  to  do  additional  or  extra  work,  inadvertently 
omitted  from  the  original  contract,  made  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  completion,  is  to  waive  an  original  stipulation  to  complete  by  a  certain 
time,  and  to  substitute  therefor  a  stipulation  to  complete  within  a  reasonable 
time.*  If  the  forfeitures  have  been  Waived  it  seems  no  recovery  of  damages 
can  be  had,'  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  waiver  cannot  be  implied  from 
silence  alone  when  one  is  under  no  obligation  to  speak.4  Acceptance  of 
work  may  be  held  a  waiver  of  right  to  demand  damages/  but  a  failure  on 
the  part  of  th9  owner  to  terminate  the  contract  when  it  has  not  been  com- 
pleted on  time  was  held  no  waiver.*  Bequests  or  orders  to  the  contractor 
to  go  on  with  'the  work,  or  to  complete  it,  have  been  held  to  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  the  clause  for  the  liquidated  damages/  The  making  of 
payments  after  default  of  contractor  without  objection,  after  the  time  for 
completion  has  passed,  is  a  w&iver  of  any  claim  for  damages  for  such  failure 
to  complete  in  time.* 

326.  Delay  Occasioned  by  the  Fault  of  the  Owner.*— The  failure  of  the 
owner  to  finish  the  work  undertaken  by  him  in  season  to  enable  the  con- 
tractor to  complete  his  contract  within  the  time  specified  is  a  sufficient 
excuse  for  delay,  and  discharges  the  contractor  from  liability  for  liquidated 
damages.*  This  was  so  held  although  some  of  the  work  not  affected  by 
the  owner's  delay  was  not  completed  within  the  time;  the  damage  being 
payable  upon  a  failure  to  complete  entirely. " 

The  neglect  of  the  owner  to  get  the  necessary  permit  to  proceed  from 
the  board  of  health,11  or  to  furnish  the  contractor  with  copies  of  plans  and 

1  Sinclair  «.  Tallraadge,  ,35  Barb.    603  Y.)  171. 

[1861];  Dunn  v.  Steubinsj.  120  N.  Y.  232;  *  Close  t>.  Clark  (Com.  PI.),   9  N.  Y. 

Foster  v.  Worthing  ton,  58  Vt.  65;  eemble  Supp.  538;  Eyster  v.  Parrot  t,  88  111.  517; 

Robinson   c.    L<ke  Shore  &  M.   S.   Ry.  and  see  Lawson  v.  Hogan,  98  N.  Y.  89. 

Co.  (Mich.).  61  N.  W.  Rep.  1014:  Ober-  *Brodeck  t>.   Fnrnum  (Wash.),  40  Pac. 

lies  «.   Bulliuger,   75   Hnn  (N.   Y.)  248;  Rep.  189;  Paddock  «.  Stout,  121  111.  571; 

Barber  v.  Rose.  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  76;  but  see  Median  v.  Williams,  2  Daly  (N.  Y.)  807; 

Smith  i>.  Smith,  45  Vt.  438:  andseeFovr\ds,  Cooke  t>.  Oddfellows,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  498 

t>.  Evans  (Minn  ),  54  N.  W  Rep.  748;  Law-  [1888]. 

son  v.  H  »gan,  93  N.  Y.  39.  •  Standard  Gas  Lt.  Co.  v.Wood,  61  Fed. 

4  Cornish  t>.  Snydam  (Ala.),  18  S.  Rep.  Rep.  74,  foundations  not  completed;  King 

118;  semble  Luckhart  c.  Ogden,  80  Cal.  Iron  Bdge.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  43  Fid.  Hep. 

547:  Van  Stone  v.  Stillwe'l  Mfg.  Co.,  142  768. 

U.  S.  128;  and  Me  Van  Buskirk  *.  Stow,  42  ,0  Weeks  *.  Little,  89  N.  Y.  566 ;  11  Abb. 

Barb.  9.  N.  C.  415;  Stewart  t>.  Keteltng.  36  N.  Y. 

*  Michel  v.  O'Brien,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  173.  388  [1882J  ;  but  see  Mcintosh  t>.  Midland 
4  Texas  &  St.  L.  Ry.  «.  Rust  (Ark.),  19  Cos.  R.  Co.,  14  M.  &  W.  548 ;  1  Redfield 

Fed.  Rep.  239  [1888].  on  Law  of  Rys.  440  (6lh  ea.)  [18881. 

'  Adams  v.  Hill,  16  Me.  215;  Cummings  "  Deeves  v.  New  York,  17  N.  X.  Supp, 

e.  Pence.  1  Ind.  App.  317.  460. 

•  Grannis  L.  Co.  v.  Deeves.  72  Hun  (N. 

*  See  Sees.  489,  440,  670,  and  689,  irtfra. 
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specifications,1  or  to  furnish  correct  plans  and  specifications,  necessitating 
the  doing  of  a  part  of  the  work  a  second  time/  or  to  promptly  fix  the  site 
of  the  structure/  or  to  furnish  the  object  to  be  wrought/  or  .to  change  its 
location/  or  to  estimate  and  pay  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished/  or 
where  the  architect  made  material  changes  in  the  plans  and  specifications 
oar  failed  to  furnish  the  necessary  lines  and  levels/  or  to  have  a  survey 
made/  will  excuse  delay  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  and  prevent  a  re- 
covery of  stipulated  damages,  but  the  act  of  the  owner's  inspector  in  re- 
jecting materials  which  should  have  been  accepted  will  not  make  the  owner 
liable  for  the  delay  it  caused.9  *  An  employer  or  owner  can  exact  no  damages 
or  forfeitures  for  delay  caused  by  his  own  act  in  stopping  the  work/0  as  by 
flooding  a  reservoir  Bite  before  the  time  for  completion;11  or  by  his  failure  to 
secure  a  right  of  way."  Evidence  may  be  properly  admitted  to  show  that 
the  delay  was  caused  by  the  architect,  and  not  by  the  contractor  or  by  the 
owner.19  If  the  owner  or  company  has  taken  the  job  away  from  the  con- 
tractor, under  a  clause  authorizing  him  to  do  so,  upon  the  contractor's 
failure  to  proceed  with  the  work  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  the  act  of  takipg 
the  work  out  of  contractor's  hands  has  been  held  a  waiver  of  his  right  to 
claim  damages.14  f  Neglect  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  provide  or  furnish 
materials  according  to  his  undertaking/9  or  a  failure  to  put  in  a  side  track  as 
agreed,  so  that  materials  could  be  transported  and  unloaded  upon  the  site  or 
spot/9  or  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement.1*  Delay  caused  by  other  . 
contractors  not  having  their  work  done,  by  reason  of  which  the  contractor 
was  prevented  from  commencing  his  work  when  expected/9  will  excuse  the 
contractor  for  delay  in  completion.  J 

I  Welch  v,  McDonald,  85  Va.  500  [1888].  see  Wright  «.  Meyers  (Tex.),  25  B.  W. 
•Sperry  «.  Fauning,  80  111.  871  [1875].  Rep.  1122  [1894];  Texas,  etc.,  It.  Co.  *. 
« Blauehard  t>.   Blackstoue,    102  Mass.      Sax  ton  (N  Me  x.).  84  Pac.  Rep.  582  [1893], 

848.  "Crawford*.  Becker,  18  Hun  375  [1878]; 

4  Manistee  I.  Wks.  t>.  Shores  Lumb.  Co.  accord  Holme  e.  Guppey,  8  M.  &  W.  887. 

(Wis ).  65  N.  W.  Kep.  868.  »  Taylor  «.  Nethcrwood  (Vn.).  20  0.  E. 

•  Dnraou  v.  Gmuby,  2  Pick.  845.  Rep.  888;  Bulkley  t>.   Braiuerd,   2  Root 

•  O'Condor  v.  Henderson  Bdge.  Co.  (Ky.),  (Conn.)  5. 

27  8  W.  Rep.  251  [1894].  ■•  Huckenstein  «.  Kelly  &  Jones  Co.(Pa.^ 

'  White  v.  School  District.  159  Pa.  St.  21  All.  Rep.  78  [1891];  s.  c,  25  All.  Rep. 

201;  and  see  Hammond  t>.  Becson,  112  Mo.  747,  189  Pa.  St.  201;  and  $re  Know  lee  •. 

190.  Penn.  R.  Co.  (Pa.),  84  All.  Rep.  974. 

•  See  O'Connor  t>.  Smith,  84  Tex.  282.  "  Davis  t>.  Crookstnn  W.  P.  <&  L.  Co. 
'Montgomery*.  New  York  (N.Y.  App.),  (Minn),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  482:  Kcogh  Mfg. 

45  N.  E.  Rep.  550.  Co.   v.-  Eisenberg.  27  N.  Y.   Supp.   856; 

"Marsh  e.   Kauff,   74  111.   189  [1874];  White  e.  Fresno  Nat.  Bank.  98  Cal.  160; 

Homebank  v.  Drumgooe,  109  N.  Y.  68;  and  see  McAudrews  v.  Tippitt,  89  N.  J. 

Pennull  e.  Mayor,   14  N.  Y.   Supp.   876  Law     105,    and     Hangheiy    v.    Thilter- 

[18911.  ger.   24   La.    Ann.    442;  Davis  t>.   Crook- 

II  And  see  Skelsey  e.  United  States,  28  Ct.  ston  W.  W.  P.  Co.  (Minn  ),  59  N.  W.  Rep. 
of  CI.  61.  482  [1894];  Stewart  t>    Ketdtas,  86  N.  Y. 

"French  e.  Syracuse  (Sup.),  41  N.  Y.  888:  Crawford  v.  Becker  (N.  Y.).  13  Hun 

Supp.  1036.  875  [1878];  but  ter.  Wood  v.  Bonoy  (N  J.), 

»  Mahoney  «.  Rector  of  Church  (La.),  21  All.  Rep.  574  [1891]:  French!  e.  Collen- 

17  So  Rep.  484;  Genovese  e.  Third  Ave.  der  Co  (Com.  PI.).  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  291 
B.  Co.  (Sup.),  43  N.   Y.   Supp.  8;  and         » Graveson  v.  Tobey,  75  III.  540  [1874]* 

*8ee  Sec.  276,  supra.  \  See  Sees.  823,  supra,  585,  689,  and  726.  infra. 

t&dSec.  824,  supra. 
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Under  a  forfeiture  clause  which  does  not  make  time  the  essence  of  tho 
contract,  where  the  contractor  and  his  assignees  have  constructed  and  put 
in  operation  waterworks  not  complying  with  the  contract,  and  the  non- 
performance of  the  contract  is  largely  due  to  the  acts  of  both  parties,  and 
in  part  to  unsuccessful  experiments  authorized  by  the  city,  it  was  held  that 
the  contractor  and  his  assignees  were  entitled,  before  they  were  liable  ty 
forfeitures,  to  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  perform  it.  That  an  in- 
junction would  lie  to  restrain  the  city  from  interfering  with  the  pipes  laid 
by  the  contractor  or  his  assignees  during  the  extension  of  time  granted 
them,1  but  that  supplying  water  from  other  sources  equally  as  good  or 
better  was  not  compliance  with  a  contract  to  supply  water  from  artesian 
wells."  So  when  a  contractor  contracted  to  build  a  bridge  "on  the  present 
stone  piers,"  and  bound  himself  to  complete  the  work  within  ten  months  and 
one  week  after  receiving  notice  to  begin,  and  the  city  failed  to  prepare  the 
piers  to  receive  the  bridge  until  eleven  months  after  it  had  given  notice  to 
the  contractor  to  begin,  it  was  held  that  such  failure  released  the  con- 
tractor from  the  obligation  to  complete  the  bridge  within  the  specified  time.' 
So  if  an  owner  agrees  to  pay  a  bonus  or  extra  price  for  the  performance  of 
a  job,  if  completed  by  a  certain  time,  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  additional  pay,  though  he  did  not  perform  in  the  required  time,  if  the 
delay  was  caused  by  the  owner's  refusal  to  furnish  the  tools  and  requisite 
site  for  the  erection  of  the  work.4 

•  The  act  of  furnishing  or  placing  on  the  ground  some  materials  that  are 
afterwards  used  in  the  construction  of  the  building  is  not  "  the  commence* 
ment  of  the  building,"  but  the  digging  for  the  cellar  or  the  excavation  for 
the  foundation  is  the  commencement  of  the  building.* 

Where  a  contract  contains  an  exemption  clause  against  liability  for  non- 
fulfillment of  a  contract  caused  by  strikes  of  workmen,  a  strike  caused  by  a 
contractor's  reducing  the  wages  of  his  workmen  is  not  covered  by  such  a 
provision,  unless  a  strike  so  caused  is  specially  provided  against.  A  stipu- 
lation to  use  every  effort  to  fulfil  the  contract  prevents  such  an  exemption 
clanso  operating  either  where  the  contractor's  own  act  causes  the  strike  or 
where  he  encourages  it,  or  where  he  could  have  prevented  it  and  did  not/ 
When  the  completion  of  the  work  is  conditioned  upon  "there  being  no 
interference  from  labor  strikes,"  the  fact  that  the  men  quit  work  because 
the  builder  failed  to  pay  them  their  wages  as  agreed  does  not  release  the 

Weeks  ».  Little,  11  Abb.  N.  C.  415;  Tay-  4Mahcr  t>.  Davis  &  Starr  L.  Co.  (Wk), 

lor  «.  Renn.  79  III.  181;  Cooke  v.  Odd-  57  N.  W.  Rep.  357;  liquidated  damages, 

fellows.  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  498  [1898];  andses  13  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  847;  semble 

O'Connor  v  Smith  (Tex.),  J9S.  W.  Rep.  Mansfield  t>.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R.  (N.  Y.),  21 

108 ;  Smith  t>.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  N.  N.  E.  Rep.  1073  [1889]. 

H.  458.  5  Kansas  M'fgV   Co.   t>.  Weyerhaeuser 

1  Foster  t>.  City  of  Joliel,  27  Fed.  Rep.  (Kan.),  29  Pnc.  Rep.  153  [189\!]:  accord, 

899  [1886].  Jacobus  v.  Mut.  Benefit  Ins.  Co.,  12  C.  E 

9  Poster  v.  Joliet.  ttupra.  Qr.  604. 

•King  Iron  Bridge  Co.  «.  St.  Louis,  43  *D.  L.  *  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bowns.  36  N.  T. 

Fed.  Rep.  768  [1890).  Sup.  Ct.  126  [1873]. 
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contractor  from  completing  the  building  by  the  time  agreed  upon/  nor  does 
the  fact  that  the  men  struck  after  the  date  of  completion  had  passed.' 

The  subject  of  strikes,  boycotts,  and  conspiracies  should  be  an  interesting 
one  to  contractors,  engineers,  and  architects,  and  it  is  to  be  regretted  that 
the  space  to  which  this  book  is  confined  will  not  permit  a  full  discussion  of 
the  subject.  It  would  involve  so  manj  other  topics  of  criminal  law  and  of 
torts  that  it  is  not  deemed  advisable  to  attempt  it.  The  reader  is  referred 
to  other  excellent  works  upon  the  subjects.' 

The  questions  which  arise  most  frequently  in  construction  work  are 
those  mentioned  in  the  cases  just  cited,  which  involve  questions  of  how  exten- 
sive a  strike  must  be,  or  from  what  causes  it  may  have  arisen,  or  how  much 
the  contractor  may  have  tried  to  prevent  it,  in  order  to  excuse  delay  on  his 
part.  These  are  not  questions  of  law  but  those  of  fact,  and  are  therefore 
for  the  jury  to  determine,  and  their  determination  cannot  be  foretold. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  a  building  contract  provides  for  the  com- 
pletion of  works  by  a  specified  time,  "  contingent  upon  strikes  and  boycotts, " 
it  protects  the  contractor  against  liablity  for  unavoidable  delay  so  far  as  it 
is  due  to  strikes,  and  the  strikes  referred  to  are  not  limited  to  such  as  occur 
in  the  shops  of  the  contractor.4 

If  the  contract  provide  for  monthly  payments,  the  wrongful  withholding 
of  such  payments  will  excuse  the  contractor's  delay  in  completing  his 
contract.*  * 

When  payment  was  to  be  made  in  specified  instalments,  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  architect,  the  work  progressed  with  sufficient  speed  to  insure 
its  completion  by  the  contract  time,  and  a  forfeiture  of  ten  dollars  per  day 
for  delay  beyond  that  time  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  last  payment,  it  was 
sheld,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  due,  that  the  owner  was  entitled  to 
deduct  the  ten  dollars  per  day  as  stipulated  damages,  and  that  he  need  not 
obtain  a  certificate  from  the  architect  that  the  work  had  not  progressed 
with  sufficient  speed.* 

When  a  contract  provides  that  the  contractor  shall  forfeit  a  certain 
amount  for  each  day's  delay  in  completing  the  structure  after  the  day  fixed 
for  completion,  if  he  does  not  complete  it  by  that  day  parol  evidence  that 
the  owner's  superintendent  in  ordering  extra  work  stated  that  he  would  not 
exact  the  forfeiture  is  admissible,  as  tending  to  show  a  waiver  of  such  pro- 
vision, but  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  waiver  in  respect  to  other 
matters/ 

1  McLeod  t>.  Genius,  81  Neb.  1.  Supp.  738;  Smith  v.   Munch   (Minn  )t  68 

♦Hexter  «.  Kuox,  89  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  N.  W.  Rep.  19. 

109.  •  Wright  c  Meyer  (Tex.)  25  8.  W.  Rep. 

'  See  Criminal  Conspiracies,   Boycotts,  1122  [1894],  and  see  Wood  t>.  Boney  (N. 

nnd  Strikes  in  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  J.),  21  At  I.  Rep.  547. 

Vol.  4f  p.  608;  Vol.  2,  p.  512,  and  Vol.  24,  •Carter  v.  Laudry,  8  Prigsley  &  B.  (N. 

p.  123  B.)  516  [1880] 

«Milliken  v.  Keppler  (Sup.).  88  N.  Y.  '  O'Keefe    v.    St.  Francis'   Church,   59 

*  See  Sec.  686,  infra. 
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When  the  owner  himself  has  assured  a  contractor,  while  he  is  per- 
forming work  under  his  contract,  that  the  stipulation  for  the  forfeiture  of 
liquidated  damages  will  not  be  enforced  if  he  fails  to  oomplete  the  work 
within  the  time  specified,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  the  owner  actually  suf- 
fered damages,  a  jury  may  be  justified  in  returning  no  damage  for  delay.1 
In  the  same  manner  a  verbal  agreement  may  be  proved  to  show  an  exten- 
sion of  the  time  of  performance  of  a  written  contract.9*  If  it  be  pro- 
vided that  if  the  work  should  be  delayed  for  any  reason  other  than  by  the 
written  consent  of  the  chief  engineer  a  certain  sum  as  liquidated  damages 
shall  be  paid,  the  engineer  cannot  extend  the  time  for  the  completion  of 
the  work  by  oral  agreement,  especially  when  the  law  requires  that  "all 
contracts  relating  to  city  affairs  shall  be  in  writing." ' 

A  building  contract  provided  that  in  case  of  noncompletion  by  a  cer- 
tain time  the  builder  should  pay  a  certain  sum  as  liquidated  damages. 
After  default  the  parties  made  another  contract  providing  that  if  the 
buildings  were  not  completed  by  a  certain  day  the  "sum  or  penalty" 
due  under  the  former  contract  should  be  a  stipulated  amount  "  by  way 
of  liquidated  damages."  After  a  second  default  the  parties  entered  into  a 
third  contract  which  recited  that  the  builder  claimed  that  the  "  penalty  " 
should  not  be  exacted  for  certain  reasons,  and  settled  all  other  questions 
between  the  parties  "  except  the  one  question  of  penalty,"  and  it  was  held 
that  the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  in  case  of  default  was  not  a  penalty  but 
liquidated  damages,  from  which  the  builder  could  not  be  relieved  on  the 
ground  that  performance  was  prevented  by  act  of  God.4 

If  the  contractor  has  abandoned  the  contract,  aud  the  owner  has  caused 
the  work  to  be  substantially  completed  by  the  time  specified  and  at  the 
contractor's  expense,  then  the  provision  for  liquidated  damages  for  delay 
in  completion  will  not  be  enforced/  If  when  the  contract  stipulated  that 
the  builder  should  pay  $10  per  day  as  liquidated  damages  for  every  day's 
delay  after  a  certain  date,  and  after  that  date,  and  before  the  building  was 
finished,  the  owner  entered  and  occupied  a  part  of  it,  the  damages  are 
recoverable  only  from  the  time  the  building  was  agreed  to  be  done  to  the 
time  the  owner  entered  it/ 

If  clauses  for  liquidated  damages  for  delay  in  completion  of  a  piece 
of  work  are  inserted  in  the  contract,  there  is  a  presumption  raised  thereby 
that  delay  was  anticipated,  if  not  expected,  and  therefore  if  it  occurs,  it  will 
not  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  contract.  It  has  been  held,  therefore,  that 
a  contract  which  contained  a  clause  for  liquidated  damages  for  delay  in 

€onn.  551  [18901,  and  see  Ferrier*.  Knox  4Ward  v.  Hudson  R.  Bldg.  Co.  (N.  Y.), 

Co.  (Tex.)  83  8.  W.  Rep.  896.  26  N.  E.  Rep.  256  [18911. 

'Bnklne*.  Johnson  (Neb.),  36  N.  W.  •  McKee  «.   Rapp  (Super.),  85  N.   Y. 

Rep.  510  [1888].  Supp.  175. 

•Luckhart*.  Ogden.  SOCal.  547.  •Collier  t>.  Betterton  (Tex.),  29  8.  W. 

8Malone  «.   City  of  Philadelphia  (Pa.),  Rep.  467. 
38  Atl.  Rep.  628  [1892]. 

*8ee  8ecs.  128-181,  supra,  and  Sees.  724-726,  infra. 
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completion,  by  necessary  implication  allowed  the  contractor  a  farther  time 
beyond  that  specified  for  completing  the  works  on  condition  of  his  paying 
the  liquidated  damages.1  Without  the  clause  for  liquidated  damages  the 
failure  to  complete  in  time  might  have  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  contractor.'  *  Equity  does  not  generally  consider  time  of 
performance  so  much  the  essence  of  a  contract  that  if  completion  be 
delayed  a  few  days  no  compensation  can  be  had.'  The  owner  is  entitled 
to  the  damages  he  has  suffered  in  consequence  of  the  delay.4 

Contractors  have  been  relieved  from  the  payment  of  liquidated  damages 
when  the  delay  or  their  failure  to  fulfill  their  obligations  was  due  to  an  in- 
junction/ and  they  have  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  an  injunction  against 
trespassers  who  prevent  them  from  prosecuting  their  work,  as  they  have  no 
adequate  remedy  at  law  to  avoid  the  penalties  imposed  for  delay,  and  an  in- 
junction avoids  a  multiplicity  of  suits.' 

327.  Provision  that  a  Certain  Per  Cent,  may  be  Retained  for  Repairs. 

Clause:  "The  part of  the  second  part  hereby  agree. . .  that  the 

said  parties  of  the  first  part  shall  be,  and  they  hereby,  are  authorized 
and  empowered  to  retain  out  of  the  final  installment  of  money  which 
shall  become  due  and  payable  to  the  said  part. ...  of  the  second  part 

under  this  agreement,  a  sum  equal  to per  centum  of  the  whole 

amount  of   money  payable  by  the  parties  of  the  first   part  to  the 

part of  the  second  part,  under  and  according  to  the  terms  of  this 

contract,  and  to  expend  the  same  in  the  manner  herinafter  provided 
for,  in  making  such  repairs  to  the  works  done  under  this  contract  as 
the  engineer  may  deem  necessary/' 

328.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Replace  Poor  or  Defective  Work  and 
Materials,  and  in  Case  of  Neglect,  that  Owner  may  Replaoe  them  at  Con- 
tractor's Expense. 

Clause:  "  And  it  is  further  agreed,  that  if  at  any  time  during  the 
performance  of  the  work  herein  agreed  to  be  performed,  or  during 
the  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  final  completion  and  accept- 
ance of  the  same,  any  of  the  works  constructed  under  this  agreement, 
or  any  auxiliary  works  or  structures  which  may  have  been  disturbed  in 
the  execution  of  this  contract,  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  said  engineer, 
require  to  be  reconstructed,  regraded,  or  repaired,  the  said  company  or 

owner  shall  notify  the  said  part of  the  second  part,  in  writing,  to 

make  such  repairs,  and  if  the  said  part ....  of  the  second  part  shall 
neglect  to  commence  the  work  of  making  such  repairs  and  prosecute 

the  same  to  the  satisfaction  of  said  engineer  within hours  from 

the  date  of  the  service  of  such  notice,  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  the 


1  Folsom  c.  McDonough,  6  Cash.  206; 
Farnbam  v.  Ross,  2  Hall  167;  and  see 
Legge  v.  Harlock,  12  Q.  B.  D.  1015. 

*  See  also  Sinclair  v.  Talluiadge,  85 
Barb.  602. 

■  Roberto  t>.  Berry,  2  DeG.  M.  &  G.  284; 
Warren  t>  Mania,  7  Johns.  476;  Homan  v. 
8teel,  26  N.  W.  Rep.  472 ;  Porter  t>.  Stew- 
art,   2  Ark.   417;   and  English  case*  in 


Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  50. 

4  Lucas  *.  Godwin.  8  Bing.  N.  C.  737; 
Lindsey  v.  Gordon,  18  Me.  60. 

•The  Phil.  Wil.  &  Bal  R.  Co.  v  How- 
ard,  18  Howard  R.  4;  see  also  Derby  d. 
Johnson,  21  Vt.  17;  but  see  Matlhewson  t>. 
Grand  Rapids  (Midi).  50  N.  W.  Rep.  651. 

•Palmer  v.  Israel  (Mont.),  88  Pac.  Rep. 
184. 


*  8se  also  See.  781,  infra 
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said  company  or  owner  shall  have  the  right  to  employ  such  other  per- 
son or  persons  as  they  may  deem  proper  to  make  toe  same,  and  to  pay 
the  expense  thereof  out  of  any  money  then  due  or  which  may  there^ 
after  become  due  to  the  said  part ....  of  the  second  part  under  this  con- 
tract, or  out  of  the  said  amount  retained  for  that  purpose  by  the  said 
parties  of  the  first  part." 

329.  If  Works  are  in  a  State  of  Good  Repair  after  a  Certain  Time,  Owner 

wiU  Pay  in  FulL 

Clause :  "  And  the  parties  of  the  first  part  hereby  agree,  upon  the 
expiration  of  the  said  period  of  one  year,  provided  the  said  works  shall 
at  that  time  be  in  good  order  and  repair,  which  fact  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  a  certificate  to  that  effect  signed  by  the  engineer,  to  pay  to 

the  said  part of  the  second  part  the  whole,  or  such  part  of  the  sum 

last  aforesaid  as  may  remain  after  the  expenses  of  making  the  said 
repairs,  if  any, in  the  manner  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  paid  therefrom." 

330.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Maintain  Works  in  Working  Order 

and  in  Complete  Repair  for  a  Period  Named. 

Clause:  "The  contractor  shall  maintain  the  whole  of  the  works 
above  described  in  good  working  order,  free  from  all  faults  and  fail- 
ures arising  out  of  defective  or  inferior  materials  or  workmanship,  and 

in  complete  repair,  for months  from  the  date  of  the  engineer's 

certificate  of  the  completion  of  the  same.     The  company  or  owners, 

nevertheless,  to  have  full  power  during  the  said  period  of 

months  to  repair  or  renew,  should  the  contractor  fail  to  do  so  when 
called  upon,  and  to  collect  from  the  contractor  the  amount  so  expended 
from  time  to  time,  on  the  certificate  of  the  engineer,  in  any  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction.  The  certificate  of  the  engineer  to  be  final  as 
to  the  necessity  for  repairs  being  made  and  the  amount  expended  on 
such  repairs." 

331.  Provision  that,    Hot  withstanding    any  Inspection  or  Certificate 

Made,  the  Contractor  jhall  be  Responsible  for  Defective  Work  and  Materials. 

Clause:  "Provided  that,  notwithstanding  any  inspection  that  has 
been  made  or  certificate  that  has  been  given  by  the  said  architect  for 
the  time  being,  if  any  bad  work  or  defects,  contrary  to  the  terms  of 

this  agreement,  shall  be  discovered months  after  the  completion 

of  said  work,  no  further  payment,  if  any  be  due,  shall  be  made  to  the 
builder  or  contractor,  but  he  shall  make  good  all  such  defective  or  bad 
work,  in  accordance  with  the  stipulations  herein  contained,  within 

day 8  after  notice  in  writing  from  the  owner;  or,  in  default, 

the  owner  may  do  so,  and  the  cost  and  expense  incurred  in  such  a  case 
shall  be  paid  by,  and  be  recoverable  from,  the  contractor.1  * 

332.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Amend  and  Make  Good  all  Defective 
Work  and  Materials. 

Clause:  "  Any  defects,  shrinkage,  and  other  faults  which  may  appear 
within months  from  the  completion  of  the  building,  and  arising 

1  It  has  been  held  that  under  a  contract  to  return  it  to  be  repaired  a  second  time, 

to  repair   machinery  and    "guaranty  it  Electric  S.  &  0.  Co.  v.  Consolidated  L.  A 

fully/'  the  owner,  in  case  of  failure  of  the  Ry.  Co.  (W.  Va.),  26  8.  E.  Rep.  188. 
machine  to  work  after  repair,  is  not  bound 

*  See  Sees.  468-468,  infra. 
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out  of  defective  or  improper  materials  or  workmanship,  are,  upon  the 
direction  of  the  architect,  to  be  amended  and  made  good  by  the  build- 
ers at  their  own  cost,  unless  the  architect  shall  decide  that  they  onght 
to  be  paid  for  the  same ;  and  in  case  of  default,  the  employer  may 
recover  from  the  builders  the  cost  of  making  good  the  works. 

333.  Clauses  for  Repair. — Glauses  for  repair  have  the  same  binding  effect 
as  the  original  undertaking  to  build,  and  are  governed  by  the  same  laws  and 
rules.  What  has  been  said  in  regard  to  the  plans  and  specification,  the  au- 
thority and  duties  of  the  engineer,  and  the  many  other  topics  treated,  will 
generally  apply  to  this  stipulation  for  repairs. 

Some  questions  arise  on  work  for  municipal  corporations  whose  charters 
frequently  require  that  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  works  shall  be  defrayed 
by  the  municipality  and  new  improvements  shall  be  paid  for  by  owners  of 
property  benefited. 

334.  Provision  for  Repair  May  be  Objectionable  as  Creating  an  Addi- 
tional Burden  for  an  Improvement. — Few  contractors  or  engineers  would  see 
•anything  objectionable  or  illegal  in  such  a  clause  for  repairs,  yet  in  a  con- 
tract for  improvements,  as  of  a  city,  which  are  to  be  paid  for  by  assessment, 
it  has  been  held  objectionable,  and  so  much  so  as  to  vitiate  the  assessments 
made  to  pay  for  it.  A  requirement  in  a  contract  for  a  public  improvement 
which  imposed  an  additional  burden  upon  property  owners  not  authorized  by 
the  charter  or  statute  under  which  the  work  was  done  was  held  to  vitiate  the 
assessments  for  the  improvement,  and  therefore  to  destroy  the  fund  from 
which  the  contractor  was  to  be  paid  for  his  work.  The  fact  that  the  require- 
ment, as  one  requiring  the  work  to  be  kept  in  repair,  was  shown,  by  testi- 
mony of  the  contractor  and  that  of  others,  not  to  have  increased  the  amount 
of  the  successf  ul  bid,  does  not  remedy  the  evil,  since  other  bidders  might  have 
bid  less  if  the  contract  had  not  contained  such  a  requirement.1  If  the  city 
charter  require  that  the  expenses  of  repairing  streets  shall  be  paid  from  the 
ward  fund,  a  provision  in  a  paving  contract  requiring  the  contractor  to  keep 
the  pavement  in  good  repair  for  five  years  renders  the  assessment  there- 
for against  the  property  owners  invalid.'  Such  a  provision  has  been  held 
not  a  mere  agreement  to  repair,  and  therefore  objectionable,  as  imposing 
upon  the  property  owners  assessed  for  the  pavement  a  burden  that  should 
be  borne  by  the  city,  but  it  was  held  an  agreement  to  construct  in  the  first 
instance  a  pavement  good  for  five  years.'  Some  courts  have  held  that  the 
ordinance  is  not  invalidated,  nor  the  assessments  vacated,  as  the  guar- 
anty to  keep  in  repair  may  be  detached  or  separated  from  the  new  con- 
struction.4 

■Excelsior  Paving  Co.  t>.  Pierce (Cal.), 83  'Barber  Asphalt  Pav.   Co.   v.   Ullman 

Pac.   Rep.   727,  and    84  Pac.  Rep.  116;  (Mo.  Sup.),  88  8.  W.  Rep.  458;  Burgess  & 

Brown  v.  Jeoks  (CalA  83  Pac.  Rep.  701;  Gantt,  J  J.,  dissenting;  semMe  Co'e  «.  Peo- 

«ontra,  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Ullman  pie  (111.  Sup),  43  N.  £.  Rep.  607. 

(Mo.  Sup.),  38  8.  W.  Rep.  458.  4  Cole  v.  People,  supra;  Fehler  v.  Gos- 

f  Boyd  v.  City  of  Milwaukee  (Wis.),  66  nell  (Ky.),  85  8.  W.  Rep.  1135. 
N.  W.  Rep.  608. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

THE  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  AN  ARBITRATOR,   UMPIRE,  OR 

REFEREE. 

HI8  DECI8ION  AKD   CERTIFICATE   MADE  FINAL  AND   CONCLUSIVE  WITHOUT 
KECOUR8E  OR  APPEAL  TO   OTHER  JURISDICTIONS.        LEGALITY   OF  CLAUSE. 

335.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Decision  and  Certificate  shall  be  Final 
and  Conclusive  without  Recourse  or  Appeal 

Clause:  "  The  decision  of  the  engineer  on  all  points  and  matters  con- 
nected with  this  contract  and  specification  shall  be  final  and  conclusive, 
whether  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  various  clauses,  the  measure- 
ments, extra  work,  quantity,  quality,  and  all  other  matters  and  things 
which  may  be  in  dispute ;  and  from  his  decision  there  shall  be  no 
appeal.* 

336.  Provision  that  Engineer  or  Architect  shall  Determine  all  Questions 
in  Relation  to  Work,  and  His  Decision  shall  be  Final. 

Clause:  "  To  prevent  all  disputes  and  litigation,  it  is  further  agreed 
by  and  between  the  parties  to  this  contract,  that  said  engineer  shall  in 
all  cases  determine  the  amount  or  the  quantity  of  the  several  kinds  of 
work  which  are  paid  for  under  this  contract,  and  he  shall  determine  all 
questions  in  relation  to  said  work,  and  the  construction  thereof,  and  he 
snail  in  all  cases  decide  every  question  which  may  arise  relative  to  the 
execution  of  this  contract  on  the  part  of  the  said  contractor,  and  his  esti- 
mate and  decision  shall  be  final  and  conclusive;  and  such  estimate  and 
decision,  in  case  any  question  shall  arise,  shall  be  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  right  of  the  party  of  the  second  part  to  receive  any  money 
or  compensation  for  anything  done  or  furnished  under  this  agreement.! 

336a.  Provision  that  Architect's  Certificate  shall  be  Binding  and  Conclu- 
sive without  Recourse  or  Appeal,  and  a  Condition  Precedent  to  Payment. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  mutually  agreed  and  understood  that  the 
decision  of  the  said  architect,  or  such  other  architect  as  aforesaid,  upon 
all  matters  relating  to  the  amount,  quality,  classification,  state,  or  con- 
dition of  the  works  actually  executed  and  upon  all  questions,  doubts, 
or  disputes  in  regard  to  the  construction  or  meaning  of  the  said  plans, 
elevations,  sections,  and  specifications,  and  in  regard  to  all  matters  in 
any  wise  relating  to  anything  to  be  done  under  this  contract,  or  to  any 

*  See  Sece.  86,  supra,  and  844.  345.  and  406,  infra. 
f  See  Sees.  842-345,  854.  and  407-416,  infra. 
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changes,  alterations,  or  extra  work  undertaken  in  connection  herewith, 
as  certified  by  him  in  writing,  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  both 

Sarties,  except  so  far  as  they  may  be  amended  and  corrected  in  the 
nal  estimate  and  certificate,  which  final  certificate  shall  be  conclusive 
in  respect  to  every  claim,  right,  or  pretext,  without  recourse  or  appeal, 
and  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability  of  the  owner  to  pay  for  said 
works,  and  to  any  right  of  the  contractor  to  any  claim  in  respect 
thereto,  under  this  contract,  or  in  law,  or  in  equity. 

337.  Provision  that  Work  shall  be  Done  and  Completed  to  Satisfaction  of 
Owner. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  contractor  hereby  agrees  and  undertakes  to 
complete  the  said  works  to  be  performed  under  this  contract,  and  each 
and  every  part  thereof,  and  all  changes,  alterations,  and  extra  work  in 
connection  therewith,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner  and  in  every 
particular  to  the  entire  satisfaction  and  acceptance  of  the  said  owner, 
whose  acceptance  of  the  work  as  satisfactory  snail  be  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  any  liability  on  his  part  to  pay,  and  any  right  on  the  part  of  the 
contractor  to  demand  compensation  in  respect  thereto/' 

338.  Vecessity  and  Propriety  of  Such  Clauses. — These  or  similar  clauses 
are  invariably  found  in  engineering  contracts,  and  the  frequency  of  their 
use  is  some  evidence  of  their  necessity.  Every  builder,  corporation,  and 
engineer  having  experience  in  construction  knows  their  value  and  how 
requisite  they  are  to  the  successful  completion  and  settlement  of  a  piece  of 
work.  It  is  a  provision  found  in  almost  every  engineering  contract  in  the 
history  of  construction  in  England  and  America,  and  to-day  its  validity 
and  binding  effect  are  not  fully  established.  The  facts  that  the  amount  of 
work  to  "be  done  and  the  compensation  to  be  paid  are  both  to  be  arbitrarily 
determined  by  the  owner  or  his  agent  furnish  strong  reasons  why  the 
validity  of  such  a  clause  should  be  tested  and  its  fairness  be  questioned. 

A  clause  that  gives  such  arbitrary  and  complete  power  to  determine 
questions  so  important,  and  so  likely  to  cause  hardships  if  not  honestly 
exercised,  to  one  whose  interests  may  be  directly  opposed  to  the  contractor, 
would  probably  be  the  one  to  be  most  frequently  assailed  and  the  one  to  be 
most  easily  defeated.  It  is  a  clause,  too,  as  before  intimated,  about 
which  much  diversity  of  opinion  has  been  expressed,  and  to-day  the  courts 
are  not  fully  agreed  upon  what  ground  to  support  it,  and  in  some  excep- 
tional cases  whether  to  support  it  at  all. 

339.  Grounds  upon  which  the  Stipulations  are  Attacked. — The  validity 
of  such  stipulations  has  been  attacked  upon  numerous  grounds,  all  of  which 
may  be  discussed  under  three  topical  heads,  viz. : 

1.  That  they  do  not  possess  the  essential  features  of  a  binding  contract, 
and  are  therefore  void. 

2.  That  to  support  them  is  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  rights  of 
citizenship,  as  tending  to  oust  courts  of  their  proper  jurisdiction. 

3.  That  as  submissions  to  arbitration  they  are  revocable  at  any  time 
before  the  award   is  made,  and   therefore  are  not  enforceable ;  that  the 
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referee  in  his  usual  capacity  cannot  be  an  arbitrator  or  judge,  and  his  decisions 
should  not  therefore  be  given  the  conclusive  effect  of  an  award. 

Before  proceeding  then  to  discuss  the  clause  in  parts,  it  is  proposed 'first 
to  consider  these  objects  to  its  validity,  and  the  means  by  which  courts  have 
sought  to  sustain  these  provisions,  and  the  difficulties  that  have  been  met. 

340.  Does  Such  a  Stipulation  Contain  the  Essential  Features  of  a  Bind- 
ing  Contract,  or  those  of  a  Condition?  Work  to  be  Done  to  the  Satisfac- 
tion of  Owner  or  Company.— It  is  a  general  principle  of  the  law  of 
contracts  that  a  promise  cannot  be  conditional  on  the  mere  will  of  the  prom- 
isor, for  by  promising  to  do  a  thing  only  in  case  it  please  himself,  he  is  not 
bound  at  all.1  Such  an  option  to  do  or  not  to  do,  as  it  shall  please  the  prom- 
isor, is  not  an  obligation  such  as  is  required  in  a  contract;  it  is  nullity; 
an  agreement  to  do  certain  things  cannot  be  modified  by  a  concurrent  stip- 
ulation that  the  performance  of  the  act  shall  depend  upon  the  fancy, 
caprice,  or  disposition  of  the  party  himself,  or  his  agent;  a  contract  cannot 
be  binding  on  one  party  and  make  the  obligation  of  the  other  optional 
with  himself;  both  parties  to  an  executory  contract  must  be  bound.*  It  is 
a  principle  of  our  jurisprudence  that  no  man  can  be  a  judge  in  his  own 
cause.  One  party  cannot  reserve  to  himself  the  right  to  decide  in  a  case 
involving  his  own  wrong.'  If  these  principles  of  contract  and  of  the  law 
are  to  be  applied  to  a  stipulation  that  the  contract  shall  be  executed  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  employer,  or  of  his  engineer,  on  the  assumption  that  an 
engineer  is  a  servant  or  agent  of  the  employer,  it  would  seem  that  the  pro- 
vision must  fail. 

Agreements  for  services  where  the  remuneration  is  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  employer  are  of  this  character,  and  create  no  binding  obligation,  and 
a  covenant  by  a  person  amounting  in  terms  to  a  promise  to  pay  money  to 
himself  has  been  held  to  be  no  contract.4  It  has  been  held  that  an  agree- 
ment by  a  builder  to  build  such  a  house  as  he  should  think  fit  binds  him  to 
do  nothing,*  from  which  it  might  reasonably  be  inferred  that  a  promise  by 
an  owner  to  pay  for  such  a  house  [or  works]  as  he  should  choose  to  accept — 
t.  e,9  a  house  Tor  works]  to  his  satisfaction — will  be  held  equally  invalid.* 
The  acceptance,  approval,  or  satisfaction  of  the  owner  is  optional  with  him- 
self by  the  terms  of  his  agreement,  as  much  so,  it  would  seem,  in  the  one 
case  as  in  the  other. 

Courts  will  perhaps  apply  the  strict  rules  of  law  to  cases  where  no  injury 
will  result  to  oither  party,  and  both  will  be  left  in  the  same  position  as 
before  the  contract;  or  where  it  is  impossible  to  require  the  builder  to  build 

1  Leake's  Digest  of  Law  of  Contracts  687      Digest  of  Contracts  687. 
(18791.  •  Smith  t>.  B.  C.  &  M.  Ry.f  86  N.  H.  159 

•  Kin*  v.  Warfleld.  8  Cent.  Rep.  (Md.)      [1858];  Lydick  •.  Railroad  Co..  17  W.  Va. 
801:  Athe  v.  Bartholomew  (Wis.),  88  N.      427. 
W.  Rep.  110. 

'Brynnt   p.  Flight.  8  Jur.  681   \}BBB\; 
Milnor  v.  Georgia  R.  Co.,  4  Geo.  885.  sole  arbiter,  valid. 

4Faulkuer  v.  Low,  2  Ex.  595;  Leake's 


•  Gray  •  Central  R.  Co  .  1 1  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
70.  held  a  provision  making  the  owner  the 
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a  structure  the  exact  character  of  which  cannot  be  determined;  or  where 
damages  cannot  be  assessed  because  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy 
is  not  known.  In  such  cases  the  courts  declare  that  no  contract  existed, 
but  when  an  owner  has  agreed  to  pay  for  a  structure  completed  to  his 
satisfaction,  and  he  has  stood  quietly  by  and  knowingly  permitted  a  builder 
to  erect  it  in  accordance  with  his  views  and  suggestions,  certainly  he  should 
not  be  permitted  to  render  the  builder's  efforts  fruitless  by  arbitrarily  and 
capriciously  refusing  to  accept  and  pay  for  it  when  completed.  To  avoid 
such  injustice  the  courts  have  construed  such  stipulations  to  mean  that  the 
structure  shall  be  completed,  or  the  work  done,  to  the  owner's  reasonable 
satisfaction.1 

If  not  so  construed  the  covenant  must  fail,  for  the  owner's  obligation 
would  depend  upon  his  own  will  or  pleasure,  and  be  of  no  binding  effect. 
Such  stipulations  have  been  sustained,  where  they  could  be  construed  to 
mean  to  the  owner's  reasonable  satisfaction,  the  courts  undertaking  that  the 
right  of  approval  on  which  the  contract  depends  should  be  exercised  in  a 
reasonable,  and  not  arbitrary  or  capricious  manner,  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  contract.'  It  is  sufficient  if  the  work  has  been  performed  in 
such  a  manner  as  should  have  satisfied  the  owner.9  The  contractor  need 
only  show  that  the  work  was  done  in  a  proper  manner,  and  in  a  way  that 
should  have  satisfied  the  owner,  as  no  question  of  personal  taste  or  individual 
preference  is  involved.4  For  public  work  performed  under  a  parol  contract 
for  whatever  "  recompense  the  board  might  allow  as  right  and  proper/'  it 
was  held  that  a  contractor  may  sue  for  a  reasonable  compensation,  even 
though  the  board  tender  what  it  considers  right  and  proper.5 

The  cases  where  work  and  materials  have  been  incorporated  into  a 
building  upon  the  land  of  au  owner,  and  which  in  consequence  belong  to 
the  owner,  should  be  distinguished  from  those  cases  where  the  contractor 
has  agreed  to  build  a  chattel  for  a  person  which  can  be  returned  to  the 
maker,  or  those  cases  where  the  parties  may  be  put  in  statu  quo. 

If  a  mechanic  undertakes  to  make  a  machine  that  shall  be  satisfactory 
to  the  purchaser/  or  an  architect  to  prepare  plans/  or  an  artist  to  make  a 
plaster  bust  of  a  deceased  relative/  or  a  portrait  or  photograph/  or  a  tailor 


1  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  p. 
1006;  Keeler  v.  Clifford,  46  N.  £.  Rep. 
248:  affirming  62  111.  App  64;  Hawkins  v 
Graham.  149  Mass.  284;  Sloan  v.  Hnyden, 
110  Mas?.  143;  and  other  cases  in  29  Amer. 
&  Eng.  Ency.  Law  928;  3  Amer.  and  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  846,  note. 

9  Dallman  v.  King,  4  Bine.  (N.  C.)  105; 
Parson  t>.  Sexton,  4  C.  B.  899;  Braun stein 
v.  Accidental  Ins.  Co.,  1  B  &  S.  782;  Doll 
v.  Noble  (N.  Y.),  22  N  E  Rep.  406  [1889]; 
«.  c.  18  Abb.  N.  Cas.  45  [1886]. 

'Logan  t>.  Berkshire  Apartment  Assn.. 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  164. 

4  Hummel  r.  Stern  (Super.),  56  N.  Y. 


Supp.  443;  and  see  Stadhard  v  Lee,  8  B.  & 
S.  364:  Audrews  «.  Bellfleld,  2  C.  B.  (N.  S.  > 
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1  Bird  v.  McGahev,  2  C.  A  K  707;  but  see 
Butler  v.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  447. 

•  Wood  Mach  Co.  «?.  Smith  (Mich.),  15 
N.  W.  Rep.  906  ;  Singerly  v.  Thayer,  108 
Pa.  St.  291,  an  elevator;  Gray  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  11  Hun  70,  a  steamboat. 

T  Moffatt  v.  Dickson,  18  C.  B.  548  ;  Mof- 
fat t  «.  Laurie,  15  C.  B.  583. 

'Zalcski  t.  Clark,  44  Conn.  218. 

•Moore  v.  Goodwin,  43  Hun  584  [1887]; 
Hoffman  v.  Gallaher.  6  Daly  42  ;  Gibson 
v.  Cranage.  89  Mich.  49. 
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to  make  a  rait  of  clothes,1  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  customer,  it  is  held  that 
the  mechanic  or  artist  cannot  recover  for  the  article  made  if  the  purchaser 
is  in  good  faith  dissatisfied.3  In  such  cases  it  is  not  enough  that  he  ought 
to  be  satisfied  with  the  article.  He  must  be  satisfied,  or  he  is  not  bound  to 
accept  it.*  *  Neither  the  maker  nor  the  jury  can  decide  that  he  ought  to 
be  satisfied  with  the  article.4 

If  it  be  clear  that  the  purchaser  has  reserved  to  himself  the  unqualified 
option,  and  has  not  left  his  freedom  of  choice  exposed  to  any  contention  or 
subject  to  any  contingency,  the  stipulation  will  be  the  law  of  the  case.  The 
cases  of  this  class  are  usually  those  that  involve  the  feelings,  taste,  or  sensi- 
bility of  the  purchaser  and  not  the  grosser  considerations  of  operative  fitness 
or  mechanical  utility  which  are  capable  of  being  seen  and  appreciated  by 
others.* 

In  some  cases  where  it  is  not  apparent  that  the  purchaser  has  reserved 
entirely  to  himself  the  exclusive  right  to  decide  arbitrarily  whether  the> 
article  is  to  his  satisfaction,  he  may  be  supposed  to  have  undertaken  to  act 
reasonably  and  fairly,  and  to  found  his  determination  upon  grounds  which 
are  just  and  sensible,  thereby  raising  a  necessary  implication  that  his  decis- 
ion in  point  of  correctness  shall  be  open  to  the  consideration  and  judgment 
of  judicial  experts.* 

From  these  cases  it  might  appear,  at  first  sight,  that  what  has  been  said 
about  the  binding  effect  of  such  agreements  had  no  force  or  did  not  apply 
to  these  cases.  The  argument  holds  as  well  in  the  cases  of  chattels  as  in 
those  of  buildings.  In  neither  case  is  there  a  contract  created,  but  simply 
a  declaration  of  terms  that  there  shall  be  no  debt  for  the  article  unless  it 
suit  the  intending  purchaser  and  he  accepts  it.  In  the  case  of  a  building, 
which  cannot  be  returned  to  the  builder,  the  law  considers  that  the  owner 
has  been  benefited  or  enriched,  and  therefore  imposes  a  contract  upon  him 
to  pay  the  bui7.der  what  it  is  reasonably  worth  to  the  owner,  while  with 
plans,  a  coat,  or  a  portrait,  the  purchaser  is  not  benefited  nor  enriched  if  he 
does  not  accept  the  article,  though  the  maker  may  be  damaged.  The  law 
does  consider  the  damage  to  the  maker  since  he  incurred  it  at  his  own  risk, 
and  knowing  that  the  article  might  not  be  accepted.  Since  one  of  the  two 
parties  must  suffer,  and  there  is  no  just  reason  why  it  should  be  the  cus- 
tomer, it  is  charged  to  the  maker  of  the  article  ;  besides  there  is  usually  no* 

« 

1  Brown  v.  Foster,  113  Mass.  136.  4  Moore  «.  Goodwin,  48  Hun  584. 

•Marshall   v.   Ames,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  *  See  not*.  26  N.  W.  Rep.  744  [1886],  cit> 

Rep.  368 ;  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Brydon,  65  ing  Rossiter  v.  Cooper,  23  Vt.  522 :  Tyler 

Md.  198.  e.  Ames,  6  Lans.   280 ;  Hurt  v.  Hart,  22 

•  8ilsby  ManTg  Co.  v.  Town  of  Chico,  Barb.  606 ;  Taylor  *.  Brewer,  1  Maule  & 

24  Fed.  Rep.  893;  citing  McCarren  v.  Mc-  8.  290,  and  other  eases  supra. 

Nulty,  7   Gray  139;  Heron  v.  Davis.  3  •  Daggert  «.  Johnson,  49  Vt.  845  ;  Hart- 

Bosw.  336 ;  Hallidie  v.  Sutter  St.  Ry.  Co.,  ford,  etc.,  Co.  «.  Brush,  42  Vt.  528. 
68  Cal.  575. 

*  See  Sec.  675,  infra 
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standard  by  which  to  measure  the  value  of  the  misfit  or  rejected  article.    It 
would  be  difficult  to  assess  the  damage. 

341.  Work  to  be  Done  to  the  Satisfaction  and  Approval  of  Engineer 
or  Arohitect. — It  is  more  frequent  in  construction  contracts  to  stipulate  that 
the  work  shall  be  completed  to  the  satisfaction,  approval,  or  acceptance  of 
the  engineer,  architect,  or  agent  of  the  employer  or  owner  than  to  that  of 
the  owner  himself,  and  to  further  mutually  agree  that  he  shall  determine 
the  amount,  quantity,  and  quality  of  the  materials  and  work,  and  the 
amount  that  the  employer  shall  pay,  and  that  the  contractor  shall  receive, 
on  account  of  his  contract.  As  the  engineer  is  almost  always  an  employee* 
servant,  or  agent  of  the  owner,  and  as  companies  can  act  only  by  or  through 
their  officers  or  agents,  who  for  purposes  connected  with  their  business 
speak  the  voice  of  the  corporation,  it  may  well  be  questioned  if  a  decision 
by  the  engineer  is  not,  in  such  cases,  the  decision  of  the  company  itself.  It 
has  been  held  by  the  English  courts  that  for  some  purposes  at  least  the 
engineer,  when  employed  and  paid  by  one  party  [the  company],  is  the  rep- 
resentative of  that  party  [the  company];  that  there  is  no  intention  that  he 
should  be  indifferent  between  the  parties;  that  when  it  is  stipulated  that 
certain  questions  shall  be  decided  by  the  engineer,  it  is  in  fact  a  stipulation 
that  they  shall  be  decided  by  the  company;  that  the  company  does  not  hold 
out,  or  pretend  to  hold  out,  to  the  contractor  that  he  is  to  look  to  the  engi- 
neer iu  any  other  character  than  as  the  impersonation  of  the  company.1 

The  facts  that  frequently  the  questions  are  to  be  decided  by  the  incum- 
bent of  an  office,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  company,  that  he  is  not  a 
particular  individual  in  whom  the  contractor  might  have  confidence,  but 
that  he  might  be  any  one  whom  the  company  might  select  for  the  office, 
and  further,  that  the  contractor  has  no  voice  in  his  selection,  all  tend  to 
strengthen  the  idea  that  the  engineer  is  usually  the  representative  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract."  In  support  of  this  it  has  been  held  that 
when  work  was  to  be  performed  to  the  full  satisfaction  of  the  architect  and 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  owner,  it  was  sufficient  if  the  architect  in  good 
faith  accepted  the  work,  and  that  his  acceptance  bound  the  owner.3 

If  this  view  be  accepted,  the  stipulation  must  fail,  for  though  the  courts 
may  construe  a  contract  for  work  to  be  completed  to  one  party's  satisfaction 
to  be  to  his  reasonable  satisfaction,  they  could  hardly  contend  that  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  such  a  price  as  the  party  himself,  or  his  agent,  should  deter- 
mine, was  a  contract  to  pay  a  reasonable  price.  •  The  courts  have  not,  it 
is  believed,  gone  thus  far  in  their  own  construction  of  express  contracts, 
though  they  have  in  cases  whero  no  contract  at  all  has  been  made. 

•Ranker  *  Gt.  Western  Ry.  Co.,  5  H.  'Smith  v. .  B.  C  *  M  By.,  86  N.  H  459; 

L.  Cas.  71  [1864] :  Williams  v.  Chicago.  8.  Hill v.  So.  St.  By  Co ,  llJur  <N.  S.)  193. 

F.  A  C.  Ry.  Co.  (Mo.).  20  S.  W.  Rep.  681 ;  ,Tetz  v.  Butterfield    54  Wte   242 ;  and 

Snaith  «.  Smith  (Com.  PI.),  27 N.  Y.  Supp.  **  Vermont  St.  Ch  t>  Brow,  104  111.  206, 

879 :  sembU.  Danville  v   Pomeroy.  15  Pa.  architect  or  tupenntendent ;  and  Wildey  * 

St.  151  [I860] ;  but  $ee  Consaul  t>.  Sheldon  Paw  Paw,  25  Mich.  419. 
(Neb.),  52  N.  W.  Rep.  1104. 
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In  its  literal  interpretation  such  a  contract  cannot  stand  upon  pure 
principles  of  contract.  The  contractor  would  be  under  obligations  to  per- 
form his  part  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  company  or  its  engineer,  who  might  pay  him  what,  in  their 
judgment,  they  should  consider  proper.  Such  a  stipulation  would  be  a 
repugnance  and  would  render  the  contract  itself  as  a  mode  of  legal  redress 
wholly  idle.1 

342.  Owners'  Liability  Depends  upon  his  Promise  to  Pay  and  not  upon 
the  Execution  of  the  Work. — The  courts  evade  the  direct  force  of  these  argu- 
ments by  making  the  liability  of  the  owner  or  the  company  to  pay  depend 
not  upon  the  execution  of  the  work,  but  upon  the  promise  to  pay ;  the 
promise  being  postponed  or  made  contingent  upon  an  event  which  fre- 
quently has  no  necessary  connection  with  the  merit  of  the  work.  They 
allow  the  promisor  to  make  his  obligation  to  pay  depend  upon  the  existence 
or  occurrence  of  an  event  which  is  often  absolutely  within  the  power  of  the 
engineer,  a  person  employed  and  paid  by  the  owner.  This  contingent  lia- 
bility or  indebtedness  should  be  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  contract,  for  the 
•courts  will  avoid  such  a  construction  if  they  can  and  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract will  permit  such  an  interpretation.  The  law  distinguishes  between  a 
debt  created  by  a  conditional  promise  itself  and  a  conditional  promise  to 
pay  a  debt  already  existing  or  created  by  some  other  agencies.  As  Professor 
Langdeil  has  said  in  his  Summary:1  "  When  a  conditional  promise  is  made 
to  pay  a  debt,  or  when  a  conditional  covenant  is  made  to  pay  a  debt  which  the 
covenant  itself  does  not  create,  though  no  action  will  lie  on  the  promise  or 
covenant  until  the  condition  is  satisfied,  it  does. not  follow  that  an  action 
will  not  lie  for  the  debt  itself  without  regard  to  the  condition."  "  Indeed," 
«ays  he,  "as  the  covenant  does  not  create  the  debt, it  follows  that  the  debt 
will  not  be  at.  all  affected  by  any  condition  which  is  annexed  to  the  covenant 
or  promise  merely.  In  such  cases  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  see  that  the 
condition  is  annexed  to  the  debt  itself  as  well  as  to  the  promise  or  covenant." 

"  In  building  contracts  the  owner's  indebtedness  for  the  price  agreed 
upon  is  not  created  by  his  promise  to  pay  it,  but  by  the  performance  of 
the  work.  Such  indebtedness  will  arise,  therefore,  and  become  payable  the 
moment  the  work  is  completely  performed,  unless  it  be  expressly  made 
conditional  or  the  payment  of  it  be  expressly  postponed  ;  and  it  does  not 
necessarily  follow  that  because  the  owner  promises  to  pay  the  debt  upon  a 
condition — e.  g.,  upon  the  production  of  the  architect's  certificate — that  the 
debt  itself  is  subject  to  the  same  condition.  Such  a  condition  is  very 
harsh,  for  it  not  only  makes  the  payment  for  work  done  dependent  upon  an 
•event  which  has  no  necessary  connection  with  the  merit  of  the  work,  but 
upon  an  event  which  is  absolutely  within  the  power  of  a  person  (engineer 

1  Herrick  v.  Vermont  Cent.  Ry.  Co.,  27         *  L?\ngd ell's   Summary  of  the  Law  of 
Vt    rt/8;  Kistler  v.  fnd.  &  St.  L  R.  Co.,       ConimoiB. 
38  Irnl.  460. 
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or  architect)  employed  and  paid  by  the  party  who  makes  the  condition. 
The  court  should  not,  therefore,  give  a  condition  such  a  construction  if  it 
can  fairly  avoid  doing  so.  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  a  condition 
annexed  to  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  will  commonly,  upon  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  instrument  in  which  it  is  contained,  extend  to  the  debt  itself.1 
There  is  a  difference  also  between  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  on  a  certain  con- 
dition and  a  proviso  that  the  debt  shall  be  paid  only  upon  a  certain 
condition,"  **  for  the  latter  necessarily  renders  the  debt  itself  conditional. 

This  is  without  doubt  the  ground  upon  which  courts  sustain  the  clause 
of  a  construction  contract,  that  the  engineer  shall  estimate,  inspect,  approve, 
and  determine  the  amount  due  and  to  be  paid  for  work  done.  The 
indebtedness  itself  must  be  made  conditional  upon  the  occurrence  of  the 
event  and  the  owner's  liability  be  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  produc- 
tion of  the  engineer's  or  architect's  certificate  to  that  effect.  When  tbis  is 
done  there  is  no  debt  which  can  be  sued  for  until  the  act  stipulated  f'  r  has 
transpired  and  the  engineer  or  architect  has  ascertained  what  is  due  and 
signified  his  acceptance  in  the  manner  required  by  the  contract,  for  there  is 
no  contract  to  pay  in  any  other  way.'  The  practical  effect  of  such  a  stipula- 
tion, it  would  seem,  is  not  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  for  the  work  performed, 
but  to  be  an  agreement  to  pay  for  the  presentation  of  the  engineer's 
certificate. 

The  objection  that  such  a  clause  is  not  binding,  though  well  taken  in 
certain  cases,  would  seem  to  have  no  effect  when  the  estimate,  approval,  and 
certificate  of  the  engineer  are  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  employer's 
liability.  If  no  promise  be  made,  except  upon  the  happening  of  certain 
events,  then  no  obligation  exists  until  the  event  has  come  to  pass,  and  if  the 
contractor  undertakes  to  perform  work  and  supply  materials  under  such  an 
understanding,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  done  it  gratuitously  and  to  have 
run  his  chances  of  securing  the  certificate  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  any 
payment  for  his  work.  Yet  if  the  condition  makes  the  payment  of  the 
debt  dependent  upon  the  will  or  pleasure  of  the  debtor,  it  is  repugant  to  the 
debt  itself,  and  hence  will  either  destroy  the  debt  or  the  condition  itself 
will  be  void.4  If  the  debt  has  no  existence  until  the  condition  is  per- 
formed, then  it  cannot  destroy  the  debt,  and  the  courts  are  not  fully  agreed 
that  the  condition  is  void.  • 

348.  Act  of  Third  Party  as  Engineer  or  Architect  May  be  Made  a 
Condition  Precedent  to  Owner's  Liability. — However  much  doubt  there  may 
be  as  to  the  validity  of  the  clause  when  the  debtor  himself  is  to  perform 
the  condition,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  a  provision  that  work  shall  not  be 
paid  for  unless  it  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  third  person  (engineer  or 

1  Langdell's  Cases  on  Contracts  487,  572.  •  Godefroi  &  Short  on  Rv.  Cas.  94. 

•Langdell's    Summary    of     Contracts,         4  Langdell's  Summary,  Conditions  Prece^ 
"Conditions  Precedent."  dent. 

*Sc4  Sees.  854,  410,  414,  769,  781,  infra. 
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architect)  is  good  and  binding,  even  though  such  person  be  employed  and 
paid  by  the  party  making  the  provision,  or  even  though  he  be  an  officer,  a 
stockholder/  or  a  lessee*  of  the  works,  and  therefore  directly  interested. 

Some  courts  discriminate  between  a  condition  to  pay  only  upon  the 
promisor's  own  acceptance  or  determination,  and  upon  that  of  his  agent, 
engineer,  or  architect ;  but  when  that  engineer  or  architect  becomes  a  stock- 
holder or  lessee  of  the  company  the  destinction  becomes  a  refinement,  and 
it  is  believed  that  the  true  ground  for  supporting  the  stipulation  is  to  be 
found  in  some  stronger  and  better  purpose  than  one  narrowed  to  such  dan- 
gerous limits. 

These  are  the  grounds  upon  which  courts  have  put  these  provisions,  and 
every  well-draughted  contract  will  make  the  decision,  estimate,  acceptance, 
«tc,  of  the  engineer  or  architect  a  condition  precedent  to  the  owner's 
lialulity  and  of  the  contractor's  right  to  recovery;  and,  though  it  may  be 
safe^to  make  a  stipulation  that  work  shall  be  completed  to  the  reasonable 
satisxaction,  approval,  or  acceptance  of  the  owner  or  company,  it  is  not  safe 
to  make  the  payment  of  the  price,  or  its  amount,  or  the  obligation  of  either 
party  depend  upon  his  or  its  own  determination,  estimate,  or  decision. 

344.  Constitutionality  of  the  Stipulation. — Some  courts  have  questioned 
the  constitutionality  of  a. stipulation  to  abide  the  result  of  the  engineer's 
decision  as  final  and  conclusive  without  recourse  to  courts  of  law  or  equity.  It 
is  frequently  declared  from  the  bench  that  parties  cannot  by  private  agree- 
ment in  advance  of  a  controversy  oust  the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction;  *  that 
although  a  matter  in  controversy  or  a  pending  civil  suit  may  be  finally 
submitted  to  arbitration  or  to  the  decision  of  a  single  judge,  yet  parties 
oannot  by  an  agreement  in  advance,  when  no  dispute  or  controversy  has 
yet  arisen,  forfeit  their  rights  to  a  proper  adjudication  in  the  appropri- 
ate tribunal  established  by  law.4  Courts  of  equity  will  not  enforce  such 
an  agreement.* 


1  Ranger  t>.  Gw  Western  Ry.,  5  H.  of  L. 
Caa.  71  [1854] ;  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Polly 
Woods,  14  Gratt  459 ;  Monon  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Fenlon,  4  W.  &  S.  '205;  The  Memphis, 
etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St.  161 ; 
eontra,  Milnor*.  The  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Ga. 
885 ;  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Canton  Co.,  17 
All.  Rep.  894. 

'  Hill  v  So.  Staff.  R.  Co.  11  Jurist.  (N. 
S  )  192. 

»L.  E.  &  St.  Li.  Ry.  Co.  «.  Donne- 
gun,  111  Ind.  179  [1887] ;  s.  a,  12  N.  E. 
Rep.  158  ;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Eickhoff 
(Minn.),  65  N.  W.  Rep.  851;  Balti- 
more &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  t>.  Scholes  (Ind. 
App.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  156;  Sanford 
«.  Commercial  Trav.  Mut.  Accd.  Ass'n 
(N.  Y.  App.),  41  N.  E.  Rep.  694 ;  Miller 
».  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  (C.  C),  65  Fed. 
Rep.  805 ;  Home  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kennedy 
(Neb.),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  278. 


4  Appeal  of  Rea,  29  Alb.  L.  J.  188 [1883]  ; 
Whiter.  Middlesex,  185  Mass.  216;  Kist- 
ler  v.  I.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  88  Ind.  460; 
Dugau  v.  Thomas,  79  Me.  221  [18871; 
Bauer  v.  Sampson  Lodge,  102  Ind.  262 ; 
Nate  v:  Ham.  Ins.  Co. ,  6  Gray  174 ;  Hobbs 
v.  Man.  Ins.  Co.,  55  Me.  421 ;  Scott  t>. 
Avery,  4  H.  &  L.  Cas.  811  ;  Horion  «. 
Bayer,  4  H.  A  N.  642  ;  Thompson  v.  Char- 
nock,  8  Fern.  139  ;  Graham  v.  Eetaltas,  17 
N.  Y.  491,496;  Kill  •  Hollister  1  Wils. 
129 ;  Walker  «.  Beecher  (Com.  PL),  86 
N.  Y.  Supp.  470. 

1  Gourley  €.  Duke  of  Somerset,  19  Ves. 
481 ;  Agar  v.  Macklew,  2  Sim.  &  8m.  418; 
Greson  v.  Ketaltas,  17  N.  Y.  496 ;  and  see 
Haggart  v  Morgan,  1  Seld.  427 ;  Sinclair  €. 
Tallmadge,  85  Barb.  607 ;  Scott  ».  Corp'n 
of  Liverpool,  8  De  G.  &  J.  884 ;  but  $ee  D. 
ft  H.  C.  Co.  t>.  Pa.  Coal  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  250 
[1872],  and  a  collection  of  cam  in  point 
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If  parties  were  allowed  to  enter  into  such  compacts  and  agreements  for 
the  settlement  of  their  differences,  it  would  not  be  long  before  the  law  of  the 
land  would  be  subverted  and  the  country  would  be  governed  by  the  laws  of 
societies,  sects,  and  clans  as  various  as  those  of  the  tribes  of  Africa.  The 
socialists  would  choose  to  be  governed  by  laws  of  their  own,  and  the  Prot- 
•estants  would  abide  the  decisions  of  their  deacons,  the  Catholics  and  Jews 
of  their  priests  or  rabbis,  and  the  machinery  of  our  courts  would  be 
idle.  All  these  societies  and  the  boards  of  trade  may  have  their  rules,  and 
membership  may  be  limited  to  the  period  during  which  a  member  obeys 
these  rules,  but  under  no  circumstances  can  a  citizen  forfeit  his  rights  to 
come  into  the  courts  for  the  protection  and  enforcement  of  his  rights  if  he 
chooses  so  to  do.  That  right  the  courts  always  grant.  On  the  board  of 
trade  the  member  forfeits  his  membership,  from  church  societies  he  is 
excommunicated,  in  Africa  and  among  anarchists  he  might  be  put  to 
death,  but  in  engineering  work,  when  the  work  is  done,  the  company  have 
none  of  these  powers  or  means  to  hold  or  punish  a  contractor,  and  he  seeks 
to  take  his  case  into  court  when  he  is  disappointed  with  the  engineer  or 
architect.  Generally  a  punishment  is  provided  if  he  fails,  neglects,  or 
refuses  to  abide  by  his  contract  while  the  work  is  in  progress;  but  having 
completed  the  work  or  worked  up  some  plausible  excuse  for  abandoning 
it,  he  usually  feels  himself  free  to  do  as  he  pleases.  These  are  some  of  the  • 
few  reasons  why  contracts  are  drawn  so  strictly  and  why  surety  or  bonds- 
men are  required.  Forfeitures  the  courts  will  not  enforce.  The  right  to 
resort  to  the  courts  for  protection  and  relief  is  a  constitutional  right  guar- 
anteed to  every  citizen.  It  is  a  right  the  courts  have  said  that  neither  the 
state,  its  legislature,  nor  an  agreement  between  the  parties  themselves  can 
impair.1 

Insurance  policies  and  contracts  for  the  construction  of  engineering 
works  where  the  questions  to  be  decided  have  not  yet  arisen  and  may  never 
arise,  are  peculiarly  within  this  rule.*  It  has  been  applied  to  a  city  ordi- 
nance which  provided  that  before  any  person  can  erect  any  building,  or 
addition  thereto,  within  the  city  limits,  he  must  obtain  a  permit  from  the 
building  inspector,  who  may  grant  or  refuse  such  permit,  and  from  whose 
decision  there  is  no  appeal,  and  which  subjects  such  party  to  a  penalty  in 
case  he  builds  without  such  permit.  Such  an  ordinance  was  held  to  violate 
the  constitutional  rights  of  the  citizen,  and  that  it  made  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  property  to  improve  the  same  dependent  on  the  decision  of  the 
building  inspector.*  In  this  case  the  decision  of  the  inspector  was  made 
final  by  ordinance  and  the  restriction  was  not  self-imposed. 

1  Atlanta  &  R.  Co.  v.  Monghan,  49  Geo.  Masonic  Accdt.  Assn.  (la.),  68  N.  W.  Rep. 

366;  Appeal  of  Rea,  29  Alb.  Law  Jour.  188;  601 ;  Sanford  v  Commercial  T.  Mut.  Ace. 

Story  Eq.  Jut.,  §  670;   Scott  v.  Avery,  5  Awn.  (Sup.),  88  N.  Y.  8upp.  512  ;  s.  c, 

H.  L.  Cas.  811 ;  and  »es  People  v.  Haws,  2  41  N.  B.  Rep.  694,  and  h*  In  re  New  York, 

Am.  Law  Reg.  (N.  8.)  878.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  98  N.  Y.  447. 

•  Insurance  cases :  Knorr  v  Bntes  (Com.  » City  of  Sioux  Falls  t>.  Kirby  (8.  D.),  60 

Pleas),  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  691;  Prader  «.  Natl.  N.  W.  Rep.  156.    One  justice  dissented  on 
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345.  Liability  may  be  Postponed  until  after  the  Determination  of  Cer- 
tain Facte. — The  earlier  decisions  were  quite  uniform  in  deciding  that  a, 
clause  providing  that  certain  questions  arising,  should  be  referred  to  a  tri- 
bunal of  the  parties'  own  selection,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  authority  of  the 
courts,  was  invalid.  It  was  generally  so  held  until  1855,  when  a  decision 
in  the  English  House  of  Lords/  held  that  although  parties  cannot  by  con- 
tract oust  the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction,  they  may  make  the  determination 
of  certain  facts  and  circumstances  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of 
action  under  the  contract.' 

This  will  be  recognized  as  the  same  rule  adopted  by  the  courts  to  evade 
the  first  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  clause.  It  has  been  generally 
adopted  both  in  England  and  America,  and  although  the  principle  has  not 
been  universally  adopted,  yet  its  application  to  construction  contracts  for 
engineering  and  architectural  works  has  always  been  followed.  The 
covenant  must  not  be  an  absolute  agreement  to  oust  the  superior  courts  of 
their  jurisdiction,  for  such  has  been  held  void,9  though  it  may  postpone  the 
right  to  any  suits  or  actions  until  after  the  engineer  has  determined  the- 
quantities,  classifications,  values,  and  other  conditions  imposed  by  the 
agreement.  The  parties4  may  impose  conditions  with  respect  to  preliminary 
and  collateral  matters,  or  they  may  so  bind  themselves  and  prescribe  the 
instruments  of  evidence  as  to  prevent  the  court  from  looking  beyond  their 
agreement,  but  they  must  not  go  to  the  root  of  the  action.*  When  there- 
fore the  contract  discloses  nothing  more  than  an  agreement  generally  to 
refer  any  and  all  disputes  to  arbitration,  it  does  not  prevent  the  contractor 
from  maintaining  an  action  in  court.  It  should  not  refer  any  and  every 
matter  to  arbitration,  but  provide  that  the  contractor  shall  not  sue  nor  the 
company  be  liable  until  the  engineer  has  determined  the  amount  to  be 
paid.  To  some  this  distinction  may  not  be  so  apparent,  and  it  has  not  been 
established  without  criticism.  As  Judge  Martin  once  said  in  a  case  setting 
forth  such  a  decision:  "If  parties  may  arrange  [agree]  that  before  any 
action  is  brought  an  arbitrator  [engineer]  shall  ascertain  the  sum  to  be- 
paid,  that  seems  to  be  only  a  circuitous  mode  of  saying  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought/'  Yet  the  decision  has  been  followed  and  is  is  now  well  estab- 
lished that  the  parties  to  a  contract  may  not  oust  the  courts  of  their 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  their  contracts.* 


the  ground  that  the  law  or  ordinauce  does 
not  comtemplate  that  the  inspector  or 
engineer  will  act  arbitrarily. 

"Scott v.  Avery.  5  II.  of  L.  Cas.  811. 

•Hamilton  v.  Home  Ins.  Co..  187  U.  8. 
870 [1890]:  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Stew- 
art, 19  Fed.  Rep.  5,  and  c  '§es  ciUd;  Ham- 
ilton v.  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.,  180  U.  S.  242 
[1889];  Old  8.  Land  Co.  «.  Com.  U.  Aasur. 
Co.  (Cal.),  5  Pac.  Rep.  283;  Gauche  «. 
Lend.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Fed.  Rep.  847;  and$de 
ncU,  26  N.  W.  Rep.  744. 


» Hoi  ton  «.  Sayer,  4  H.  &  N.  648  [1859]; 
s.  c,  5  Jur.  (N.  S.)989. 

« Holmes  t.  Ricket,  66  Cul.  807  [18801; 
Saucelito  Ld.  Co.  «.  C.  U.  A.  Co.,  66  Cal. 
258  [1884]. 

•  Dugan  v.  Thomas,  79  Me.  221  [18871; 
Crumlfch  €.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.,  a 
Del. .  Ch.  270  [1879]  ;  and  see  Sutro  T.  Co. 
v.  Seg.  Bel.  Min.  Co.  (Nev.),  7  Par.  Rep% 
271  ;  and  Gere  *.  C.  B  F.  Ins.  Co.,  28  N. 
W.  Rep.  187. 

•Crumlish  v.  Railroad  Co.,  tvpra. 
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Even  before  the  decision  of  Scott  v.  Avery  [1855]  there  was  a  form  in 
which  a  covenant,  or  condition,  or  promise  might  be  framed,  and  which 
was  common  in  construction  contracts,  which  would  prevent  the  .parties 
from  maintaining  any  action  until  the  amount  to  be  paid  was  ascertained 
by  a  third  person.  Such  were  covenants  to  pay,  for  the  erection  of  struct- 
ures or  for  the -performance  of  work,  such  a  sum  as  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect should  estimate  or  think  reasonable  with  a  stipulation  that  no  other 
sum  or  sums  should  be  claimed  by  the  contractor.1 

As  before  stated,  the  stipulation  or  condition  should  extend  to  the  debt 
itself  and  not  merely  to  the  promise,  and  the  decision  and  estimate  of  the 
engineer  be  made  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  or  company  or  to  any  right  to  recover  payment  on  the  part  of  the 
contractor.  The  utmost  care  should  be  taken  in  draughting  this  clause, 
as  courts  have  evinced  more  or  less  jealously  and  disfavor  with  the  stipula- 
tion. In  Massachusetts  and  Indiana  especially  have  the  courts  criticised  it.' 
Insurance  policies  and  contracts  of  employment  have  been  in  special  disfavor. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  legislature  of  New  York  has  considered  some  such 
provision  so  essential  to  a  construction  contract  that  an  act  has  been  passed 
authorizing  the  insertion  of  a  clause  for  the  speedy  and  equitable  adjust- 
ment of  all  questions  relative  to  the  performance  or  alteration  of  contracts 
for  public  works.1 

In  an  agreement  by  a  railroad  employee  that  in  case  of  a  breach  of  the 
company's  rules  and  regulations,  that  the  company's  president  should  be 
sole  judge  as  to  whether  the  company  should  retain  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  a  sum  deposited  by  the  employee  as  liquidated  damages,  and  the 
president's  certificate  should  be  a  final  adjudication  thereof  and  bindingand 
conclusive  evidence  in  any  court  that  said  money  had  been  forfeited  to  the 
company,  it  was  held  that  such  a  stipulation  was  an  agreement  to  submit  to 
arbitration  and  an  attempt  to  oust  the  courts  of  justice  from  all  jurisdiction 
over  the  whole  controversy,  and  was  therefore  void.4 

An  agreement  that  "if  any  difference,  variance,  controversy,  doubt,  or 
question  should  arise  between  the  parties  touching  or  concerning  any  cove- 
nant, clause,  proviso,  matter,  or  thing  in  the  said  contract  contained,  then  all 
and  every  such  matter  in  difference  should  be  determined  by  arbitrator* 
chosen  as  therein  provided,  and  further,  that  the  parties  should  not 
prosecute  any  suit  or  seek  any  remedy  either  inlaw  or  equity  for  relief  in  the 
premises  without  first  submitting  to  such  arbitration  and  reference/'  was 
held  not  to  prevent  an  action  before  any  reference  or  arbitration  was  had.  * 

'Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  Horton  t>.  Sayer,  4  4Whito  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  185  Mnss. 

H.  A  N.  643  [1859].  216  [1888];  citing  Wood  v.  Humphrey,  114 

•Kistler  v.   Ind.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,    88  Mnss.  185;  Pearl  v.  Hnrrls  121  Maw.  890; 

Ind.  460;  White  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  185  Vass  «.   Wales.   129  Mass.   88;    Miller©. 

Mass.  216;  B.  &  O.  R.  Oo  t>.  Scholes  (Ind.  Chicago  B.  &  Q.  Ry.  (C.  C).  65  Fed.  Rep. 

App.),  43  N.  E.  Rep.  156.  805. 

•  Referred  to  in  People  «.  Benton.  7  Bar-  ■  Horton  v.  Sayer,  4  H.  &  N.  643  [18591 
botir  208  [1849]  ;  Act,  May  12, 1847,  §  11. 


290    ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.   [§  346. 

Here  was  an  agreement  not  only  to  forego  any  suit  for  the  price  or  compen- 
sation, but  a  renunciation  of  any  remedy  at  law  or  equity.  The  determina- 
tion of  the  engineer  was  made  a  condition  precedent  to  any  suits  or  actions, 
but  not  a  condition  precedent  to  liability  on  the  debt. 

To  impose  a  condition  precedent  to  coming  into  court,  some  decisions 
require  only  that  the  parties  shall  make  the  amount  to  be  paid,  depend  upon 
some  agreed  mode  of  liquidation  or  adjustment  or  reference,  holding  that 
when  such  a  condition  is  imposed  that  the  amount  of  indebtedness  is  not 
known  until  determined,  and  therefore  no  action  will  be  allowed,  because  it 
is  beyond  the  power  of  the  court  to  determine  it.1  No  implied  promise  to 
pay  what  may  be  reasonably  due  can  be  substituted  for  such  an  express 
promise,  and  therefore  no  obligation  to  pay  arises  until  the  amount  cau  be 
determined.  The  courts  say  further  that  such  an  agreement  does  not  close 
the  access  of  the  parties  to  the  courts,  for  the  obligation,  when  it  is  ascer- 
tained, can  be  enforced  only  by  the  courts. 

The  decisions  are  numeous  to  the  effect  that  when  a  contract  provides 
that  no  action  shall  be  brought  until  after  the  award  of  arbitrators,  that  it 
will  keep  the  parties  out  of  the  courts  until  the  award  is  made,9  and  that 
the  award  is  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  or  recovery.*  * 

It  should  be  stated  before  closing  the  discussion  of  this  objection,  that 
the  stipulation  above  referred  to  have  very  rarely  been  held  invalid  in  engi- 
neering contracts.  That  the  decisions  adverse  to  their  validity  have  been 
chiefly  confined  to  insurance  and  general  contract  obligations  where  the 
difficulties  attending  their  execution  do  not  require  their  use  and  support. 
Therein  may  lie  the  true  ground  for  their  support,  which  is  hereinafter 
discussed. 

346.  Is  the  Agreement  a  Submission  to  Arbitration  t— The  questions 
raised  by  the  objections  made  to  the  stipulations  are:  Should  such  stip- 
ulations be  considered  submissions  to  arbitration  ?  Is  the  engineer  or 
architect  an  arbitrator?  And  should  his  decision  be  given  the  conclusive 
effect  of  an  award  ? 

In  so  far  as  the  form  and  substance  of  such  agreements  are  concerned, 
there  is  nothing  to  deny  them  the  name  and  character  of  submissions  to 
arbitration,  nor  to  prevent  their  being  upheld  as  such.  The  objections  must 
therefore  be  sought  in  the  circumstances  attendant:  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment with  reference  to  the  time  when  the  controvery  arose,  the  subject- 
matter,  and  the  persons  to  whom  the  arbitration  is  submitted.4 

347.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Powers  shall  not  be  Revoked  by  Either 
Party.— Engineer  if  Interfered  With,  may  Proceed  Ex  Parte. 

1  Appeal  of  Rea,  29  Alb.  Law  Jour.  188,  •  Hamilton  v.  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.,  186  U. 

and  canee  cited.  8.  242  [18891. 

*  Ham!  ton  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  187  U.  8.  48e*  Russell's  Law  of  Awards,  pp.  40, 41, 

870  [1890].  and  116. 

*  See  Sees.  407-416,  infra 
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Clause:  "Neither  the  contractors  nor  the  company  shall  have  any 
power  to  revoke,  annul,  or  interfere  with  the  authority  of  the  engineer; 
and  if  either  party  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer,  attempt  so  to  do, 
or  to  hinder  or  delay  the  engineer  from  making  any  certificate,  order, or 
award,  it  shall  he  lawful  for  the  engineer,  if  he  shall  see  fit  so  to  do,  to 
proceed  ex  parte,  and  any  certificate,  order,  or  award  which  may  be 
made  by  him  thereafter  shall  be  final,  binding,  and  conclusive  on  the 
parties,  notwithstanding  any  attempted  revocation  by  either  of  them,  or 
otherwise."  * 

348.  Before  the  Award  is  Made,  Agreements  to  Submit  to  Arbitration  are 
Revocable.— The  element  of  time  and  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  the 
controversy  is  the  first  serious  objection  to  agreements  to  submit  to  arbitra- 
tion.   Submissions  of  existing  difficulties,  the  nature  and  importance  of 
which  are  known  to  the  parties  to  arbitration,  is  a  mode  of  settling  disputes 
which  has  been  known  from  the  earliest  times.     It  was  practised  among  the 
Romans,  and  is  to-day  a  tribunal  recognized  in  all  civilized  countries,  by 
which  the  rights  of  nations  as  well  as  of  individuals  are  amicably  determined, 
and  their  differences  adjusted.     The  courts  have  not  only  suffered  the  exist- 
ence of  such  tribunals,  but  they  have  encouraged  their  support  and  patron* 
age,1  but  an  agreement  to  submit  questions  and  disputes,  not  yet  arisen,  and 
whose  precise  character  has  not  been  determined,  have  always  met  the  dis* 
favor  of  the  courts,  and  have  frequently  been  declared  invalid,  revocable, 
and  unjust.    The  English  courts  have  held  that  a  general  submission  of  all 
questions  to  the  determination  of  an  engineer  was  not  an  arbitration,  and 
could  not  as  such  be  made  a  rule  of  the  court,  under  acts  of  1854;  that  the 
certificate  was  not  an  award,  nor  liable  to  be  examined  as  such.1     Mr.  Rus- 
sell, in  his  book  on  Law  of  Awards,  has   said:   "A  building  agreement 
authorizing  proceedings  in  case  of  certain  defaults  by  the  builder,  to  be  ascer- 
tained and  decided  by  the  architect  without  appeal,  is  not  a  submission  to 
arbitration.     A  decision  which  precludes  differences  from  arising  instead  of 
settling  them  after  they  have  arisen,  is  for  many  purposes  frequently  not  an 
award.     One  who  determines  the  amount  to  be  paid  a  contractor  for  work 
done  is  often  not  an  arbitrator  in  the  proper  sense,  unless  there  have  been 
differences  between  the  parties  on  the  point  previous  to  their  submitting  it 
to  his  decision ;  but  when  the  words  of  the  submission  are  large  enough  to 
embrace  the  case  of  a  judicial  inquiry,  and  the  object  of  the  parties  is  to  have 
their  respective  cases  heard  and  decided  upon  the  evidence  produced  before 
the  arbitrator,  it  is  not  less  an  arbitration  because  the  ultimate  object  is  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  property  or  the  amount  of  compensation.3 


$>  % 


1  See  Fageard  v.  Williamson  (Tex.).  28  tracts,  §  841. 

8.  W.  Rep.  557.  *  Russell's    Law    of    Awards,    40.    41; 

*  Leake's  Diirest  of  Law  of  Contracts640;  Stevenson  v.  Watson.  L   R.  4  C.  P.  D.  148; 

Wadsworth  «."  Smitb.  L.  R.  6  Q    B  832;  Wadsworlh  t>.  Smith,  L.  R.  6  Q    B.  388; 

Sharpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R  8  Ch.  Northampton  Qaa  Co.  t>.  Paruell,  15  O.  B. 

5OT;  Fry's  Specific  Performance  of  Con-  G80. 

*  This  is  not  a  desirable  stipulation. 
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The  feeling  has  been  so  strong  that  it  has  become  a  rule  of  law  that  in 
general,  and  in  absence  of  statute  to  the  contrary,1  executory  agreements  to 
submit  to  arbitration  are  not  enforceable.*  They  may  be  revoked  and 
avoided  at  any  time  before  the  award  is  actually  made  and  delivered.* 
Whether  the  submission  is  the  result  of  a  voluntary  act  of  the  parties  or  ia 
embodied  in  a  contract  makes  no  difference;  at  common  law,  and  in  some 
states  by  express  enactment,4  the  agreement  may  be  revoked  at  any  time 
before  the  matter  in  dispute  has  been  fully  submitted  to  the  arbitrators  for 
their  decision.5 

If  the  submission  calls  for  a  written  award  it  may,  it  seems,  be  revoked 
at  any  time  before  the  award  is  signed,  even  after  the  arbitrators  have  indi- 
vidually expressed  to  strangers  their  respective  views.6  The  submission 
may  be  revoked  even  though  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  provides  against  any 
revocation,  and  by  its  terms  the  party  seeking  to  revoke  has,  for  a  valuable 
and  executed  consideration,  expressly  waived  and  abandoned  the  right  to 
revoke.  It  was  held  that  such  stipulations,  like  other  executory  agree- 
ments, when  broken,  simply  left  the  other  party  to  seek  redress  by  the> 
ordinary  action  of  damages  for  the  breach.  That  the  arbitrators  de- 
rived their  power  to  act,  simply  from  the  continuing  consent  of  the 
parties,  and  when  the  agreement,  while  yet  executory,  is  broken  by  the  re- 
fusal of  either  party  to  be  bound  or  to  perform  it,  the  power  of  the  arbi- 
trator is  at  an  end/  And  the  quotation  of  an  early  English  case  is  cited,. 
in  which  the  justice  said:  "Man  cannot  by  his  act  make  such  authority, 
power,  or  warrant  not  countermand  able,  which  is  by  law  or  by  its  nature 
countermand  able;  he  cannot  make  that  irrevocable  which  is  by  its  own 
nature  revocable."  • 

349.  Either  Party  is  Liable  for  a  Breach  of  His  Agreement  to  Submit  to 
Arbitration. — These  cases  cited  are  not  construction  contracts,  but  if  a  con- 
tractor can  at  any  time  before  any  disputes  have  come  up  revoke  his  agree- 
ment to  abide  by  the  decisions  and  estimates  of  the  engineer,  which  no 
doubt  he  can  do  as  well  as  he  may  refuse  to  proceed  with  the  work,  or  neglect 


1  See  §  2883,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
N.  Y. 

'  Hopkins  v.  Oilman,  22  Wis.  476  [1868]. 

'  Randel  v.  Clies.  &.  Del.  Canal  Co.,  1 
Harrington  (Del).  238  [1833];  Kinney  v. 
B.  &  O.,  etc..  As*n.  (W. Va.)  14  8.  E.  Kep. 
8;  Harding  *.  Hart  (N.  C).  24  S.  E.  Rep. 
668;  Gluason  v.  Ketelias,  17  N.  Y.  491;  1 
Amer.  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  664,  669;  see,  how- 
ever. Buckwalter  v.  Russell  (Pa.),  13  Atl. 
Rep.  310  [1888];  and  see  Guild  v.  Atchi- 
son,T  &  8.  F.  R  Co.  (Kans.  Sup.),  45  Pac. 
Rep.  82,  which  held  that  when  a  price  was 
to  be  fixed  by  appraisers  in  a  contract  of 
sale,  and  the  appraisers  had  been  selected! 
that  th  ir  appointment  could  not  be  re- 
voked. 

4  Siudliuger  c.   Kerkow   (Cal.),  22  Pac. 


Rep.  982. 

*  Rison  v.  Moon  (Ya.).  22  8.  E.  Rep.  165; 
Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Nashua&  L.  R.  Co., 
189  Mass.  463;  and  see  McKenna  v.  Lyle- 
(Pa.),  26  Atl.  Rep.  777. 

•Butler  v.  Greeue  (Neb.),  68  N.  W. 
Rep.  496. 

1  People  ex  rel.  Ins.  Co.  d.  Nash  ei  al.,  111 
N.  Y.  810. 

8  People  «.  Nash,  111  N.  Y.  310;  but  see 
Denver  Construction  Co.  v.  Stout,  8  Colo. 
61,  which  distinguishes  a  stipulation  in  a 
contract  founded  upon  a  consideration  from 
a  submission  to  arbitration,  and  holds  it 
irrevocable;  accord.  Mills  v.  Bayley,  2  H. 
&  C.  36;  and  see  Parmlee  t>.  Humbleton,  24 
111.  605;  Smith  v.  Alker,  2  Cent.  Rep.  904; 
and  see  26  N.  W.  R.  744,  note. 
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to  fulfill  any  other  condition  or  provision  of  his  contract,  he  is  also  liable  to 
an  action  for  the  breach  and  any  damages  resulting  from  it  to  the  party 
{company].1  Whether  any  damages  could  be  shown  might  bo  a  question, 
but  that  does  not  alter  the  parties'  relations  nor  their  rights. 

350.  Agreement  to  Submit  to  Arbitration  is  Irrevocable  after  Award  is 
Hade. — The  different  relations  which  exist  between  the  parties  before  the 
arbitrator  or  engineer  has  rendered  his  award  or  certificate,  or  has  decided 
disputes  that  have  arisen,  and  those  that  exist  after  the  decision  has  been 
made,  must  be  kept  in  view.  When  matters  have  been  allowed  to  go  before 
the  engineer  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  owner  or  contractor,  and 
the  engineer  has  made  his  estimate  or  report  under  the  terms  of  the  submis- 
sion, there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  his  decision  will  be  held  final  and  con- 
clusive, and  binding  upon  both  parties.  It  is  then  too  late  to  raise  any 
questions  as  to  the  validity  or  binding  effect  of  the  agreement  to  submit 
•questions  or  disputes  to  the  engineer.  The  revocation  of  such  an  agreement 
must  be  exercised  before  the  certificate,  estimate,  or  award  has  been  made, 
if  at  all.1 

351.  Courts  will  not  Enforce  Agreements  to  Submit  to  Arbitration. — 
Courts  frequently  undertake  to  specifically  enforce  the  performance  of  con- 
tractual engagements  when  damages  for  a  breach  cannot  be  ascertained,  or 
where  the  difficulties  of  the  situation  are  otherwise  insurmountable,  or  will 
not  admit  of  any  other  solution.  Agreements  to  submit  to  arbitration 
when  broken  present  complications  of  adjustment  and  settlement  which 
the  courts  might  ordinarily  be  expected  to  relieve  by  insisting  upon  a  sub- 
stantial performance,  but  they  do  not,*  and  they  sustain  their  refusals  by 
reasons  which,  for  cases  of  arbitration  strictly,  seem  sound  and  sensible. 
They  are  summed  up  in  the  following  statements,  viz.,  that  courts  will  not 
compel  a  party  to  submit  the  decision  of  his  rights  to  a  tribunal  which 
does  not  possess  full,  adequate,  and  complete  means  within  itself  to  investi- 
gate the  merits  of  the  case  and  to  administer  justice;  that  an  arbitrator,  in 
the  absence  of  a  statutory  authority,  cannot  compel  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses nor  administer  oaths;  he  cannot  compel  the  production  of  docu- 
ments, books  of  account,  and  papers,  nor  insist  upon  the  discovery  of  facts 
from  the  parties  under  oath.  He  cannot  enforce  his  decree.4  The  court 
is  powerless  to  compel  the  parties  to  perform  their  agreement  to  arbitrate 
or  to  name  the  arbitrators  or  to  agree  upon  them.  If  the  parties  refuse  to 
appoint  them  the  court  cannot  select  them,  and  if  they  have  been  selected 
it  is  doubted  if  the  court  can  require  them  to  perform  their  functions/    It 

1  Rlson  t>.  Moon  (Va.),  22  S.  E.  Rep.  165;  »  Stevenson  v.  WAtson.  4  C.  P.  D.  148 ; 

and  see  Wiley  t>.  Gooclsell  (Sup.).  88  N.  Y.  1  Amer.  &  Em?.  Ency.  Law  667,  and  cases 

Supp.  876:  Murphy  v.  Northern  British  &  collected;  22  Amer.  &  E  ir.  Ency.  Law 

M.  Co.,  61  Mo  App.  323.  1000  nnd  1010,  and  can**  collected. 

•Kidwell  v.  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (Vn.),  4 1  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  667,  and 

11  Gratt.  676.  and  cages  cited;  Wood's  Law  ease*  collected. 

of  Railroads  996.  •  People  t>.  N  ish,  111  N.  T.  810. 
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may  bo  doubted  if  the  court  has  power  by  mandamus  to  compel  arbitrators 
to  perform  their  functions.1 

A  provision  in  the  contract  for  referees  in  certain  contingencies,  which 
is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  has  been  held  not  a  ground  for  refusal 
of  specific  performance  of  the  contract;1  but  a  provision  that  either  party 
may  terminate  the  contract,  and  that  arbitrators  shall  be  appointed  to 
determine  the  terms  of  the  rescission  and  the  compensation,  has  been  held 
a.good  reason  for  a  court  to  refuse  to  cancel  the  contract.1  The  party  who 
refuses  to  supply  the  deficiency  by  naming  an  arbitrator  may  be  denied 
relief  from  a  court  of  equity,  except  upon  the  term  of  his  doing  equity, 
which  may  consist  in  his  consenting  to  the  accounts  being  taken  by  the 
court  or  its  master/  and  although  equity  will  not  decree  specific  perform* 
ance  of  a  contract  to  arbitrate,  yet  where  a  question  of  damages  arises  it  is 
not  error  for  the  court,  by  consent  of  parties,  to  permit  the  amount  to  be 
ascertained  by  arbitrators  and  to  decree  the  amount  found  by  them/  In 
cases  where  buildings  or  works  have  been  stipulated  to  be  done  in  such  a 
manner  as  a  third  person  may  direct,  and  where  such  direction  has  either 
been  refused  or  not  given,  specific  performance  has  been  refused." 

This  impracticability  of  compelling  the  parties  to  name  arbitrators,  or, 
upon  the  parties'  refusal,  for  the  court  to  appoint  them,  has  constituted  a 
complete  bar  to  any  attempt  to  enforce  agreements  to  refer  to  arbitration, 
and  it  has  become  an  established  principle  of  the>common  law  that  submis- 
sions to  arbitration  may  be  revoked  at  any  time  before  the  award  is  made.' 

If  such  agreements  may  be  revoked,  the  advisability  of  such  a  clause 
may  well  be  questioned,  for  although  the  contractor  be  liable  for  any  dam* 
ages  resulting  from  his  refusal  to  submit  to  the  engineer's  estimates  and 
decisions,  it  would  be  difficult  to  show  how  the  company  has  been  injured 
or  what  damages  it  has  suffered  if  the  engineer's  estimates  be  regarded  as 
honest  and  just,  without  proving  or  assuming  that  the  court  and  jury's 
determination  of  the  questions  and  quantities  were  unjust  and  excessive,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  company  suffered.  If  the  contractor  has  sub- 
stantially performed  his  contract,  but  has  revoked  his  submission  to  the 
engineer's  decision,  and  has  come  into  court  for  the  determination  of  his 
rights  and  what  is  justly  due  him,  the  company  should  prove  that  they  have 
suffered  damages  thereby  to  be  entitled  to  any  recovery  for  the  breach. 

A  further  reason  which  courts  give  for  refusing  to  enforce  such  clauses 
is,  that  they  tend  to  refer  the  decision  of  difficult  legal  questions  to  inex- 

1  People  v.  Nash,  111  N.  Y.  310;  but  see  •  Fry's  Specific    Perforninncc  (2d  ed.) 

also  Wood  on  Mandamus  110,  and  Tapping  157  [1881],  citing  Tillett  r.  Charinj:  Cross 

on  Mandamus  92,  tohteli  are  strictly  eases  Bridge  Co.,  26  Beav.  419:  Earl  of  Darn  ley 

of  arbitration.  v.  Loudou  C.  &  D.  Ry.  Co.,  8  De  G.  J.  & 

9  Union  Pnc.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Chicago,  etc.,  8.  24. 

Ry.  Co.,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1178.  '  C.  M.  &  8t.  P  Ry.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  19 

»  Yminer  Lock-nut  Co.  ».  Browley  Mfg.  Fed.  Rep.  9  [1883]:  Tobey  v.  Bristol  Co., 

Co  (N.  J.  Ch.).  84  Atl.  Rep.  947.  8  Story  826;  Haggert  t>.  Morgan,  5  N.  Y. 

«  Ch  slyn  v.  Dalby,  2  Youn«e  &  C.  170.  422,  4  Sandf.  198;  Genrais  t>.  Edwards,  2 

•  Conner  v.  Drake,  1  Ohio  St.  166.  Dru.  &  War.  80. 
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perieuced  aud  incompetent  persons.  That  such  questions  are  primarily 
and  more  properly  for  the  determination  of  the  court  and  are  not  questions 
for  an  arbitrator  [engineer];  which,  if  true,  is  an  excellent  reason  for  hold- 
ing such  clauses  revocable  and  for  refusing  to  enforce  their  specific  per* 
formance. 

352.  Consideration  of  Objections  to  the  Submission  of  Questions  to 
Engineer's  or  Architect's  Determination. — The  objections  to  the  stipulation 
being  regarded  as  irrevocable  submissions  to  arbitration,  baviug  been 
enumerated,  let  us  consider  their  force  and  see  if  they  be  insurmountable. 
It  is  believed  that  a  brief  survey  of  the  objections  to  giving  such  agree- 
ments the  effect  of  submissions  to  arbitration  will  show  that  they  are  dis- 
putable, and  it  may  be  doubted  if  they  apply  to  the  usual  stipulation  in 
engineering  contracts. 

353.  Engineer  is  in  Possession  of  Eecords  and  Evidence. — First,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  engineer  should  administer  oaths,  summon  witnesses,  or 
compel  the  production  of  papers.  He  is  himself  the  judge  and  the  witness. 
He  is  in  possession  of  all  the  facts  and  documents  pertaining  to  the  case. 
He  has  been  an  eye-witness  of  the  progress  of  the  work,  of  the  changes, 
misfortunes,  and  good  fortunes  connected  with  it.  The  measurements, 
reports,  and  records  of  the  work  have  been  made  and  prepared  under  his 
direction,  and  are  in  his  possession  or  subject  to  his  call.  They  are  subject 
to  his  control,  and  their  prompt  delivery  can  be  demanded  and  required  of 
any  of  his  assistants  or  of  strangers.  If  either  party  to  the  contract  own  or 
obtain  possession  of  them  and  refuse  to  surrender  them,  then  they  but 
prejudice  their  cause,  and  the  evidence  they  contain  must  be  taken  as 
against  the  party  who  retains  them,  as  would  be  done  in  court;  and  even  if 
the  records  were  destroyed  the  engineer,  having  been  best  informed  in  the 
work,  would  be  best  able  to  furnish  satisfactory  evidence  with  regard  to  it. 
The  engineer  is,  as  it  were,  a  judge  of  a  higher  court,  possessed  of  all  the 
evidence  and  acquainted  with  all  and  every  circumstance,  and  he  therefore 
does  possess  the  full,  adequate,  and  complete  means,  within  himself,  neces- 
sary to  investigate  the  merits  of  the  case. 

354.  Engineer  can  Administer  Justice  with  the  Aid  of  the  Courts. — 
Secondly,  can  the  engineer  administer  justice?  He  can  administer  justice 
in  that  he  may  put  the  contractor  in  a  position  to  enforce  his  rights.  He 
himself  may  not  compel  the  proprietor  or  company  to  pay,  nor  can  he  issue 
an  execution  against  his  property,  but  he  can,  by  his  certificate  or  decree, 
confer  upon  the  contractor  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and  demands  for  which 
he  has  stipulated  in  his  contract  or  is  entitled,  which  is  all  that  justice 
demands.  He  may  render  the  contractor's  right  to  recover  absolute  for  so 
much  as  he  may  determine,  and  to  enforce  its  payment  the  contractor  has 
only  to  appeal  to  the  courts  without  the  delay  of  a  jury  trial  and  its  attend- 
ant vexations.1 

1  Fly  no  t>.  Des  Moines  &  St.  L.  R.  Co..  68  Iowa  491  [1884]. 
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The  rule  that  courts  will  not  specifically  enforce  agreements  to  arbitrate, 
nor  select  the  arbitrators  when  the  parties  refuse,  is  one  generally  adopted,1 
but  it  is  not  without  exception.  In  a  recent  Michigan  case  we  find  a  court 
of  equity  ordering  the  master  to  have  each  party  select  such  an  engineer  as 
the  contract  required  to  act  as  arbitrator  in  readmeasuring  the  work  within 
a  limited  time,  and  if  they  did  not  make  the  selection,  for  the  master  him- 
self to  select  two  for  the  purpose.1  But  there  are  many  cases  to  the 
contrary.* 

In  contracts  for  the  construction  of  works,  the  engineer  is  either  agreed 
upon  and  named  in  the  instrument  or  his  selection  is  unconditionally  pro- 
vided for.  If  it  is  arranged  beforehand,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  that 
his  appointment  shall  be  independent  of  any  act  of  the  parties,  there  is  no 
reason  why  he  should  not  be  determined  as  well  as  the  executor  or  heir  of 
a  deceased  person.  And  it  is  not  so  easy  to  see  why  the  court  could  not,  if 
it  desired  to  do  so,  appoint  an  arbitrator  to  settle  the  affairs  and  difficulties 
of  a  single  transaction  of  a  living  person  as  well  as  they  may  appoint  an 
administrator  to  settle  the  business  of  a  deceased  person  to  the  interests 
and  in  justice  to  his  kin  and  creditors,  or  of  a  receiver  to  adjust  differences 
between" a  company  that  is  in  trouble  and  its  creditors.  If  the  selection  of 
the  engineer  has  been  left  by  the  parties  to  the  court,  or  to  some  third  party, 
as  when  an  umpire  is  selected  by  arbitrators  to  act  with  them,  or  even  to 
some  circumstance  or  event  which  should  change  the  character  of  the  ques- 
tions to  be  determined,  then  they  have  surrendered  their  rights  and  privi- 
leges, and  it  is  beyond  their  power  to  have  any  further  voice  in  his  selection. 
If  the  engineer  named  live  and  is  capable  of  performing  his  duties,  or  if  the 
court  or  third  person  make  a  choice,  or  the  event  has  come  to  pass,  then 
there  is  no  necessity  for  the  court  to  impose  an  engineer  of  their  own 
appointment  upon  the  parties  or  to  require  them  either  singly  or  severally 
to  name  one.  If  the  engineer  named  die  or  is  incapacitated,  the  contract 
should  provide  for  the  appointment  of  his  successor;  and  if  the  parties  or 
methods  provided  for  his  appointment  fail  in  the  performance  of  their 
functions,  then  there  is  time  for  courts  to  say  that  the  attempt  to  submit  to 
the  engineer's  decision  has  failed,  and  until  it  has  failed  it  should  be  held 
irrevocable  and  binding.  If  the  engineer's  appointment  be  a  duty  devolv- 
ing upon  the  company,  which  fails  to  appoint  a  suitable  engineer,  then  the 
court  may  say  that  the  company  shall  not  take  advantage  of  its  own  wrong 
and  imply  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  furnish  an  efficient 
engineer,  and  that  he  shall  perform  his  duties,  the  breach  of  which  im- 
plied agreement  gives  the  contractor  access  to  the  courts. 

355.  Make  Liability  of  Company  or  Owner  Contingent  on  Determina- 
tion of  Engineer. — If,  as  has  been  suggested,  the  liability  of  the  company  and 

1  Kidwell  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Gratt.      Rep.  156  [1889]. 
676.  »  Hopkius  «.  Gilman,  22  Wis.  476  [186R1; 

•Sullivan  v.   8usong  (Mich.),  0  8.  E.      and  see  alto  People  v.  Nash,  111  N.  Y.  810. 
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the  right  to  recover  of  the  contractor  be  made  conditional  on  the  determina- 
tion of  the  engineer,  then  the  contractor  is  barred  of  any  action  until  he 
obtains  such  abjudication,  and  he  can  recover  for  his  work  only  by  perform- 
ing his  agreement  to  submit  the  questions  to  the  determination  of  the  engi- 
neer. This  is  a  burden  imposed  upon  the  contractor  by  the  company  for 
its  protection  against  any  such  contingency  as  the  contractor  refusing  to 
perform  the  submission.  He  is  required  to  furnish  a  certificate  from  the 
engineer,  architect,  or  superintendent  before  any  liability  attaches  for  any 
part  of  the  work.  Such  a  clause  is,  and  invariably  should  be,  inserted  in  the 
contract,  and  it  should  clearly  and  explicitly  make  the  engineer's  estimate, 
decision,  and  certificate  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  company,  and  to  any  right  to  recover  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  for 
what  he  has  done.  Such  a  stipulation  should  be  and  generally  is  held  con- 
clusive and  binding,  and  the  contractor  has  no  remedy  at  law  and  can  re- 
cover nothing  for  what  he  has  done  until  he  produces  the  required  certificate, 
or  proves  a  breach  of  contract,  either  expressed  or  implied,  on  the  part  of 
the  company. 

356.  Parties  are  Bound  after  Award  is  Made.— "A  simple  agreement 
inserted  in  a  contract  that  the  parties  will  refer  any  dispute  arising  there- 
under to  arbitration  will  not  bar  a  suit  at  law  by  either  party  upon  the  con- 
tract before  an  offer  to  arbitrate;  but  when  the  contract  stipulates  that  the 
arbitration  is  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue  upon  the  con- 
tract, or  this  may  be  inferred  upon  construction,  no  suit  can  be  maintained 
unless  the  plaintiff  has  made  all  reasonable  effort  to  comply  with  the  condi- 
tion," '  or  can  show  that  the  defendant  has  hindered  the  performance 
thereof.*  To  secure  the  certificate  the  contractor  must  submit  the  questions 
to  the  determination  of  the  engineer,  which  submission  after  the  decision  is 
made  is  as  binding  as  any  other  award,  if  honestly  made.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary in  general  therefore  that  courts  should  either  select,  name,  or  appoint 
the  engineer  to  determine  the  questions  arising  under  a  construction  con- 
tract, and  it  is  only  under  the  rarest  combination  of  circumstances  that  the 
court  would  have  any  of  the  complications  upon  which  these  objections  are 
based. 

357.  Stipulation  should  not  be  Held  Void  Because  there  is  a  Possibility 
it  May  Fail. — It  is  therefore  submitted  that  it  is  a  harsh  and  unnecessary 
rule  that  declares  a  stipulation  of  a  contract  void  and  without  effect  because 
there  is  a  possibility  that  it  may  fail,  and  that  case  too  arising  out  of  the 
bad  faith,  arbitrary  refusal,  or  dishonesty  of  one  of  the  parties  which  may 
arise  in  any  transaction,  and  which  may  be  relieved  against  equally  as  well  in 
one  case  as  in  the  other.  This  occurrence  too  is  rendered  even  more  distant 
by  the  fact  that  the  moment  the  work  begins,  at  that  moment  the  arbitration 

1  Perkins  *>.  United  States  Electric  Light  *  1  Redflcld  on  Railways.  447  (6th  ed.); 
Go.,  16  Fed.  Rep.  513;  note  in  26  N.  W.  and  nee  Thurnell  «.  Bnlhirnie,  2M.&W. 
Rep.  744.  786 ;  Miles  t.  Gary,  14  Vesey  400. 
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begins,  and  as  the  award  is  made  at  different  periods  as  the  work  progresses, 
(in  monthly  estimates  usually),  the  contractor  may  be  said  to  have  permitted 
the  award  to  be  made,  after  which  he  would  be  irrevocably  bound  for  so 
much  of  it,  under  the  strict  rules  of  arbitration. 

358.  Stipulation  does  not  Leave  Decision  of  Important  Questions  to  In- 
competent Persons. — The  objection  that  such  clauses  refer  the  decision  of 
difficult  legal  questions  to  inexperienced  and  incompetent  persons  is  not 
well  founded.  It  is  an  objection  that  can  as  well  be  made  to  submissions  to 
arbitrations  in  general.  The  questions  involved  may  or  may  not  furnish 
legal  points  to  be  decided,  but  certainly  they  are  no  more  important  than 
those  brought  up  by  submissions  in  general  which  might  include  construc- 
tion contracts.  The  difficult  questions  are  rarely  of  a  legal  character,  at 
least  of  such  a  character  as  involve  the  nicer  points  of  law  that  would 
require  the  opinion  of  the  court.  They  are  questions  pertaining  to  the 
measurements,  quality,  character,  and  classification  of  the  materials  employed, 
or  with  regard  to  the  perfection  or  workmanlike  character  of  the  work  and 
of  the  ultimate  completion  of  the  work  according  to  the  plans,  specifications^ 
and  contract. 

359.  Engineers  and  Architects  are  Most  Competent  to  Determine  the 
Questions  at  Issue. — The  character  of  the  questions  to  be  determined  fur- 
nishes the  strongest  reasons  why  they  should  be  determined  by  an  engineer. 
As  judges  from  the  bench  have  admitted,  and  "  without  disparagement  to 
the  ordinary  tribunals  of  the  country,"  they  are  questions  "  which  the  courts 
are  least  fitted  to  decide," '  and  in  which  an  engineer  or  architect  is  most 
competent  to  administer  exact  and  equal  justice  between  the  parties.  The 
engineer's  or  architect's  whole  education,  training,  and  experience  have  been 
to  the  very  end  that  he  should  perform  the  functions  of  his  office.  From  his 
superintendence  and  direction  of  the  undertaking  he  is  perfectly  acquainted 
with  all  its  details.  He  has  designed,  directed,  measured,  and  seen  it  com- 
pleted. The  specifications  and  frequently  the  contract  are  his  own  creation, 
and  the  meaning  and  interpretation  of  every  clause  and  expression  as  under- 
stood in  the  profession  and  trades  are  known  to  him.  He  is  familiar  with 
the  processes  of  construction  employed,  with  their  relative  merits  and  the 
care  and  success  with  which  they  have  been  carried  out,  and  with  every  step 
of  the  progress  of  the  works,  and  yet  it  is  contended  in  the  face  of  these 
tacts  that  he  is  inexperienced  and  incompetent. 

380.  Courts,  Juries,  and  Experts  are  Powerless  to  Determine  or  Decide 
the  Questions  Presented. — As  to  the  practical  features  of  the  work,  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  the  engineer  is  the  proper,  if  not  the  only  person  who  should 
have  their  determination.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  a  judge  with  his  classical 
knowledge  of  latin,  greek,  and  letters,  with  his  very  limited  experience, 
and  with  a  knowledge  of  engineering  acquired  from  the  study  of  high- 
school  geometry,  algebra,  and  physics,  and  that  too  lost  in  the  dim  forget- 
1  Justice*  Rogers  in  Monoognhela  Kav.  Co.  v.  Feu  Ion,  4  Watts  &  Sergent  205  [1842} 
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fulDess  of  the  past,  can  better  determine  the  practical  questions  arising 
under  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  an  engineering  structure.  Nor  can 
it  be  argued  that  a  jury  indifferently  selected,  without  adequate  informa- 
tion or  the  power  to  acquire  it,  will  be  more  competent  or  better  qualified  to 
determine  difficulties  arising  under  such  a  contract,  whether  of  fact  or  of 
law.  If  experts,  however  profound  in  their  calling,  are  called  to  assist  the 
court,  their  partisan  and  prejudiced  opinions  present  only  the  black  and  the 
white  of  the  questions,  and  tend  to  confuse  the  judge  and  jury,  frequently 
resulting  in  the  throwing  out  of  all  the  testimony,  and  in  the  judge  or  jury 
deciding  the  question  upon  their  own  understanding  or  conclusions.  This 
is  no  more  than  what  might  be  expected.  Experts  are  called  by  the  parties 
for  their  preconceived  opinions  to  establish  or  refute  some  fact  or  statement, 
and  it  is  only  when  they  are  prepared  to  assert  or  deny  such  facts  that  they  are 
retained.  An  expert  witness  is  directly  for  or  against  the  issue,  and  a  judge 
or  jury  derives  little  competence  or  experience  from  the  conflicting  testimony 
they  afford.  Experts  cannot  have  a  full  knowledge  of  the  work,  of  its  char- 
acter, quantities,  perfection  or  the  difficulties  attending  its  performance. 
Defective  work  and  materials  may  have  been  concealed  and  buried  from 
view.  Difficulties  have  been  encountered  and  obstacles  removed,  and  thous- 
ands of  circumstances  and  conditions  have  existed,  known  only  to  the  engi- 
neer and  contractor,  and  which  are  wholly  beyond  the  reach  of  the  most 
skilful  and  experienced  expert.  Foundations  and  embankments  may  have 
settled,  materials  been  wasted,  mistakes  been  corrected,  alterations  and 
changes  made,  to  the  detriment  or  benefit  of  either  or  both  parties,  which 
might  never  be  known  irom  inspection,  and  which  could  be  shown  and  ex- 
plained to  a  court  only  by  the  most  expensive  litigation.  Contradiction  could 
be  positively  settled  only  by  undoing  work  that  had  been  done  at  great  cost, 
and  the  contest  would  become  interminable  and  ruinous. 

Justice  Danforth  of  New  York  once  reviewed  these  difficulties  in  giving 
his  opinion  after  going  over  an  important  case  in  these  words:  "  The  pur- 
pose of  the  parties  was  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  measurements  and  com- 
putations after  the  contract  was  executed,  the  structure  built.  .  .  .  The 
wisdom  of  this  precaution  appears  by  reading  the  evidence  of  witnesses  who 
came  after  the  contractor  and  made  measurements;  whose  conjectures, 
judgments  and  opinions  indicate  the  difficulty  if  not  the  impossibility  of 
measuring  materials  after  they  are  furnished  (and  in  the  structure).  Of 
the  two  methods,  estimates  before  the  work  and  conjectures  after,  the 
parties  elected  the  former. n  l 

361.  Difficult  Legal  Questions  Do  Arise  Without  Doubt.-— That  difficult 
legal  questions  arise  cannot  be  doubted,  and  the  varied  and  inconsistent 
decisions  in  the  books  show  how  well  the  courts  have  grappled  with  them. 
They  show  that  the  courts  have  not  viewed  the  difficulties  presented  from 
any  one  standpoint,  nor  met  them  by  any  common  rule  or  principle,  and 

1  Swift  v.  The  People,  89  N.  Y.  52  [1882]. 


V 


800    ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.   [§  362, 

• 

litigants  have  met  defeat  in  the  same  courts  that  have  on  other  occasions 
given  them  judgment.  This,  however,  may  not  be  from  want  of  legal 
knowledge,  but  rather  from  the  abundance  of  it.  If,  instead  of  seeking  to 
invent  fictions,  and  to  establish  decisions  upon  refinements  that  are  sus- 
ceptible only  to  the  most  discriminating,  the  courts  had  sought  some  practical 
solution  of  the  difficulties,  they  would  have  had  less  trouble  and  more  uni- 
form decisions.  As  Lord  Campbell  sought,  entertained,  and  learned  from 
the  commercial  world  the  customs  and  laws  established  and  maintained  by 
the  necessities  of  their  business — the  law-merchant;  so  might  the  courts,  as 
they  have  in  many  instances,  found  the  true  ground  for  supporting  and 
maintaining  these  clauses  of  a  construction  contract.  This,  it  is  submitted, 
is  a  true  reason  for  the  existence,  and  a  real  cause  of  the  persistent  and 
universal  use  of  such  stipulations. 

362.  Practical  Common-sense  Reasons  for  Upholding  Such  a  Stipula- 
tion.— The  magnitude,  extent,  and  great  cost  of  engineering  and  architect- 
ural works  commend  them  to  the  courts  for  a  favorable  construction 
according  to  their  true  intent  and  meaning.  The  public  health,  the  growth, 
improvement,  and  protection  of  the  nation  require  that  these  undertakings 
and  operations  be  encouraged  and  fostered.  In  England  and  the  United 
States,  where   they  have  received  favorable  constructions,  the  wonderful 

>  progress  and  development  of  the  industries  and  public  works  is  most 
marked.  Without  such  clauses  and  the  belief  that  the  determination  of  the 
tribunal  selected  by  the  parties  would  be  upheld,  it  is  certain  that  but 
little  contract  work  would  be  had,  and  a  death-blow  be  given  to  a  means  of 
securing  the  performance  of  public  works  that  has  been  adopted  by  every 
corporation,  municipality,  and  public  institution  of  the  present  day  a 
misfortune  more  disastrous  and  far-reaching  than  would  be  caused  by  the 
overthrow  of  practical  laws  and  customs  pertaining  to  factors  and  brokers, 
or  of  those  pertaining  to  commercial  paper,  even.  Few  capitalists,  corpo- 
rations, or  public  institutions  would  invest  their  wealth  in  enterprises  in 
which  their  rights  and  differences  with  contractors  were  to  be  submitted  to 
an  ordinary  jury,  whose  sympathies  are  distinctly  with  the  contractor,  and 
against  the  so-called  monopoly,  and  whose  decisions  would  be  based  upon 
knowledge  and  experience  acquired  in  the  shop,  in  trade,  in  husbandry,  or 
in  the  practise  of  the  polite  professions — A  good  argument  for  a  profes- 
sional jury.1 

363.  Parties  Desire  to  Avoid  the  Courts  and  their  Legal  Decision,  Prefer- 
ring the  Deoision  of  a  Practical  and  Trained  Engineer. — Furthermore,  it 
may  have  been,  and  is,  the  desire  of  both  parties  to  avoid  the  technical 
refinements,  fictions,  and  discriminations  of  the  law,  with  which  they  are 
not  acquainted,  and  to  have  their  differences  settled  strictly  in  accordance 
with  the  customs  and  usages  ordinarily  practised  on  such  works,  and  with 
which  they  are  familiar,  and  in  which  the  tribunal  to  which  they  have 

1  See  Sbarpe  v  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.  (Eng.),  L.  R  8  Ch.  App.  609. 
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agreed  to  resort  is  informed  and  experienced.  To  keep  out  of  the  courts  is 
often  the  very  object  of  the  reference.  It  is  an  undertaking  that  both 
parties  have  entered  into,  and  an  express  condition,  without  which  the  con- 
tract would  never  have  been  entered  into,  nor  the  work  undertaken.  If 
such  is  the  express  wish  and  undertaking  of  both  parties,  the  courts  cannot 
consistently  subvert  the  intention  and  declare  that  they  contracted  under 
any  other  condition  or  understanding.1 

It  is  therefore  submitted  that  the  objections  that  the  engineer  or  architect 
is  inexperienced,  and  incompetent  to  determine  the  questions  submitted  to 
him,  according  to  the  express  terms  of  the  contract,  is  not  well  taken. 

364.  Interest  of  the  Engineer  an  Objection  to  His  Serving  as  an  Umpire. 
— Finally,  it  has  been  held  that  the  engineer  is  interested,  and  is  therefore 
disqualified  from  acting  as  a  referee  or  umpire. 

It  is  almost  a  universal  custom  in  engineering  construction  for  the  party 
having  work  to  be  done,  and  who  must  therefore  pay  for  it,  to  provide  the 
engineer,  or  to  select  the  tribunal  who  shall  determine  differences  arising. 
The  engineer  is  usually  employed  in  the  capacity  of  a  superintendent  and 
director  of  the  work,  and  with  the  express  understanding  that  he  will  look  out 
for  his  employer's  interests.  It  is  his  duty  to  see  that  the  work  is  skillfully 
and  correctly  executed,  and  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract. He  is  there  in  the  interests  of  the  proprietor,  receives  his  compensa- 
tion from  him,  and  may  have  individual  interests  in  the  undertaking.*  He 
is  not  required  nor  expected  to  watch  the  contractor's  business,  nor  to  pro- 
mote his  interests,  and  any  attempt  to  do  so  might  render  his  position  unten- 
able, change  the  relations  of  the  parties,  and  render  the  stipulation  of  his 
choice  invalid. 

An  arbitrator  or  umpire  should  have  no  interest  in  the  questions  he  is  to 
decide.  There  should  be  nothing  to  influence  him  in  favor  of  either  con- 
testant. Relationship,  joint  interest,  or  a  preconceived  opinion  should 
render  him  incompetent  to  act.  It  is  an  established  rule  that  where  a  judge 
is  interested  in  the  result  of  a  cause  he  cannot  either  personally,  or  bf 
deputy,  sit  in  judgment  upon  it.  From  which  it  has  been  inferred  that  the 
relation  of  employer  and  employee  ought  to  exclude  the  engineer  from  act- 
ing as  a  judge,  arbitrator,  or  umpire  where  his  employer  is  a  party  to  the 
controversy. 

365.  Engineer  should  have  No  Secret  Interest. — While  all  these  things 
may  be  true,  and  the  engineer  is  frequently  interested  and  an  employee  of 
one  of  the  parties,  and  though  to  be  regretted,  it  need  not  be  a  reason  for 
refusing  to  enforce  a  stipulation  to  abide  by  his  decisions.  If  the  contractor 
knew  that  the  engineer  was  an  employee  of  the  company  when  he  took  the 
contract,  and  with  such  knowledge  of  his  interests  agreed  to  submit  to  and 

1  See  Sharpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  L.      L.  Cas  71  [18541:  Williams  t>.  Chicago  8. 
R.  8  Ch.  App.  607.  P.  &  C.  Ry.,  112  Mo.  463. 

'Ranger  t>.  Gt    Western  Ry.  Co.,  5  H. 
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abide  by  his  decision,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  he  should  not  be  held 
to  his  agreement  if  he  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  engineer's  honest  judg- 
ment, for  which  he  stipulated.  If  not  strictly  as  an  arbitrator,  at  least  by 
analogy  as  a  ^wasi-arbitrator,  umpire,  or  referee,  and  this  is  the  established 
law.  In  no  case  could  it  be  hoped  to  secure  an  arbitrator  whose  tendencies 
and  interests  were  absolutely  balanced  or  null;  such  perfection  does  not  exist 
in  human  hearts.  Some  confidence  must  be  reposed  in  the  honesty  and 
impartial  judgments  of  men.  Absolute  disinterestedness  is  not  expected  or 
required,  and  it  has  become  a  question  of  what  degree  or  amount  of  interest 
will  prevent  a  person  from  exercising  judicial  functions  when  known  to  the 
parties. 

The  interest  permitted  has  been  almost  unlimited.  Questions  have  been 
submitted  to  infants,  married  women,  idiots,  and  even  lunatics,1  who  have 
been  regarded  as  arbitrators,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  rule  to  prevent  a 
matter  being  submitted  to  one  of  the  parties  himself.*  With  knowledge,  the 
arbitrator  may  be  a  partner  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  the  fact  that  the  person 
acting  as  arbitrator  had  previously  acted  as  counsel  of  one  of  the  parties, 
will  not  invalidate  the  award,  even  though  the  other  party  was  ignorant  of 
the  fact.'  He  may  be  indebted  to  one  of  the  parties  if  the  debt  be  not  inse- 
cure, or  its  payment  does  not  depend  upon  the  result  of  the  controversy,4 
or  he  may  be  an  indorser  on  a  note  given  by  one  of  the  parties/  One  of  the 
parties  may  hold  a  mortgage  on  the  furniture  of  one  of  the  arbitrators;4 
and  the  architect  may  have  testified  as  a  witness  in  an  action  between  the 
owner  and  contractor.'  It  has  been  held  that  an  engineer  who  was  a  stock- 
holder, or  even  a  lessee,  of  a  railroad  company  was  not  disqualified  from 
acting  as  a  gutm'-arbitrator  between  it  and  the  contractor,  although  the 
fact  was  not  brought  to  the  contractor's  attention,  and  he  was  wholly  igno- 
rant of  it.8 

If  there  be  no  secret  interest,  and  both  parties  know  that  the  engineer  is 
an  employee,  or  even  a  stockholder,  of  one  of  them,  it  can  afford  no  legal 
ition  to  his  acting  in  his  capacity  of  umpire  or  arbitrator.  The  parties 
to  have  waived  the  right  to  object,  and  his  award  is  held  as  binding 
as  that  c1*  any  other  arbitrator.  Surely  it  is  a  question  as  much  for  the 
parties  interested  to  decide  as  for  anybody.  If  a  contractor  has  such  unlim- 
ited confidence  in  an  engineer  or  in  the  other  party,  for  the  selection 
of    a    proper    engineer,  he    can    best   judge    of  the  degree  of  interest 


1 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  671. 

*  1  Amer.  &  En?.  Eucy.  Law,  672. 

'Goodrich  v.  Hurlbert,  128  Mass.  190 
!"1877];  Leominster  «.  Fitchburg  R.  Co. 
(Mass  )  7  Allen  88. 

4  Anderson  «.  Burchett  (Kans.),  20  Pac. 
Rep  315  [18921. 

'  Ball  man  <o.  "N.  B.  A  M.  Ins.  Co.  (Mass.), 
84  N.  E.  Rep.  169. 

•Mather  v.  Day  (Mich.),  64  N.  W.  Rep. 
196. 


7  Barclay  t>.  Deckerhoof,  171  Pa.  St.  878 
[1895];  McMillan  v.  Allen  (Ga).  25  8.  E. 
Kep  505,  and  see  Hart  v.  Kennedy  (N.  J.), 
20  Atl.  Rep.  29  [1890],  and  Silver  «.  Conn. 
R.  L.  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  192  [1889]. 

6  Ranger  v.  Great  Western  Ry.t  5  H.  L. 
Cas.  71;  Hill  v.  South  Staff.  Rv.  Co.,  11 
Jurist  <N.  S.)  192;  Mon.  NaT.  Co.  c.  Fen- 
lou.  4  W.  &  S.  205;  B.  &  O.  R  R.  Co.  ». 
Polly  Woods  Co.,  14  Gratt.  459;  but  $6$ 
Milnor  v.  Ga.  R.,  etc.,  Co.,  4  Georgia  885. 
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he  would  have  exist  and  still  trust  to  his  judgment.  Courts  have  therefore 
established  the  rule  that  only  such  interests  as  are  unknown  to  the  con- 
testing parties  will  render  a  person  incompetent  to  act  as  an  arbitrator. 
His  interests  must  not  be  secret,  but  must  be  brought  to  the  notice  of  all 
the  parties  to  the  agreement. 

Finally,  if  the  objections  that  these  stipulations  are  not  submissions  to 
arbitration,  and  that  the  engineer  is  not  an  arbitrator,  are  met,  it  should 
follow  that  his  decisions  are  good  and  will  be  given  the  effect  of  an  award. 
Whether  they  are,  will  be  determined  in  the  chapter  following. 

346.  Ho  Definite  Line  of  Separation  of  Cases  For  and  Against  Binding 
Effect  of  Engineer's  Decision.— It  must  be  admitted  that  the  contrary  decis- 
ions are  not  separated  by  any  definite  line  or  rule,  but  that  tbey  depend 
much  upon  the  disposition  of  each  court ;  its  desire  to  maintain  the  dignity 
and  supremacy  of  the  court,  on  the  one  hand,  and  its  recognition  of  what 
public  policy,  the  methods  of  business,  and  difficulties  of  engineering 
construction  require  on  the  other  hand.  Judges,  not  unlike  mankind  in 
general,  have  certain  objects  uppermost  in  their  mind,  sometimes  called 
"  hobbies,"  and  one  may  have' justice  uppermost  in  his  mind,  another  the 
public  good  of  mankind,  and  a  third,  more  paternal  and  charitable,  the  wish 
to  alleviate  the  hardships  and  sufferings  of  man,  and  to  guard  the  weak  from 
the  stronger,  and  yet  another  may  partake  of  the  character  of  a  disciplina- 
rian and  be  willing  that  a  man  should  bear  the  consequeuce  of  his  folly. 
As  Campbell,  the  great  commercial  judge  of  England,  was  so  instrumental 
in  establishing  the  law-merchant,  so  have  Chancelors  Oran worth,  Walworth, 
and  Redfield,  and  Ld.  Justice  James  been  pioneer  judges,  who  have  estab- 
lished the  rules  to  govern  engineering  construction. 

An  independent  tribunal  is  a  necessity.  The  character  of  the  work,  the 
difficulties  and  dangers  attending  it,  demand  it.  Mistakes,  changes,  and 
unforeseen  conditions  demand  it.  It  is  and  can  be  created,  and  is  main- 
tained by  the  higher  courts  of  state  and  crown,  recognizing  its  utility  andV 
necessity.  It  is  necessary  in  construction,  location,  or  surveying,  and  the 
true  ground  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  philosophy  of  the  law,  nor  is  it  be- 
lieved to  be  founded  upon  the  principles  of  jurisprudence.  They-are  upheld 
from  the  convenience  and  necessity  of  the  case.1 

As  our  laws  have  been  modified  and  molded  into  the  law-merchant, 
for  the  convenience  and  security  of  business,  and  to  encourage  and  build  up 
commercial  interests,  so  have  the  barriers  to  public  improvement  and  the 
nation's  development  been  removed,  to  foster  and  encourage  architectural 
and  engineering  works.1  The  nature  of  such  undertakings,  their  magni- 
tude, great  cost,  and  importance,  renders  it  convenient  and  advisable,  if 

"  Sharpe  v.  San  Pnulo  Ry.  Co..  L.  R.  8  B.  N.  8.  278;  Martin  t>.  Leggett.  4  E.  D. 

Oh.  App.  607  ;  and  see  Boettler  v.  Feu  dick,  Bmi  h  (N.  T.)  257 ;  Glnucus  v.  Black.  60 

78  Tex.  488 ;  Goodyear  t>.  Weymouth,  I  N.   T.   145 ;   and  $ee  20  Amer.  &  Eng. 

H.  &  R.  67 ;  Grafton  v.  Eastern  Cos.  R.  Ency.  Law  926. 

Co.,  8  Bzch.  609 ;  Clarke  *.  Watson,  18  C.  '  Boswell  «.  Laird,  8  Cal.  472-8  [1858]. 
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not  necessary,  that  their  direction  and  management  be  under  one  person, 
a  person  skilled  in  the  technicalities  and  peculiarities  of  the  work,  as  well 
as  informed  as  to  the  wishes  of  the  owner,  which  person  may  be  the 
owner  himself. 

To  a  layman  not  familiar  with  the  fictions  and  refinements  of  the  law  it 
is  simply  an  exception  to  the  rule,  and  practically  amounts  to  saying  that 
the  contractor's  rights  depends  upon  his  good  luck  in  having  an  honest  and 
conscientious  engineer  or  employer,  or  upon  the  ability  of  the  conrt  to  con- 
duct an  astute  investigation;  that  the  employer's  obligations  to  pay,  or  to 
perform,  depend  upon  his  approval  of  his  work  and  behavior  or  that  of  his 
engineer  or  architect,  and  that  the  courts  undertake  to  guaranty  him  that 
the  employer  shall  not  capriciously  nor  unreasonably  exercise  his  power  to 
defeat  the  contract  or  to  deny  him  his  just  compensation. 


*>, 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

ENGINEER   OR   ARCHITECT    A8    A    QUASI- ARBITRATOR,   UMPIRE,  OK 
REFEREE.    HIS   DUTIES,  POWERS,  AND   OBLIGATIONS  IN  A  JUDICIAL 

CAPACITY. 

367.  Provision  that  Engineer  shall  be  the  Sole  Judge  and  Decide  all 

Questions. 

Clause  :  "  To  prevent  any  disputes,  doubts,  differences,  or  litigations 
arising,  or  happening,  touching,  or  concerning  the  said  works,  or  any 
of  them,  or  relating  to  the  quantities,  qualities,  description,  classification, 
or  manner  of  work  done  and  executed,  or  to  be  done  and  executed  by  the 
contractors,  or  to  the  quantity,  quality,  or  classification  of  the  materials 
to  be  employed  therein  or  in  respect  of  any  additions,  deductions,  altera- 
tions, or  deviations  made  in,  to,  or  from  the  said  works,  or  any  part  of 
them,  or  touching  or  concerning  the  meaning  or  intention  of  the  speci- 
fications and  of  this  agreement,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  of  any  contract 
entered  into  by  and  between  the  company  aud  the  contractors  pertaining 
to  works  herein  described,  or  of  any  plans,  drawings,  instructions,  or 
directions  referred  to  in  the  said  specifications  or  the  contract,  or  which 
may  be  furnished  or  given  during  the  progress  of  the  works,  or  touch- 
ing or  concerning  any  certificate,  order,  or  award  which  may  have  been 
made  by  the  engineer,  or  in  anywise  whatsoever  relating  to  the  interests 
of  the  company,  or  of  the  contractors  in  the  premises  ;  it  is  expressly 
agreed  that  every  such  question,  doubt,  dispute,  and  difference  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  referred  to,  and  be  settled  and  decided  by  the 
engineer,  who  shall  be  competent  to  enter  upon  the  subject-matter  of 
such  question,  doubt,  dispute,  or  difference,  with  or  without  former  refer- 
ence or  notice  to  the  parties  to  this  agreement,  or  either  of  them,  and  that 
he  shall  judge,  decide,  order,  and  determine  thereon;  and  that  to  the 
engineer  shall  also  be  referred  the  settlement  of  this  contract,  and  the- 
determination  of  the  sum  or  sums,  or  balance  of  money  to  be  paid  to 
or  received  by  the  contractors  from  the  company,  and  it  is  further 
expressly  agreed  that  such  decision  as  to  any  and  every  question,  doubt,, 
dispute,  and  difference,  and  said  determination  and  estimate  of  the- 
quantities,  qualities,  classifications,  and  of  the  sums,  values,  and  all 
other  matters  hereinbefore  or  hereinafter  mentioned  and  described  shall 
be  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of  the  contractors  to  receive,  de- 
mand, or  claim  any  money  or  other  compensation  under  this  agreement, 
and  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  owner  or 
company  to  the  contractors,  or  on  account  of  this  contract,  or  for  any 
labor  or  materials  furnished  in  connection  therewith/' 

368.  The  Object  is  to  Create  a  Tribunal  to  Determine  Questions  Arising 

with  Regard  to  the  Work. — Such  an  agreement  is  to  all  intents  and  pur* 
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poses  a  submission  to  arbitration  of  any  and  all  differences  and  disputes  aris- 
ing under  the  contract,  or  in  respect  to  the  work  as  it  may  be  expressly  pro- 
vided. By  the  agreement  a  tribunal  is  created,  the  office  of  which  is  to 
determine  and  to  decide  all  questions  submitted  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
submission  and  of  no  other  questions. 

The  discussion  of  this  tribunal  naturally  prompts  us  to  begin  with  its 
creation.  The  judicial  powers  of  an  engineer  are  wholly  dependent  upon 
the  mutual  understanding  and  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  agreement 
is  likened  to  a  submission  to  arbitration,  and  the  engineer  is  in  many  respects 
the  arbitrator  of  the  submission.  The  analogy  is  not  complete.  An  arbi- 
trator should  be  a  disinterested  person,  and  the  engineer  is  not.  He  is 
usually  the  paid  servant  of  the  company.  He  is  to  direct  its  works,  pro- 
mote its  interests,  attend  to  its  business,  and  in  every  way  be  mindful  of  its 
rights  and  dues.  He  owes  no  duties  to  the  contractor  except  what  he  can 
demand  by  the  terms  of  his  contracts;  he  is  under  no  obligations  to  protect 
his  interests,  or  assist  him  in  his  affairs. 

369.  A  Faulty  Introduction.— To  begin  this  clause  with  the  words:  "If 
any  disputes  arise,  etc./'  or  by  the  words  :  "Any  and  every  dispute  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  specification,  etc.,  shall  be  decided  by  the  engineer/' 
seems  to  be  bad  practice,  for  it  limits  the  authority  of  the  engineer  to  cases 
in  which  disputes  have  actually  arisen.  It  was  held  under  such  a  provision 
that  directions  by  an  engineer  in  a  letter  to  the  contractor  complaining  of 
the  manner  in  which  certain  work  was  being  done  and  ordering  certain 
changes,  were  unauthorized  because  no  dispute  as  to  the  specifications  had 
arisen.1 

To  have  such  a  stipulation  hold  with  regard  to  the  engineer's  decisions 
or  prevent  the  contractor  from  bringing  an  action  at  law,  it  would  seem  to  be 
necessary  to  allege  and  to  prove  that  there  were  disputes/  and  that  the  com- 
pany or  owner  shall  have  offered  to  submit  such  disputes  to  arbitration." 
When  therefore  it  was  proved  that  "in  case  of  dispute  as  to  the  value  of 
extra  work,  it  shall  be  submitted  to  arbitration,"  etc.,  the  contractor  may 
sue  for  extras  without  alleging  or  proving  anything  as  to  an  arbitration,  the 
subject  of  arbitration  not  having  been  raised  by  the  owner  and  he  having 
refused  to  pay,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  arbitration  clause  was  not  carried 
out,  but  for  other  reasons.4  A  like  ruling  was  made  on  an  insurance  policy 
which  postponed  any  action,  in  case  of  disagreement  as  to  the  amount  of 
loss,  until  said  amount  was  submitted  to  arbitration.  A  loss  having  occurred, 
the  insurance  company  refused  to  pay  anything  until  further  proofs  of  loss 
were  furnished,  but  never  offered  to  submit  the  amount  of  loss  to  arbitra- 

1  Fitzgerald  v.  Moron  (N.  Y.).  86  N.  E.  295  [1888];  Sinclair  t>.  Tallmad^e.  85  Barb. 

Rep.  508 ;   and  see  Hohenzollern   Co.  v.  602;  Smith  t>.  Aiken,  102  N.  T.  87. 
London  Corporation,  54  L.  T.  Rep.  596         'Milwaukee  M.  Ins.  Co.  f>.  Stuart  (Ind.), 

[1886]  ;  and  Boettler  t>.  Pendick  (Tex.),  11  42  N.  E.  Rep.  290. 
B.  W.  Rep  497J1889].  4  Porter  t>.  Swan,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087. 

9  Johnson  v.  Yarian,  87  Alb.  Law  Jour. 
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tion.  The  contractor  having  brought  an  action  to  recover  his  loss  fonr 
months  later,  it  was  held  not  in  violation  of  the  arbitration  clause  of  the 
policy.1 

When,  however,  a  job  has  been  finished  under  the  direction  and  super- 
vision and  to  the  acceptance  of  an  architect  or  engineer  whose  decision 
was  to  be  final,  and  the  contractor  has  accepted  payment  in  full  on  the 
certificates  of  the  architect  or  engineer,  the  parties  are  bound  by  such 
•certificates  even  as  to  matters  about  which  no  "  disputes  or  controversy  has 
Arisen,"  *  there  being  no  averment  of  fraud  nor  any  allegation  of  concealment 
of  defects  by  the  contractor. 

Under  a  contract  providing  first  for  the  payment  of  the  price  of  loco- 
motives delivered  upon  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  that  the  locomotives 
were  in  perfect  working  order,  and  by  a  subsequent  clause  "that  all  dis- 
putes are  to  be  settled  by  arbitration,"  it  was  held  that  a  refusal  by  the 
engineer  to  certify  or  to  give  his  reasons  for  not  certifying  was  a  dispute 
within  the  later  clause  for  arbitration,  and  entitled  the  contractor  to  pro- 
ceed under  it;  and  that  whether  the  arbitrator  was  right  or  wrong,  not 
having  exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  the  court  enforced  his  award.*  In  view 
of  this  case  it  is  therefore  recommended  that  the  phrase  employed  in  the 
text,  "To  prevent  all  questions,  disputes,"  etc.,  be  used  as  one  which 
more  properly  expresses  the  intention  of  the  company,  and  as  embodying 
the  idea  of  settling  all  disputes. 

370.  Powers  are  Confined  to  those  Expressly  Conferred  by  the  Contract. 
—In  performing  the  functions  conferred  by  this  stipulation  the  engineer 
must  have  strict  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.  His  duties  are  to  be 
ascertained  from  it,  and  his  powers  are  limited  to  what  it  confers  or  may  be 
•clearly  implied  from  its  terms.  He  cannot  go  beyond  it  nor  behind  it.  He 
must  act  strictly  within  its  terms/  The  application  of  the  clause  is  limited 
to  the  questions  enumerated,  or  that  were  plainly  intended  to  be  referred  to 
the  engineer's  decision.  His  powers  will  not  be  enlarged  by  implication 
beyond  the  plain  words  used.4  An  appointment  of  an  engineer  to  see 
whether  certain  work  was  done  according  to  contract  does  not  confer  the 
power  of  a  referee  upon  him.* 

The  subject-matter  of  the  controversy  must  be  clearly  within  the  pros- 
pective submission  to  take  away  the  rights  to  a  trial  by  jury,*  and  the 
•engineer's  determination  will  be  conclusive  only  as  to  that  part  of  those 

1  Milwaukee  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stuart  (Ind.),  Rep.  497  [1889] 

43  N.  E.  Rep.  290;  accord  Moyer  v.  Sun  'Hoheuzollem  Co.  v.   London  Corp'n, 

Ins.  Office  (Pa.),  85  Atl.  Rep.  221;  but  see  64  L  T.  Rep.  596  [1886]. 

Murphy  v.  N.  British  AM.  Co.,  61  Mo.  4Launman  v.  Yonnge,  18  Pa.  St.  806; 

App.  823,  which  held  that  an  offer  by  an  Bawtells  v.  Howard  (Mich.),  62  N  W  Rep. 

insurance  adjuster,  which  was  rejected  by  156;  Lorey  v.  Lorey,  1  Mo.  App.  Rep'r, 

the  person  insured,  was  such  a  disagree-  189. 

mem  as  would  bring  into  operation  the  5  McKiuney  v.  Page,  82  Me.  518. 

provision  for  arbitration.  •  Launman  v,  Younge,  supra. 

•  Boettler  i.  Tendrick  (Tex.),  11  8.  W. 
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items  which  are  clearlj  within  the  powers  conferred  upon  him.'  He  cannot 
refuse  the  contractor  a  final  certificate,  because  the  subcontractors  are  not 
paid,  when  the  certificate  was  due  upon  the  fall  completion  of  the  building.8 
A  power  to  be  the  sole  judge  of  the  "quality,  character,  value,  and  number 
of  materials  furnished  "  has  been  held  not  to  give  him  the  arbitrary  deter- 
mination of  the  quantities/  and  power  to  decide  "as  to  the  interpretation 
of  the  drawings  and  specifications,  and  as  to  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
work  or  materials  or  any  other  matter  connected  with  the  work,  furnishing 
materials  or  in  settlement  of  this  contract,"  was  held  not  to  include  a  claim 
for  damages  for  unreasonable  delay  in  performing  the  contract.4  The  de- 
termination of  the  question  of  " substantial  performance'9  cannot  be  im- 
plied from  a  power  to  determine  any  dispute  as  to  the  value  of  alterations, 
additions,  etc./  and  vice  versa* 

The  engineer's  decision  or  estimate  is  an  adjudication  which  is  conclusive 
only  upon  the  condition  that  it  is  made  according  to  the  contract.'  There- 
fore, when  work  has  been  undertaken  for  a  lump  sum,  and  the  engineer's 
decision  is  conclusive,  they  cannot  arbitrarily  deduct  from  the  contract 
price  a  large  sum  as  for  an  error  in  computing  the  quantities  in  the  prelim- 
inary estimates/  If  the  company  or  city  will  have  its  engineer's  estimates 
and  decisions  final  and  conclusive,  they  must  expressly  provide  for  it.  They 
will  be  conclusive  and  binding,  upon  the  contractor,  only  where  it  is  made 
a  clear  and  positive  stipulation  in  the  contract  and  payment  is  made  condi- 
tional upon  its  having  been  rendered.  Such  arbitrary  powers  cannot  be 
implied,  and  must  be  so  clearly  expressed  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  evident 
intention  of  the  parties.'  The  fact  that  the  contract  provides  for  monthly 
estimates,  and  in  the  end  for  a  final  estimate  of  the  quantity,  character,  and 
value  of  the  work  by  the  engineer,  is  not  enough  to  make  his  estimates  un- 
impeachable. The  parties  not  having  agreed  that  the  amount  to  be  paid 
shall  be  determined  by  the  engineer,  or  that  his  estimates  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive,  they  have  not  the  quality  of  an  adjudication,  but  must  depend, 
for  finality,  on  their  own  inherent  accuracy,  which  may  be  tested  by  any 
competent  proofs  which  would  disclose  its  errors  and  mistakes."  They  are 
merely  prima  facie  correct.1*  A  provision  for  payment  upon  the  architect's 
certificates  as  the  work  progresses  was  held  not  to  make  a  certificate  a  con- 


'Sanders  v.  Hutchinson,  26  III.  688; 
Mills  «.  Weeks.  21  111.  596;  McCall  t>.  Mc- 
Call  (8.  C).  15  S.  £.  Rep.  848. 

1  Mnhoney  r.  Rector  (La.),  17  8  \  Rep. 
484. 

'  Kstel  t .  St.  Louis  &  R.  Co.,  50  Mo.  282 
[18741. 

4  Michigan  Ave.  M.  B.  Ch.  v.  Hearson, 
41  111.  App.  89 

•  Oberlies  «.  Bullinger,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
19. 

*  Druew  v.  Altootia  City,  121  Pa.  8t.  401. 


'Peters  9.  Quebec  Harbor  Com'rs,  19 
Can.  Sup.  Ct.  685. 

8  The  Memphis,  C.  A  L.  R.  Co.  ».  Wil- 
cox, 48  Pa.  St.  161  [18641. 

•The  M.,  C.  &  L.  R  Co.  t>.  Wilcox,  48 
Pa  St  161  [1864] ;  and  see  Schwerin  v. 
DeGruff,  21  Minn.  854  [1875] ;  Clarke  «. 
Williams,  29  Neb.  691 ;  Pucci  v.  Barney, 
20  N.  Y.  8upp.  875. 

"McCoy  v  Able  (Ind.),  80  N.  E.  Rep. 
528;  Ceniral  Trust  Co.  «.  Louisville,  etc.* 
Ry.  Co.  (C.  C),  70  Fed.  Rep.  282. 


•  8ee  Sees.  591-596,  infra. 
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ditioii  precedent  to  the  final  payment1  The  engineer's  decision  relates 
exclusively  to  matters  embraced  within  the  submission.*  His  power  is  sub- 
ordinate to  the  contract,  he  cannot  alter  its  express  provisions,  nor  add  to 
its  requirements;'  his  decisions  are  conclusive  only  with  regard  to  work 
described  in  the  contract  and  specifications.4  He  must  measure  and  classify 
the  materials  and  work  according  to  its  express  terms  and  the  rules  and 
scales  established  by  the  parties.*  If  he  be  sole  judge  of  the  work,  its  qual- 
ity and  character,  he  cannot  accept  what  the  contract  forbids,  nor  demand 
what  the  contract  does  not  require.  If  materials  or  work  are  described  in 
the  specifications,  he  is  confined  in  his  acceptance  to  things  which  answer 
that  description,  and  it  is  no  answer  that  they  are  as  good,  or  as  suitable, 
for  the  purpose  ;  the  company  will  not  be  bound  by  his  acceptance,  unless 
it  conforms  to  the  contract  requirements,  and  this  is  so  even  if  accepted  in 
good  faith,  under  an  erroneous  view  of  the  contract.'* 

371.  Employment  or  Agency  of  Engineer  or  Architect  Confers  no 
Special  Powers  upon  Him, — In  connection  with  the  limitation  of  the  engi- 
neer's power  as  a  jwa#t-arbitrator  to  the  actual  terms  of  the  submission,  is 
the  restriction  of  the  engineer's  authority,  as  an  agent  or  representative  of 
the  company,  to  the  powers  specially  conferred  by  the  contract  or  by  some 
other  instrument  in  connection  with  it,  as  for  example  a  power  of  attorney.7 
It  has  been  held  that  when  an  engineer  has  executed  the  original  contract 
and  no  limitations  were  placed  on  his  power,  the  owner  or  company  will  be 
bound  to  pay  for  extra  work  done  by  his  orders  or  under  his  supervision  and 
direction.' 

The  engineer  is  an  agent  with  special  powers,  simply  to  do  the  engineer- 
ing and  to  superintend  and  direct  the  work.  Unless  specially  conferred,  he 
has  no  power  to  contract  or  or  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  parties'  agreement. 
He  can  create  no  new  obligations  not  embraced  by  the  contract.  The 
courts  exercise  extra  caution  in  determining  the  rigid  and  close  construction 
of  the  terms  creating  his  powers  to  act  as  the  representative  of  the  parties.*  f 


1  Braun  v.  Winans,  87  111.  App.  248  ; 
Oberlies  «.  Bullinger,  75  Him  (N.  Y.)  248; 
but  see  Micbaelis  v.  Wolf,  186  III.  68  ;  and 
see  Scbuler  v.  Eckert,  90  Mich.  165. 

9  Dubois  v.  D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.,  12 
Wend.  884,  15  Wend.  87. 

'Sharpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  8  Cbanc. 
App.  597  ;  Dillon  t .  Syracuse,  9  N.  T.  98. 

4  St.  John  v.  Potter  (Com.  PL),  19  N.  Y. 
Supp  280. 

•Starkey  v.  DeGraff,  22  Minn.  481 
[1876];  al$o  me  18  III.  147 ;  Alton  R.  Co.  •. 
Northcott,  15  111.  49  £1855];  and  25 
Amer.  &  Eng.  R.  Caa.  265. 

•  Alton  R.  Co.  v.  Northrott,  supra;  G., 
H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  c.  Henry  and  Dilley, 
65  Tex.   685  [1886] ;  see  also  Cooper  c. 

*  See  Sees.  881-888,  and  892-896,  infra. 


Langdon,  9  M.  &  W.  GO ;  Stewart  t>.  City 
of  CT,  125  Mass.  102  ;  Benton  Co.  v.  Pat- 
rick, 54  Miss.  240 ;  Starkweather  t>.  Good- 
man, 48  Conn.  101 ;  Alexander*  Robertson 
(Tex.),  24  8.  W.  Rep.  680. 

'Kimberly  f>.  Dick,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  1; 
Campbell  v.  Day,  90  111.  868. 

'  Houston,"etc.(  R.  Co.  v.  Trentem,  68 
Tex.  442;  and  see  Commissioners  v. 
Motherwell,  128  Ind.  864,  where  architects 
were  held  agents  of  owner  ;  Dodge  v.  Mc- 
Donnell, 14  Wis.  558. 

•  Woodruff  «.  R.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  108  N. 
Y.  89;  Gardner  9.  B.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  70 
Me.  181;  Braney  t>.  Town  of  Millburg 
(Mass.),  44  N.  E.  Rep.  1060;  but  see  Moon 
o.  Whitney  Union,  8  Bing  N.  Cases  814. 

f  Compare  Sees.  568-558,  infra. 
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372.  Power  to  Supervise,  Direct  the  Work,  and  Order  Changes  and 
Determine  all  Questions  does  not  Authorize  Him  to  do  Anything  not 
Expressly  Provided  For.* — The  clauses  of  arbitration  giving  the  engineer 
authority  to  determine  any  and  every  question  and  dispute,  and  the  power 
conferred  in  another  clause  to  order  any  changes,  alterations,  with  provis- 
ions for  allowances  of  additions  and  dimensions  of  the  work,  and  a  third 
clause  that  the  engineer  shall  have  the  full  supervision,  superintendence, 
and  direction  of  the  work,  would  seem  to  a  contractor  to  give  to  the  engi- 
neer authority  to  order,  direct,  decide,  and  determine  almost  anything;  but 
such  is  not  the  case.  On  the  contrary,  he  is  limited  strictly  to  the  special 
powers  clearly  and  explicitly  conferred  by  the  contract,  and  his  duties  must 
be  performed  in  the  manner  therein  described.1 

In  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad,  the  whole  of  which  was 
to  be  performed  for  a  lump  sum,  a  change  of  plan  by  the  engineer  greatly 
increased  the  excavation,  and  he  promised  to  make  an  equivalent  saving  on 
other  parts  of  the  road  in  sidings  and  turnouts,  which  he  never  did.  The 
contractor  brought  suit  for  the  extra  work  caused  by  the  change,  and  it  was 
held  he  could  not  recover;  that  an  engineer  had  no  power  to  vary  the  terms 
of  the  contract;  that  he  could  give  directions  to  do  only  those  things  within 
the  limits  of  the  contract.' 

*373.  Contractor  should  not  Perform  Additional  or  Extra  Work  by 
Direction  of  Engineer  without  Authority  from  Owner. — The  court  said 
that  "if  a  contractor  disapproves  of  a  new  plan  or  of  changes  as  not  in 
keeping  with  his  contract,  he  should  insist  upon  a  new  and  collateral 
contract  with  the  company  and  not  undertake  to  contract  with  the 
engineer,  who  has  no  power  to  alter  the  terms  of  the  agreement  or  to 
enter  into  a  new  one,  on  behalf  of  the  company."  So  where  an  engineer 
had  requested  a  contractor  to  re-excavate  a  cut  that  had  caved  in  and 
agreed  that  the  work  should  be  taken  outside  of  the  contract  at  a  price 
named,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  could  not  recover  for  the  extra  work 
so  done.  No  authority  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  being  shown,  none  could 
be  implied.*  The  court  said :  "If  an  engineer  has  unlimited  authority  to 
change  the  contract  at  will  and  to  make  special  agreements  for  work  fairly 
embraced  therein,  then  the  company  has  very  little  protection  from  the  re- 
duction of  their  contract  to  writing."    In  a  case  where  an  engineer  had 


1  See  Gallagher  v.  Bharpless  (Pa.).  10 
All.  Rep.  491  [18901. 

f  8  iarpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  App.  608:  Bouton  v.  McDonough  Co., 
84  111.  384;  City  of  Dallas*.  Brown  (Tex.), 
81  8.  W.  Rep.  298;  and  see  Cooper  v.  Lan- 
don,  9  M.  &  W.  60;  Railroad  v.  Peto,  1  Y. 
&  J.  37;  Vanderwerke  v.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  27 
Vt.  125  [18541;  Coker  «.  Young,  2  Post. 
&  Fin.  98;   Woodruff  9.  R.  &  P.  R.  Co. 


108  N.  Y.  89  [18881:  Pashby  t>.  The  Mavor, 
18  C.  B.  2  [1856];  Barker  v.  Troy,  etc.*.  R. 
Co.,  27  Vt.  766;  White  v.  8.  R.  &  S.  G  K. 
Co..  50  Cal.  419;  Shaw  v.  Wolverton  W. 
W.  Co.,  6  Exch.  137;  1  RedfliM  on  Rys. 
(5th  eti.)  481-3. 

1  Woodruff  v.  R.  A  P.  R.  R.  Co  ,  108  K. 
Y.  89,  and  many  eases  cited  by  counsel  in, 
Dodge  t>.  McDonnell,  14  Wis.  558. 


»  See  Sec.  768,  infra. 
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power  to  extend  the  time  of  completion  of  work  so  much  as  he  deemed  rea- 
sonable, in  consequence  of  delay  caused  by  the  company  not  removing  cer- 
tain obtacles  which  they  undertook  to  remove,  and  was  given  the  usual 
powers  to  decide  differences  and  disputes,  his  decision  to  be  final  and  bind- 
ing, it  was  held  that  he  had  no  authority  to  make  an  agreement  on  behalf 
of  the  company  that  no  unnecessary  delay  should  occur  in  removing  the 
obstacles,  or  that  they  stiould  be  compensated  for  the  delay.1  It  was  held, 
however,  that  there  was  an  implied  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company 
[board]  that  there  should  be  no  unreasonable  delay,  and  that  if  the  con- 
tractor was  in  fact  prevented  from  completing  the  contract  in  time  by  rea- 
son of  the  unreasonable  delay  on  the  part  of  the  company,  he  was  entitled 
to  damages.*  Such  a  decision  shows  how  cautious  and  discriminating  the 
courts  are  in  limiting  the  authority  of  an  agent  [engineer]  to  the  special 
powers  conferred  upon  him  by  the  contract.* 

376.  Engineer  Cannot  Pledge  His  Employer's  Credit  to  Fay  Subcontract- 
ors or  Workmen. — It  follows  that  an  engineer  cannot  pledge  the  company 
to  pay  a  subcontractor  (who  has  discontinued  work  on  account  of  the  con- 
tractor's inability  to  pay  him)  if  he  will  go  on  and  complete  the  work,  there 
being  nothing  to  show  that  the  engineer  had  authority  to  make  such  an 
agreement.  And  if  the  subcontractor  performs  the  work  at  the  instance  of 
the  engineer  he  cannot  recover  for  it  from  the  company.*  No  authority 
to  duporvise  the  letting  of  subcontract  or  the  hiring  of  men  can  be 
implied  from  the  power  to  superintend  the  construction  of  a  building 
to  see  and  that  the  same  is  built  in  strict  conformity  to  the  specifications 
and  plans.4 

This  is  a  frequent  occurrence.  Engineering  work  is  generally  important, 
driving,  and  an  early  completion  the  utmost  necessity.  The  engineer  is 
frequently  the  only  representative  of  the  company  upon  the  works,  and  it 
is  doubtful  if  a  contractor  would  refuse  to  perform  any  ordinary  task 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  engineer,  even  if  he  knew  he  might  not  receive 
any  compensation  for  it.  Frequently  the  engineer  is  clothed  with  authority 
to  require  so  many  things,  some  so  closely  allied  to  others  as  to  almost  imply 
authority  to  order  new  or  extra  work.  Thus  when  an  engineer  was  author- 
ized to  superintend  and  direct  the  work  and  to  require  the  removal  of  earth 
frqni  one  section  to  another,  it  was  held  he  could  not  direct  extra  work  to 
be  done  in  another  section  than  that  which  belonged  to  the  subcontractor 
and  bind  the  company  to  pay  for  it.5  Other  cases  have  held  that  an  engi- 
neer, by  virtue  of  his  position,  has  no  authority  to  bind  his  company  by 

1  Lawson  «.  Wallasey  Board,  62  L  J.  Q.     R.  (Iow»i),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  81 ;  Mills  t>. 
B.  D.  802.  Weeks,  21  HI.  561  ;  Bouton  v.  Supervisors. 

*  Lawson  «.  Wallasey  Board,  62  L.  J.  Q.     48  111.  884. 

B.  D.  802  4  Lewis  v.  Slack,  27  Mo.  App.  181. 

*  Powrie  *.  Kansas  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Colo.         B  Thayer  v.  V.   C.  Ry.  Co.,  24  Vt.  440 
528  [1872] ;  Blanding  v.  Davenpor;  I.  &  D.     [1852]. 

*  Sec.  Nos  874,  375  ar    omitted. 
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his  contracts,1  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  his  general  duties  to  authorize 
him  to  employ  others.* 

377.  Ratification  of  Engineer's  Orders  may  be  Implied  from  Acquiescence 
or  Adoption  of  Prior  Orders -Instances.— Frequently  implied  authority  of 
the  engineer  to  direct  changes  and  order  new  work  may  be  shown.  It  is  a 
principle  of  the  law  of  agency  "  that  acquiescence  of  an  employer  [principal] 
for  a  long  period  of  time  in  the  unauthorized  acts  of  an  agent  [engineer] 
creates  a  presumption  of  ratification"  of  the  acts.'  The  fact  that  an  engi- 
neer has  done  other  similar  acts  which  the  company  have  adopted  or  ratified 
may  furnish  a  ground  on  which  may  be  founded  an  inference  of  authority. 
Thus  the  fact  that  the  engineer  had  on  previous  occasions  made  similar 
promises  or  pledges  to  employees,  and  that  the  subcontractors  had  been 
paid  by  the  paymaster  upon  the  direction  and  orders  of  the  engineer,  would 
be  evidence  to  show  that  the  engineer  did  have  authority.4 

There  are  such  cases  in  the  books  as  where  a  company's  engineer  directed 
stone  to  be  bought  and  delivered  for  a  bridge  and  promised  that  the 
company  should  pay  for  them,  it  was  held  that  the  company  must  pay 
for  them,  it  being  shown,  under  objection  and  exception,  that  the  engi- 
neer had  on  a  previous  occasion  made  a  similar  purchase  of  cement  used 
on  the  same  bridge,  and  which  the  company  had  paid  for  without  pro 
test  or  objection;  and  held  further,  that  the  objections  and  exceptions 
to  the  admission  of  such  evidence  could  not  be  sustained/  The  fact 
that  an  owner  has  paid  one  bill  of  extras  ordered  by  his  architect  without 
objection  does  not  estop  him  from  denying  the  architect's  authority  to  sub- 
sequently order  other  extra  work ; 6  but  where  a  company  has  stood  by  and  seen 
works  ordered  by  their  engineer  performed,  it  will  be  held  to  have  assented 
to  their  execution.  The  courts  say:  "It  would  be  fraud  on  the  part  of 
a  company  to  have  desired  by  or  through  their  engineer  such  altera- 
tions, additions,  and  omissions  to  have  been  made;  to  have  stood  by  and 
seen  the  expenditures  going  on,  and  to  have  taken  the  benefit  of  such 
expenditures,  and  then  to  refuse  payment  on  the  ground  that  the  ex- 
penditure was  incurred  without  proper  orders  having  been  given  for  the 
purpose/' T 

378.  The  Engineer  Cannot  Promise  Extra  Compensation  for  Work  or 
Materials  Comprised  in  the  Contract. — Work  ordered  or  directed  by  the 
engineer  must  not  be  such  work  as  can  be  included  in  the  contract.  There- 
fore, when  in  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad,  the  whole  of 
which  was  to  be  performed  for  a  certain  sum  or  price,  the  engineer  changed 

1  Gardner  «.  B.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  70  Me.  181  539  [1872]. 

[1879]  ;  s.  c.  7  Amer.  Corp.  Cas.  826.  *  Seattle*.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  90  N.  Y. 

1  Thayi-r  t>   V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  24  Vt.  440  648  [1882] ;  $ee  alto  Olcott*.  Tioga  R.  Co., 

[1852] ;  Mcintosh  «.  Hastings,  156  Mass.  27  N.  Y  546-560. 

844.  •  Starkweather  *.   Goodman,  48  Conn. 

8  Sliinn  v.  Hicks  (Tex.),  45  8.  W.  R  486  101X1880]. 

[1887].  ^Hill   c.  So.   Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.  11 

4  Powrie  v.  Kansas  Pac  R.  Co.,  1  Colo.  Jurist  (N.  8.)  192  [1865). 
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the  plan  and  greatly  increased  the  excavations,  having  promised  and  agreed 
to  effect  or  make  an  equal  saving  in  other  parts  of  the  road,  which  he  did 
not  do,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  could  not  recover  for  the  extra  exca- 
vations removed,  even  if  the  company  did  know  and  did  not  dissent  to  what 
the  contractor  was  doing  at  the  instance,  request,  and  promises  of  the  en- 
gineer. The  contractor,  it  was  held,  could  not  claim  more  than  the  contract 
price  because  the  engineer  found  he  had  made  a  mistake  and  promised  he 
would  give  more,  and  the  company  verbally  promised  or  in  some  vague  way 
ratified  his  promises.  A  contract  under  seal,  the  court  said,  could  not  be 
altered  in  that  way  ;  and  such  a  promise  would  be  a  perfect  nudum  pactum, 
and  was  a  totally  distinct  thing  from  a  claim  to  payment  for  actual  extra 
work  not  included  in  the  contract.1 

379.  Engineer  Cannot  Change  Contract  and  Specifications  nor  Hake  Hew 
Terms. — As  Chief  Justice  Bedfield  of  Vermont  once  said :  "  No  one  could 
for  a  moment  be  led  into  any  misapprehension  as  to  the  extent  of  an  en- 
gineer's authority  to  charge  the  company  by  varying  existing  contracts  or 
making  new  ones.  The  engineers  are  there  for  no  such  purpose;  they  have 
no  such  agency  except  under  specific  limitations  and  restrictions,'  and  the 
fact  that  the  company  had  paid  similar  claims  to  other  persons  will  not 
bind  them  to  pay  this,  unless  that  fact  had  been  known  to  the  contractor  at 
the  time  he  did  the  work  and  operated  to  induce  him  to  confide  in  the 
authority  of  the  engineer."  •  Although  the  company  accepts  work  done 
under  a  contract  made  by  the  engineer,  or  under  the  old  one  enlarged 
by  him,  the  company  is  not  liable  for  such  work.  The  engineer  must 
have  special  authority  to  so  contract,  for  it  is  not  within  the  scope  of  his 
agency/ 

It  was  held,  therefore,  that  an  engineer  of  a  railroad  had  no  authority  to 
employ  a  freight  or  station  agent  in  the  early  operation  of  the  road  ;  and 
the  fact  that  the  engineer  could  not  attend  to  the  business  and  that  the 
work  performed  was  necessary  to  be  done,  was  held  not  to  imply  authority 
in  the  engineer  nor  to  give  the  agent  so  employed  a  right  to  recover.* 

380.  Owner  or  Company  is  not  Bound  by  Admissions  or  Statements  of 
Engineer. — If  the  engineer  cannot  create  obligations  binding  upon  the 
company,  it  is  equally  as  well  settled  that  he  cannot  bind  his  company  by 
any  statements  and  admissions  which  he  may  make  with  reference  to  it, 
and  therefore  evidence  of  such  statements  and  admissions  are  incompetent." 


1  Sbarpe  t>  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  App.  607. 

•  Adlard  v.  Muldoon,  45  111.  198  ;  Dodge 
v.  McI>onnell,  14  Ww.  558  ;  Benton  Co. 
v.  Patrick,  54  Miss.  240;  Jones  o.  Reg., 
7  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  570 ;  Reg.  t>.  Starrs,  17 
•Can.  Sup.  Ct.  118;  Rex  v.  Peto,  1Y.4 
J.  87  ;  Cooper  «.  Lnngdon.  9  M.  &  W.  60  ; 
Baltimore  Cemetery  Co.  v.  Coburn,  7  Md. 
202,  Bouton  v.  McDonougu  Co.,  84  III. 
384. 


*  8ee  Woodruff  *?.  Rochester  &  P.  R.  Co., 
108  N.  Y.  89  [1888].  and  many  cases  cited 
in  Vanderwerker  v.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co. ,  27  Vt. 
125[1854J. 

4  Boynton  «.  Lynn  Gas  Lt.  Co.,  124  Mass. 
197  [1878]. 

*  Wallis  v.  Toledo  A.  A.  &  N.  W.  Ry 
Co.  (Mich.)  40  N.  W.  R  205  [1888]. 

*  Wolf  t.  The  Des  Moines  &  Ft.  Dodee 
R.  Co.,  64  Iowa  380.  * 
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An  architect  is  not,  it  seems,  usually  authorized  to  receive  notice  of  an 
assignment  of  the  contract  on  behalf  of  his  employer.1* 

It  is  sometimes  stated  that  authority  to  an  architect  to  superintend  the 
erection  of  a  building  makes  him  an  agent  for  all  purposes  necessary  to 
secure  the  erection  and  safety  of  the  building.9 

There  is  little  authority  for  the  statement  if  one  is  to  infer  from  it 
that  the  architect  or  engineer  has  power  to  make  material  changes  in  the 
contract,  specifications,  plans,  or  can  order  additional  or  different  materials 
on  the  credit  of  the  owner  or  company.  This  statement  is  founded  upon 
four  or  five  cases  decided  in  the  same  courts.  One  wherein  a  contractor 
recovered  for  furnishing  8-inch  iron  pillars  ordered  by  the  architect  in  the 
place  of  6-inch  iron  pillars  called  for  in  the  contract.  The  structure  had 
been  accepted  by  the  county,  and  the  work  was  a  public  work  [a  court-house].' 
The  courts  of  Indiana  have  adopted  this  rule  in  several  cases  of  public 
works,  where  work  is  undertaken  by  a  board  of  commissioners  who  are 
more  than  likely  to  be  ignorant  of  the  needs  of  a  structure.4  \ 

381.  Engineer's  Powers  to  Determine  Quantities. 

"  To  prevent  all  disputes  and  litigation  it  is  further  expressly  agreed 
by  and  between  the  parties  to  this  contract  and  their  legal  representa- 
tives, that  the  said   engineer   [said    architect]    shall  determine  the 
amounts,  quantities,  and  weights  of  the  materials  furnished  and  of  the 
work  done." 

The  estimate  of  the  amount  and  quantity  of  work  and  materials 
employed  is,  without  doubt,  the  engineer's  most  legitimate  business,  and 
should  always  be  made  one  of  his  duties.  His  education  and  experience 
have  been  to  that  end,  to  enable  him  to  skillfully  and  expeditiously  measure 
and  correctly  estimate  the  quantities  of  work  and  materials. 

The  engineer  should  consult  the  contract  to  ascertain  how  he  shall  make 
the  measurements  and  computation.  Although  engineers  are  generally 
left  to  their  own  discretion,  to  employ  whatever  rules  or  methods  they 
deem  best,  yet  frequently  the  contract  provides  for  the  use  of  certain  rules 
or  tables  or  methods,  in  which  case  the  contract  must  be  followed  strictly. ' 

Clauses  which  provide  that  in  calculating  the  quantity  of  masonry, 
walling,  and  excavation,  the  most  rigid  geometrical  rules  shall  be  applied, 
any  custom  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  are  sometimes  met/  J  and 
although  perhaps  prudent  in  a  strange  place,  or  in  a  government  contract 

1  Renton  v.  Mourner,  77  Cnl.  449.  ton  Co.  «.  Patrick,  54  Miss.  240 ;  Bass  «. 

*  29    Amer.   &  Eng.   Ency.   Law  882 ;  Board,  115  Ind.  284,  but  there  are  many 

Clarke's  Owner,  Architect,    and  Builder  cases  to  the  contrary. 

Before  the  Law  82.  8  Williams   «.    Chicago,   etc.,  Ry.   Co. 

»Gibs>n  Co.  v.  Motherwell  Iron  Co  ,  123  (Mo.),  20  8.  W.  Rep.  631. 

Ind.  864.  *  Martinsburg  P.   R.  Co.  v.  March,  111 

4Clinton  Co.  ».  Hill,  122  Ind.  215  ;  Har-  U.  S.  549  [1884]. 
ris  Co.  v.  Byrne,  67  Ind.  21 ;  and  see  Ben- 

*  But  see  Sec.  849a,  infra.  f  See  svpra  and  Sees.  553-568,  infra, 

%  See  Sec*.  608-4,  infra. 
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which  may  be  entered  into  and  executed  in  different  places,  yet  their  use 
may  lead  to  difficulties.  They  are  good  in  that  they  protect  the  govern- 
ment or  company  from  exorbitant  prices  authorized  by  local  trade  customs, 
and  a  sage,  and  enable  the  cost  of  a  projected  work  to  be  more  definitely 
ascertained;  but  since  the  rules  and  methods  of  computing  earthworks  and 
masonry  are  but  approximate  to  the  exact  amount,  it  opens  a  field  for  dis- 
pute as  to  what  is  or  is  not  the^  exact  geometrical  value  of  the  work 
and  materials,  which  is  no  easy  problem  to  solve,  especially  after  the  work 
has  been  done  and  settlings,  subsidences,  cavings,  and  washings  have  taken 
place.  Probably  no  two  engineers  or  surveyors  would  make  exactly  the 
same  estimate  of  a  piece  of  work  or  of  a  quantity  of  materials,  although 
they  should  agree  approximately;  yet  the  difference  would  be  sufficient 
ground  for  a  quarrelsome  contractor  to  appeal  to  a  jury  and  make  trouble, 
which  illustrates  the  wisdom  of  making  the  engineer's  determination  of 
such  questions  final  and  conclusive.* 

If  no  particular  method  of  measurement  and  calculation  is  required  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  most  appropriate  rule  is  that  which  is  coun- 
tenanced and  usually  employed  in  the  trade  under  which  the  work  may  bo 
classed.  If  the  engineer  is  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  referee  or  quasi- 
arbitrator  he  may  employ  any  method  that  his  good  judgment  and  con- 
science may  dictate,1  which  will  be  that  which  the  parties  may  agree  upon, 
or  that  they  had  in  mind  when  the  contract  was  entered  into,  if  that  can  be 
ascertained.  That  method  of  admeasurement  which  shall  give  to  each  that 
which  he  is  justly  entitled  to  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  should  be  the 
one  adopted,  if  the  engineer  has  any  choice,  and  that  will  be  the  rule 
which  is  most  correct. 

When  the  quantities  of  several  different  materials  of  excavation,  for 
which  different  prices  are  to  be  paid,  were  to  be  determined  "by  the* 
measurement  and  calculation  "  of  the  engineer,  it  was  held  not  to  require 
him  to  measure  each  kind  of  material  excavated,  but  that  the  word  "  cal- 
culations" should  be  understood  in  the  sense  of  the  term  "estimate/'  and 
that  when  the  whole  cut  or  embankment  had  been  measured  he  could 
determine,  by  reference  to  the  known  contents  and  data  collected,  tho 
quantities  of  the  different  materials  excavated.* 

382.  Engineer  must  Act  in  Good  Faith  and  Have  Strict  Regard  for  the 
Methods  Prescribed  in  Contract. — The  engineer  cannot  exercise  his  selection 
of  a  rule  arbitrarily.  He  cannot  perform  his  duties  by  making  a  mere  guess 
of  the  quantities  handled;  they  must  be  exercised  in  a  reasonably  correct 
and  careful  manner.*    A  method  of  estimating  earthworks  which  does  not 

1  Palmer  «  Clark,  106  Mass.  878  [1871] ;  •  Sroville  v.  Miller.  40  111.  Anp.  V87. 

but  see  Hartwell  v.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  50  *  Henderson  r.  City  of  LouisvilK  4  8. 

Hun  497  [18881;  and  ste  Fellows©.  Sny-  W.  Rep.  187;  Anderaou  t>.  Imhoff  (Neb.), 

der  (Kan.),  32  Pac.  Rep.  680,  which  held  51   N.   W.   Rep.   854;  but  see  Palmer  vK 

it  a  question  for  jury.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878  [1871]. 

*  See  Custom  and  Usage,  Sees.  608  to  638,  infra. 
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take  into  consideration  or  allow  for  the  loss  of  materials  from  subsidence  and 
settling,  or  for  the  waste  due  to  erosion,  has  been  successfully  attacked  and 
declared  erroneous,  and  an  injustice  that  the  courts  would  not  permit.1  A 
contractor  who  is  filling  in  a  trestle  with  dirt  should  not  be  allowed  the 
measurement  of  the  space  occupied  by  a  culvert  under  the  trestle.* 

Under  a  contract  to  haul  and  embank  excavations,  which  provided  that 
"  the  measurements  of  the  quantities  wjll  usually  be  made  in  the  cuts  or 
pits  from  which  the  material  has  been  taken/'  and  further,  "  that  the  quan- 
tities and  amount  should  be  determined  by  the  chief  engineer,  whose  deter- 
mination shall  be  conclusive  upon  both  parties,"  it  was  held  that  as  the 
specifications  showed  that  the  measurements  were  not  in  all  cases  to  be 
taken  in  the  cuts,  that  the  exception  would  have  to  be  determined  by  out- 
side testimony,  which  resulted  in  the  court  ordering  the  measurements 
being  made  of  the  embankments,  instead  of  in  the  cuts,  as  the  engineer  had 
determined.'  This  decision  was  arrived  at  from  the  existence  of  a  usage  to 
measure  rock  excavation,  over  which  the  controversy  had  arisen,  in  the 
embankment,  and  the  decision  was  followed  some  years  later  in  a  very  simi- 
lar case.4  These  decisions  are  decided  upon  narrow  ground  when  based 
upon  so  small  a  technicality  as  the  use  of  the  word  usually  as  here  employed 
would  warrant,  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  testimony  must  indeed  have 
been  very  strong  that  would  sustain  such  a  departure  from  the  decision  of 
earlier  cases.  The  word  usually  may  have  been  introduced  to  accommodate 
the  engineer  in  his  estimates  and  to  avoid  the  delay  of  the  work  when 
measurements  had  not  been  made  where  the  contractors  wished  to  work/ 
These  Texas  cases  also  support  in  a  degree  the  statement  that  when 
the  contract  provides  that  the  engineer  shall  determine  the  quantities  of 
work  it  does  not  give  him  the  conclusive  determination  of  the  manner  in 
which  it  shall  be  done  according  to  the  contract.  It  does  not  give  to  the 
engineer  the  interpretation  of  the  contract.6  The  contractor  may  show 
that  the  engineer  misconstrued  the  contract  in  his  classifications  of  the 
work,  and  had  not  measured  the  work  according  to  the  contract,  and  he 
may  show  these  things  by  evidence  without  alleging  fraud.7  It  is  wrong, 
therefore,  to  admit  evidence  varying  the  standard  of  measurement  fixed  by 
the  contract  so  as  to  show  a  greater  amount  of  work  done  by  the  contractor 
than  would  be  shown  by  measurements  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 


1  Henderson  v.  City  of  Louisville  (Ky.), 
4  S.  W.  Rep.  187  [1887];  Clark  «. 
United  States,  6  Wallace  548  [18671:  and 
se>  M 'In tosh  v.  Midland  Cos.  R.  Co.,  14 
M.  &  W.  548. 

9  East  Tenn.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  85  Ga. 
457. 

*  G.  H  &  8  A..  Rv.  Co.  v.  Henry  &  Dil- 
ley.  65  Texas  685  [18861 ;  see  al$o  Mulhol- 
liiml  r.  New  York,  20  N.  E.  Rep.  856 
£18*9]. 

4  G.  fl  &  S.  A,  Ry.  Co  r.  Johnson,  74 


Texas  256  [1889] 

8  Lewis  «.  Chicago,  etc. ,  R.  Co.  49  Fed. 
Rep.  708  nnd  714. 

•  Williams  «.  Chicago,  etc,  Ry.  Co. 
(Mo.),  20  8.  W.  Rep.  681. 

1  Williams  v.  The  Chicago,  etc.,  Ry. 
Co..  112  Mo.  463  [1892];  accord  Lewis  v. 
Chicago,  etc..  R.  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  708; 
Summers  t.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  Fed. 
Rep.  714;  and  see  Sherman  v.  New  York, 
1  N.  Y.  816. 
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contract,  though  it  provides  that  the  estimate  of  the  engineer  is  to  be  con*, 
elusive  as  a  basis  of  payment,  and  such  oyermeasnrement  is  made  by  him* 
since  such  estimate  is  con  elusive  only  on  condition  that  it  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract.1  * 

383.  Engineer's  Power  to  Determine  Quality,  Character,  and  Classifi- 
cation. 

"  That  he  shall  determine  the  kinds,  nature,  quality,  character,  and 
classification  of  the  work  done  and  the  materials  furnished,  employed, 
excavated,  quarried  or  mined,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  of  the  tools,  appa- 
ratus, or  machinery  manufactured." 

This  clause  gives  to  the  engineer  the  determination  of  the  class  to  which 
the  work  done  or  the  materials  supplied  most  nearly  conforms  or  agrees.1 
It  may  include  the  inspection,  acceptance,  or  rejection  of  work,  tools,  and 
machinery,  and  the  culling  or  condemning  of  inferior  materials.  Different 
prices  are  paid  for  different  classes,  and  it  is  a  difficult  matter  to  draw  the 
line  where  the  one  class  shall  end  and  the  next  class  begin.  Such  questions 
would  afford  no  end  of  strife  and  litigation  if  they  were  not  determined  in 
some  definite  and  arbitrary  manner. 

The  engineer's  decision  is  generally  made  the  ultimatum  on  such  ques- 
tions, and  the  justice  of  his  classification  will  depend  much  upon  his  knowl- 
edge of  the  trades  and  the  materials  employed  by  them,  or  upon  the  care 
with  which  he  inquires  into  them  when  the  questions  are  presented.  An 
improper  or  hasty  classification  of  materials  or  work  might  cause  great, 
injury  to  either  party  to  the  contract. 

384.  Classifications  must  Be  According  to  Contract.— Frequently  the 
rules  for  classifying  are  described  in  the  specifications,  in  which  case  the 
description  must  be  carefully  studied  and  rigidly  applied.  If  the  time 
when  the  classification  is  to  be  made  is  not  expressed  such  classification 
may  be  made  before  the  work  is  completed.'    The  materials  and  work  must 

^  be  classified  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  express  terms  of  the  contract 
and  by  the  rules,  scales,  and  tests  agreed  upon.  No  materials  or  work  can 
be  accepted  which  the  contract  forbids,  nor  any  be  dispensed  with  which 
it  requires.  If  the  contract  specifies  that  mortar  shall  consist  of  equal 
parts  of  Portland  cement  and  sand,  it  has  been  held  that  a  different  mixture 
could  not  be  authorized.4  An  engineer  has  no  power  to  change  the  terms 
of  contract,  or  to  refuse  to  classify  as  loose  and  solid  rock  that  which  the 
contract  expressly  declares  should  be  loose  and  solid  rock.* 

1  Fishery  Borough,  1  Pa.  8uper.  Ct.  886;  4  Fitzgerald  v.  Moran  (N.  Y  ).  86  N.  E. 

accord  Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  171  Rep.  508. 

Pa.  St.  492  [1895],  •  Williams  v.  The  Chicago  Ry.  Co.,  US 

9  Brown  v.  Decker  (Pa.),  21  All.  Rep.  Mo.  466  [1892] ;  and  see  also  Mansfield  v. 

903  [1891].  Railroad,  17  Ohio  396;  2  Sutherland  on 

'  Kicker  t.  Collins  (Tex.),  17  S.  W.  Rep.  Damages  520;  2  Wood  on  Ry.  Law  995; 

882  [1891].  Starkey  v.  De Graff,  22  Minn.  481;  Raik 

•  Set  Sees.  870,  supra,  and  881-888,  infra. 
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The  contractor  cannot  be  required  to  furnish  materials  for  testing  and 
experimenting  when  contract  does  not  provide  for  it1 

885.  Engineer  cannot  Make  a  Mew  and  Intermediate  Classification.— 
When  a  contract  named  prices  for  several  classes  of  excavation  and  the 
engineer  was  to  designate  the  class  to  which  work  done  belonged,  it  was 
held  that  he  could  make  no  new  or  intermediate  class  or  concomitant  price; 
that  when  the  prices  were  fixed  by  the  contract  at  seventy-five  (75)  cents 
per  cubic  yard  for  rock  and  thirty-five  (35)  cents  for  earth  excavation,  that 
he  could  not  allow  a  different  price,  as  fifty  (50)  cents  for  loose  rock.  Such 
an  act  was  held  in  excess  of  the  engineer's  powers;  that  he  must  make  the 
classifications  as  described  in  the  contract  and  not  according  to  what  he 
thought  would  be  reasonable.  The  making  of  a  new  price  was  held,  in 
effect,  the  making  of  a  new  contract.' 

A  recent  case  seems  opposed  to  this.  Under  a  contract  which  pro- 
vided that  if  excavations  could  not  be  plowed  by  a  good  six-mule  or  six- 
horse  team,  it  was  to  be  classed  as  loose  rock.  The  engineer  made  a  classi- 
fication which  allowed  twenty-five  per  cent,  loose  rock  when  six  horses  could 
plow  half  of  the  time,  and  fifty  per  cent,  when  eight  horses  were  required, 
and  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  material  error  in  the  engineer's  classi- 
fication, and  that  the  estimates  should  not  be  set  aside.' 

When,  as  in  the  preceding  case,  materials  are  to  be  classified  in  accord- 
ance with  a  certain  test,  it  is  not  well  to  name  the  materials  of  the  class 
unless  it  be  the  intention  to  include  them  in  that  class,  irrespective  of  the 
test  Thus,  in  a  case  where  excavations  were  to  be  measured  and  paid  for 
either  as  earth,  loose  rock,  or  solid  rock;  loose  rock  to  comprise  "shale  or 
<soapstone,  lying  in  its  original  or  stratified  position,  coarse  bowlders  in  gravel, 
cemented  gravel,  hardpan,  or  any  other  material  requiring  the  use  of  pick 
and  bar,  or  which  cannot  be  plowed  with  a  strong  ten-inch  grading-plow, 
well  handled,  behind  a  good  six-mule  or  horse  team;"  it  was  held  that  the 
materials  mentioned  were  to  be  classified  as  loose  rock,  irrespective  of  the 
plowing  test,  which  was  only  applicable  to  the  "other  material,"  not  spe- 
cifically named.4 

386.  No  Extra  Compensation  can  be  Allowed  to  Relieve  Against  Hard- 
ship.— Extra  pay  cannot  be  allowed  by  the  engineer  for  picking  where 
the  excavations  are  difficult  when  the  contract  provides  for  the  classifica- 
tion of  the  materials  excavated  under  it  at  prices  named/  When  certain 
prices  were  agreed  upon  for  several  kinds  of  work,  and  an  extra  allowance 


roart  *.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St.  161;  DuBois  *. 
Railroad,  12  Wend.  884;  Bridge  Co.  v. 
McOrath,  184  U.  8.  280. 

1  Steffen  t>.  St.  Louis  (Mo.).  86  8.  W. 
Rep.  81. 

*  Drhew  f>.  City  of  Altoona,  121  Pa.  St. 
421,  mm  alto  South  v.  South,  70  Pa.  St.  195; 
and  Nesbitt  t>.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  2 
©pears  (S.  C.)  697;  and  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 


Co.  t>.  Vosburgh,  45  III.  811. 

8  Ross  o.  McArtbur,  85  Iowa  203.  Io 
this  oase  it  is  but  fair  to  state  that  this 
classification  was  suggested  by  the  com- 
pany. And «mDu  Bois  v.  Del.  &  H.  C.  Co., 
12  Wend.  834. 

4  Lewis  v.  Chicago  S.  P.  &  C.  Rv.  Co. 
(Ctr.  Ct.),  49  Fed.  Rep.  708. 

5  Drhew  v.  City  of  Altoona,  supra. 
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was  made  for  excavations,  and  the  contract  provided  that  the  engineer 
should  be  "  sole  judge  of  the  quality  and  quantity  of  work  done  and  of 
materials  furnished,  and  of  any  questions  arising  under  the  contract,  and 
from  his  decision  there  should  be  no  appeal/'  it  was  held  he  was  not  author- 
ized to  refuse  an  extra  allowance  for  frozen  excavations,  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  the  contractor's  own  fault,  and  that  the  work  might  have  been 
done  before  cold  weather  set  in.  Such  a  holding  by  the  engineer  was 
declared  a  going  behind  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  which  the  engineer 
could  not  do.  That  the  engineer  had  no  authority  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  and  to  fix  another  or  a  different  measure  of  compensation.1 

387.  English  and  American  Decisions  Compared. — The  English  courts 
have  not  been  so  arbitrary  in  limiting  the  powers  of  the  engineer,  and  some 
very  different  decisions  have  been  the  result.  In  a  contract  a  certain  price 
was  fixed  for  "  excavation,"  and  the  price  of  "  any  other  description  of 
work  "  was  left  to  the  engineer,  and  the  question  arose  whether  the  removal 
of  a  large  quantity  of  very  soft  and  swampy  soil  was  excavation  within  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  or  if  not,  whether  it  could  be  considered  as  within 
the  phrase  "  any  other  description  of  work."  It  was  held  to  be  a  proper 
question  for  the  engineer,  who  was  by  the  contract  to  determine  any  dispute 
or  differences  arising  between  the  contractor  and  company  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  presents,  or  anything  contained  in  the  contract,  or  anything  to 
be  done  thereunder,*  and  that  the  arbitrator  [engineer]  might  allow  a 
different  [greater]  price  for  such  work  [excavations].'  The  contractors 
successfully  contended  that  under  the  clause  in  the  schedule  of  prices  for 
"any  other  description  of  work  "  the  engineer  (as  the  soil  had  turned  out  so 
different  from  what  had  been  anticipated)  could  reform  the  schedule  of  prices 
for  the  excavations. 

Although  the  powers  given  to  the  engineer  in  the  English  case  were  more 
extended  than  in  the  American,  it  is  interesting  to  state  that  the  arguments 
of  the  company's  counsel  [the  losing  side]  of  the  English  case  were  almost 
identical  with  the  dictum  of  the  judge  in  the  Pennsylvania  case,"  which 
is  directly  to  the  contrary.  If  the  cases  are  to  be  reconciled,  it  must  be  by 
the  presence  of  the  clause  leaving  the  price  of  "  any  other  description  of 
work"  to  the  engineer,  and  by  the  extended  powers  accorded  the  engineer 
by  the  English  courts. 

To  the  same  effect  as  the  English  decision  is  an  early  American  case 
[1853],  in  which  the  engineer  fixed  the  price  of  a  species  of  excavation  not 
mentioned  in  the  specifications  or  contract.  This  contract  gave  no  extraor- 
dinary powers  to  the  engineer,  but  stipulated  "  that  the  engineer  should  be 

1  Starkcy   t>.    DeGraff,    22    Minn.    481  12  App.  Cas.  788  [1887] ;  $ee  alto  Braney 

11876];  and  see  Phelan  v.  Albany,  etc.,  R.  v.  Town  of  Millbury  (Mass.)  44  N.  E.  Rep. 

Co  .  f  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  258.  1060  [1886]. 

9  Kirk  &  Randall  v.  The  E.  &  W.  Dock  'Drhew  t>.  City  of  Altoona,  121  Pa.  St. 

Co.,  55  L.  T.  R.  (N.  8.)  245  [1887];  s.  c.  421. 

*  An  exceptionally  strong  clause. 
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inspector  of  the  work ;  that  he  should  determine  when  the  contract  was 
complied  with,  according  to  its  just  and  fair  interpretation,  and  the  amount 
of  the  same,  and  that  his  decision  should  be  obligatory  and  conclusive,  with* 
out  further  recourse  or  appeal.1 

If  the  engineer  acts,  and  his  decisions  are  within  the  powers  conferred 
by  the  contract,  there  is  no  appeal  from  his  decision  unless  it  can  be 
proved  that  he  has  not  exercised  his  fair  and  honest  judgment.  Thus  when 
an  engineer  classified  "  pier  masonry  "  as  "  bridge  masonry,"  for  which  a 
smaller  price  was  paid,  his  decision  and  classification  was  held  conclusive 
unless  impeached  for  fraud,  or  such  gross  mistake  as  necessarily  implied 
bad  faith,  and  the  fact  that  the  price  was  inadequate  and  unjust  was  held  to 
make  no  difference.** 

%  Other  familiar  examples  are  such  as  require  the  engineer  to  discriminate 
between  good  and  poor  work,  to  determine  what  materials  are  sufficient  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  contract,  as  the  class  to  which  masonry 
properly  belongs,  or  where  to  classify  excavations  either  as  rock,  clay,  loam> 
hard  pan,  or  gravel,  to  select  and  grade  lumber,  and  cull  that  which  ia 
inferior  or  unsuitable,  and,  in  short,  to  determine  the  relative  merit  and 
value  of  all  the  parts  that  make  up  the  structure. 

388.  Powers  to  Determine  the  Sufficiency  and  Skill  with  which  Work 
is  Performed. 

"That  he  shall  be  sole  judge  of  the  quality  of  the  work,  and  of  the 
skillfulness  and  sufficiency  with  which  it  is  performed,  and  the  work- 
manlike manner  in  which  it  is  completed/' 

This  power,  like  others  conferred,  is  to  be  read  along  with  the  rest  of  the 
contract,  and  must  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  the  specifications  and 
terms  agreed  to  by  the  parties  in  their  contract.  Much  may  be  left  to  the  engi- 
neer's discretion  and  judgment,  which  is  for  his  own  honest  determination; 
but  so  far  as  the  contract  and  specification  show  an  evident  intention  to 
limit  that  discretion,  and  to  fix  or  name  the  quality  of  the  work,  and  the 
perfection  of  its  execution,  so  far  must  the  engineer  follow  their  descriptions 
and  instructions." 

He  must  first  determine  its  fitness  and  conformity  with  the  speci- 
fications and  requirements  of  the  contract,  and  as  to  the  rest  consult  hia 
own  discretion  and  good  judgment.  If  work,  he  must  decide  whether  it 
has  been  executed  in  the  manner  and  to  the  degree  of  perfection  promised 
or  demanded  in  the  contract.  He  cannot  dispense  with  the  performance  of 
a  substantial  part  of  the  work.  He  may  decide  matters  left  to  his  judg- 
ment, such  as  whether  work  has  been  executed  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
or  whether  materials  are  of  the  kind  required,  but,  as  has  been  said,  it  can- 

1  Condon  v.  South  Side  R.  Co.,  14  Gratt.       U.  8.  549  [18841. 
(Va.)  802  [1858]  'Lewis  r.  Yagel.   77  Hun  (N.  Y.)837i 

*  MartinBburg  &  P.  R.  Co.  r.  March.  114      Burke  t>.  Kausaa  City,  84  Mo.  App  570. 

*  See  Sec.  878,  supra. 
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not  be  contended  that  be  could  accept  a  brick  house  for  one  to  be  built  of 
marble ;  nor  would  the  fact  that  the  brick  house  was  substantially,  and  for 
service,  as  good,  and  even  better,  than  the  one  of  marble,  render  his  decision 
any  more  binding.1 

However  conclusive  the  engineer's  decision  may  be  declared,  or  however 
strictly  the  contractor  is  to  follow  his  instructions  in  all  things,  they  will 
not  justify  a  departure  from  the  express  terms  of  the  contract  without  there 
is  a  collateral  agreement  between  the  parties  themselves  to  the  same  effect.* 
Masonry  laid  in  mud  cannot  be  accepted  for  masonry  to  be  laid  in  cement/ 
nor  Milestone  for  brownstone,  nor  a  twelve-inch  wall  for  a  sixteen-inch  wall, 
nor  four-inch  curbs  for  six-inch  curbs,4  nor  railroad  ties  with  ten-inch  faces  for 
ties  with  twelve-inch  faces.  Acceptances  of  such  work  which  are  not  in  con- 
formity with  that  specified  in  the  contract  are  beyond  the  power  of  the 
engineer  and  are  pretty  good  evidence  of  fraud  and  collusion  with  the  con- 
tractor. 

When  it  was  stipulated 

"  that  materials  shall  be  of  the  best  quality  and  the  work  performed  in 
the  best  manner  subject  to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  an  architect, 
all  to  be  done  in  strict  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications  and 
to  be  paid  for  when  done  completely  and  accepted," 

it  was  held  that  an  acceptance  by  the  architect  of  a  different  class  of  work 
or  of  inferior  materials  did  not  bind  the  owner  and  did  not  relieve  the  con- 
tractor from  the  agreement  to  perform  the  work  according  to  the  plans  and 
specifications.*  It  was  so  held  when  a  contractor  who  had  undertaken  by 
contract  to  build  a  sewer  according  to  plans,  profiles,  and  specifications  and 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  city  engineer,  and  who  instead  had  fol- 
lowed the  orders  of  an  assistant  engineer  detailed  to  supervise  the  work,  and 
had  laid  part  of  the  sewer-pipe  at  a  less  depth  than  was  shown  on  the  plan* 
or  required  by  the  specifications.  A  new  assistant  engineer  having  been 
detailed  in  charge  of  the  work,  he  ordered  the  pipe  taken  up  and  relaid  to 
grade  shown  on  plans.  The  contractor  did  as  ordered  and  made  claim  for 
the  extra  work,  and  it  was  held  he  could  not  recover;  that  the  contractor 
had  done  only  what  the  contract  bad  required  him  to  do,  and  the  engineers 
had  no  authority  to  vary  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  contract.*  *  The 
acceptance  by  an  architect  of  heating  apparatus  installed  does  not  require 


1  Bond  f>.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  19  N.  J.  Eq. 
876  [1869].  This  is  a  strong  case,  but  it  il- 
lustrates the  principle  the  better  for  that 
reason.  See  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  N.  Y.  173, 
which  held  that  the  architect's  certificate 
could  not  dispense  with  the  substantial  ful- 
fillment of  the  provisions  of  the  contract. 

9  Burke  t>.  Kansas  City,  34  Mo  App.  570. 

atttate  t>.  Mcttuilley,  4  Iud.  7;  Fitz- 
gerald 9.  Moran,  141  N.  Y.  419. 

«  Bond  v.  Mayor,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  376  [1869]. 


•Glaucius   t».   Black,     50    N.    Y.    14& 
[18721;  Johnson  t>.   DePeyster,  50  N.  Y. 
666,  and  Adlard  v.  Muldoon,  45  111.  198; 
see  also  Bird  v.  Smith,  64  E.  C.  L.  R.  785. 

•  Burke  e.  Kansiis  Citv,  84  Mo.  App. 
570;  Bonesteel  t>.  New  York.  22  N.  Y 
162;  Bond  v.  Newark.  19  N.  J.  Eq.  876; 
Hartupee  *>.  Pittsburgh,  »7  Penna.  St.  107; 
and  see  Adams  v.  New  York.  4  Duer  295; 
Goldsmith  d.  Hnnri.  26  Ohio  8t.  101;  Star- 
key  r.  DeGrafl.  22  Minn.  481. 


*  Ste  Sees.  870.  881-388,  tupra,  aud  465-468,  infra, 
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owner  to  pay  for  it  when  the  specifications  guaranteed  that  it  should  keep 
the  house  at  a  certain  temperature,  which  guaranty  had  not  been  per- 
formed.1 

These  cases  might  have  been  decided  otherwise  if  architect's  decision 
had  been  made  final  and  conclusive  and  he  bad  been  given  the  determina- 
tion of  disputes  and  questions  arising  out  of  the  contract  or  work,  and  of 
the  construction  and  meaning  of  the  drawings,  specifications,  and  contract* 
389.  Powers  of  Engineer  or  Architect  may  be  Extended  by  Other  Clauses, 
so  as  to  Permit  Some  Deviations  from  Plans  and  Specifications. — Thus  in 
a,  contract  providing  that  the  contractor  should  take  down  all  defective 
walls  and  rebuild  them  according  to  the  architect's  plans,  specifications, 
etc.,  and  by  which  the  architect  was  made  the  superintendent  of  the  work 
and  materials,  with  full  power  to  inspect,  accept,  or  reject  any  work  done, 
or  materials  to  be  used,  whether  worked  or  otherwise,  when  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans,  specifications,  and  detail  drawings,  and  which  made 
the  architect's  decision  in  that  matter  and  all  other  matters  relating  to  the 
building  binding  and  conclusive  upon  both  parties,  the  court  held  that  the 
contractor  was  justified  in  following  the  architect's  instruction  and  that  he 
was  not  bound  to  take  down  walls  not  directed  to  be  taken  down  by  the 
architect,  even  though  required  by  the  plans  and  specifications.1 

The  decision  of  this  case  is  seemingly  contrary  to  those  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding section,  and  especially  with  the  New  York  case,  Glaucius  v.  Black. 
The  New  York  case  was  not  regarded  as  an  authority  to  govern  the  Illinois 
case  because  the  architect's  powers  were  more  limited.     In  the  New  York 
case,  the  work  was  subject  to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  architect,  and 
all  to  be  in  strict  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications,  the  architect 
having  power  to  reject  any  particular  work  or  materials,  and  in  such  case  the 
builders  were  to  remedy  the  defects.     This  was  the  extent  of  the  architect's 
authority,  and  it  was  held  that  his  acceptance  of  the  work  did  not  relieve 
the  contractors  from  their  agreement  to  perform  the  work  according  to 
the  plauB  and  specifications.     The  court  based  its  decision  in  the  Illinois  case 
upon  the  fact  of  the  architect  being  made  superintendent,  not  only  with  the 
power  to  inspect,  accept,  and  reject  work  or  materials  not  in  accordance  with 
plans  and  specifications,  but,  in  addition,  the  larger  authority  to  determine 
"all  other  matters  relating  to  the  building,  and  all  other  work  referred  to  in 
the  agreement,  which  decision  should  be  binding  and  conclusive  in  regard 
to  the  same  npon  both  parties  alike." 

These  rules  are  founded  upon  the  laws  of  arbitration  which  confine  the 
decision  of  the  referee  to  the  subjects  mentioned  and  the  powers  granted 
in  the  contract  of  submission.    The  authority  cannot  be  extenued,  uor 

■  Gay*.  Hnsklna.  81  N.  Y.  Snpp.  1022;  »Bonn»Ut>.Glattfeldt,  120 1'l.  166  [1887]; 

iwFilzpprald  v.  Mornn,  141  N.  Y.  419.  Smi'h  v.  Farmers'  Trust  C  ».  (Iowa).  66  W. 

•  8smbU  Wyckotf  •.  Meyers,  44  N.  T.  W.  Re  >.  84;  Glaucius  *.  Black,  60  N.  T. 

143  145,  contra. 
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any  items  included  beyond  those  comprised  in  the  original  submission.  All 
other  questions  must  be  rejected.1  If  questions  are  plainly  within  the 
reference  and  clearly  were  intended  to  be  left  to  the  engineer's  discretion 
and  judgment,  the  parties  must  abide  by  his  decision  if  his  judgment  is 
honestly  exercised.* 

300.  Prior  Promise  to  Classify  Work  or  Materials  in  a  Certain  Way  Not 
Always  Binding. — When  it  was  provided  that,  "at  the  end  of  the  work, 
the  engineer  shall  certify  the  quantity  and  character  of  the  work  done 
and  that  the  contractor  shall  be  paid  according  to  such  certificates/'  to 
obviate  any  disputes  as  to  the  measurements  of  certain  excavations  the 
engineer  told  the  contractor  he  would  classify  certain  work  to  be  done 
as  "75  per  cent,  solid  rock,"  with  which  arrangement  the  parties 
expressed  themselves  as  satisfied.  There  was  no  intention  to  make  or 
consent  to  any  arrangement  outside  of  or  inconsistent  with  the  written 
contract.  After  the  work  was  finished  the  engineer,  in  his  final  certificate, 
failed  to  adopt  the  classification  promised,  and  it  was  held  that  the  fiual 
determination  of  the  engineer  was  binding  on  the  parties,  and  the  con- 
tractor must  accept  what  the  final  certificate  allowed  him  independent  of  the 
engineer's  promise.  Such  an  agreement  by  the  engineer  was  held  not  to 
modify  the  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  ;  but  had  the  arrange- 
ment been  between  the  company  and  the  contractor,  and  in  the  form  of  a 
collateral  or  subsequent  agreement,  the  decision  must  have  been  different 
and  the  contractor  have  recovered  for  "75  per  cent,  of  solid  rock."** 

An  act  of  an  engineer  in  increasing  the  monthly  estimates  of  a  contractor 
beyond  what  was  justly  due  to  him  to  enable  him  to  meet  his  payments^ 
and  with  the  understanding  that  in  the  final  estimate  a  reduction  of  the 
proper  amount  should  be  made,  does  not  commit  the  owner  to  the  con- 
sequences of  the  engineer's  misconduct  while  acting  as  arbiter  for  both 
parties.4  An  antecedent  verbal  agreement  between  contractor,  owner,  and 
engineer  as  to  quality  of  materials  that  would  be  accepted  cannot  be  shown.5 

These  cases  are  authority  for  the  oft-repeated  statement  that  the  author- 
ity of  an  engineer  is  limited  to  the  powers  and  duties  conferred  by  the  con- 
tract. He  cannot  order  extra  work  on  behalf  of  his  company  nor  promise 
beforehand  any  particular  classification.  When  put  in  charge  of  construc- 
tion as  inspector  he  has  no  authority  to  permit  deviations  or  changes  in 

1  Donne  College  t>.  Lanham  (Neb.),  42  an  approval  of  materials  in  advnnce  could 

N.  W.  Rep.  405  [1889].  not  he  revoked  ;'  and  see  Bndner  v.  Roff- 

9  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v.  O'Connor,  11  sell  (N.  J.),  29  All.  Rep.  317;  and  see  also 

S.  W.  Rep.  18  [18891:  Gerald  t>.  Tunstnll  Ricker  «.   Collins  (Tex.).  17  8.  W.  Rep. 

(Ala.).  20  So.  Rep.  43;  and  see  Alton  R.  87s  [1891]  ;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.    Co.  «.  Ricker 

Co.  v.  Northcott,  15  111.  49.  (Tex.);  Price  «.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88 

•Dorwin  v.  Westbrook,  11  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Fed.  Rep.  304. 

405;  Sharpe*  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  8  Ch.  4Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  171  Pa. 

App.  607  ;  but  see  O  Donnell  v.  Forrest,  44  St.  492  [18951. 

La.  Ann.  845;  and  see  Jones  «.  Gilchrist  'Joiies  o.  Kisley  (Tex.),  82  8.  W.  Rep. 

(Tex.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  890,  which  held  that  1027. 

*As  to  classification,  see  Sees.  878,  883,  supra,  and  Sees.  468-468,  infra. 
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plans  approved  and  adopted  by  the  department  by  which  he  is  employed.1 

He  cannot  arrange  to  accept  defective  or  deficient  work,  and  that  the 

deficiencies  shall  be  made  good  to  his  company.9 

391.  Engineer  to  Determine  the  Value  of  Work  and  Materials. 

"and  that  he  shall  finally  determine  in  each  and  every  case  the  value 
of  the  several  kinds  of  work  and  materials  which  are  to  be  paid  for 
under  this  contract,  and  the  compensation  which  the  said  contractor 
shall  receive  therefor  at  the  rates  herein  provided  for." 

In  such  a  clause  providing  that  monthly  estimates  shall  be  made  of 
the  character,  quantity  and  value  of  the  work,  the  import  of  the  word 
"  value "  as  used  is  significant  and.  to  be  distinguished  from  the  word 
"price."  The  prices  are  usually  fixed  by  the  contract,  and  the  " value "" 
must  be  understood  to  be  the  result  obtained  by  applying  the  prices  sched- 
uled in  the  contract  to  the  quantities  estimated  and  according  to  the  classi- 
fication made  by  the  engineer.9  An  instance  is  afforded  in  a  case  where  the 
engineer  was  made  the  sole  and  final  judge  of  the  quality,  character,  value,  and 
number  of  materials  furnished,  and  it  was  held  that  his  decision  as  to  quality 
was  final  and  conclusive,  but  not  as  to  quantity.4 

392.  Engineer  to  Determine  Questions  in  Regard  to  Additions,  Omis- 
sions, and  Extra  Work. 

"and  that  he  shall  determine  the  question  as  to  what  are  additions 
and  omissions,  and  the  quantities,  quality,  character,  classification,  suf- 
ficiency, and  value  of  any  and  every  materials  and  work  arising  from, 
due  to,  or  required  by  any  alteration,  deviation,  addition,  or  omission  in 
the  plans,  specifications,  or  contract,  or  in  any  matters  growing  out  of 
the  construction  or  completion  of  the  works  made  or  caused  to  be 
made  by  the  engineer  or  owner  [company]  or  by  the  necessities  of 
the  work,  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  included  in  the  original  specifica- 
tions, plans,  and  contract,  and  all  questions  as  to  whether  they  are 
properly  and  skillfully  executed  in  conformity  with  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications, and  his  decision,  estimate,  and  certificate  in  respect  thereto 
shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  to  recover  therefor  by  the 
contractor." 

Without  this  clause  the  engineer's  decisions  may  be  confined  to  matters 
strictly  within  the  contract,  plans,  and  specifications,  and  will  not  include 
extra  work/*  Such  a  stipulation  is  binding  upon  the  parties  in  the  same 
manner  as  those  which  precede  in  respect  to  work  regularly  within  the  con- 
tract ; -  but  a  stipulation  giving  the  engineer  power  to  determine  the  true 
value  of  extra  work  and  work  omitted  does  not  make  him  a  judge  of  what 

1  New  York  v.  Hamm  (Com.  PI.),  24  N.  *  Denver,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Riley,  7  Colo. 

Y.  Stipp  780.  494  [1884]. 

'Barcus  t>.  Hannibal,  etc.,  Pk.  Rd.  Co.,  4Estel  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co..  56  Mo. 

26   Mo.    102;  Adlnrd  v.  Muldoon,  45  III.  282  [1874]. 

193:  and  see  Bonestcel  d.  New  York,  22  •Pashby  v.  Mayor,  18  C.  B.  2:  Starkey 

N.  Y.  162 ;  Burke  t>.  Kansas  City,  34  Mo.  t>.  De  Gruff.  22  Minn.  431 ;  Busse  v.  Ag- 

App.  570  ;  Bond  «.  Newark,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  new.  10  111.  App  527. 

876  •  Fowler  «.  Deakinan,  84  Til.  180  ;  Mills 

•See  Sees.  591-699,  infra. 
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is  extra  work  or  whether  the  extra  work  done  at  an  agreed  price  is  properly 
done.* 

393.  Provision  that  Engineer  Shall  Determine  Every  Question  Arising 

Ont  Of  or  Pertaining  to  the  Work  or  Contract. 

"and  he  shall  decide  all  and  every  question,  dispute,  difference,  or 
doubt  relative  to  the  execution,  performance,  fulfillment,  and  comple- 
tion of  this  contract ;"  or  "and  he  shall  determine  all  and  every  ques- 
tion, dispute,  difference,  or  doubt  in  relation  to  and  arising  from  said 
work  and  the  construction  and  completion  thereof,  and  he  shall  in  all 
cases  decide  every  question  which  may  arise  relative  to  the  execution  of 
this  contract  [on  the  part  of  the  said  contractor]." 

394.  Powers  Defined  Under  Different  Contract  Stipulations  in  Use. — 
Of  the  two  clauses  given  the  latter  is  to  be  preferred,  insomuch  that  the 
former  confines  the  engineer's  decisions  to  matters  strictly  within  the  con- 
tract, and  the  latter  includes  all  questions  arising  from  the  work  itself. 
This  is  important  if  it  is  desired  to  keep  out  of  courts  and  to  give  every 
qnestion  pertaining  to  the  work  to  the  determination  of  the  engineer.  The 
former  might  fail  to  include  "  extra  work,"  which  could  be  comprehended 
in  the  latter.  Alterations  and  changes  and  sometimes  additional  works  are 
required  as  accessories  to  the  projected  work  which  do  not  belong  to  the 
contract,  but  are  a  part  of  the  structure.1  They  are  usually  undertaken 
under  collateral  or  subsequent  contracts  or  mere  verbal  agreements  or 
orders.  If  the  engineer's  authority  is  confined  to  the  contract  as  by  the 
first  form  it  is  doubtful  if  his  jurisdiction  would  extend  to  such  alterations, 
changes,  or  new  work,  unless  they  were  added  to  or  made  a  part  of  the 
original  contract.     [They  have  been  provided  for  in  a  clause.]  f 

It  is  a  question  for  the  parties  to  consider  as  to  what  powers  they  will 
give  to  their  engineer,  and  what  extent,  if  at  all,  they  will  limit  them.  It  is 
customary  in  America  to  give  him  full  sway  with  regard  to  questions  per- 
taining to  the  work  and  materials  and  to  everything  that  will  enable  him  to 
promote  and  expedite  the  work,  and  thus  save  time  and  expense.  The  wis- 
dom of  this  cannot  be  questioned.  If  the  proprietor  or  company  have  not 
the  confidence  necessary  for  them  to  do  that,  they  will  do  well  to  let  their 
engineer  go  and  to  get  another  one  whom  they  can  trust. 

By  the  forms  in  use  in  England  the  powers  of  the  engineer  are  more 
comprehensive,  frequently  extending  to  every  possible  question  or  dispute 
between  the  parties,  even  to  the  interpretation  and  construction  of  the  con- 
tract itself ;  but  the  justice  and  policy  of  giving  such  unlimited  power  is 
questioned  and  their  validity  in  the  courts  of  this  country  doubted.  Courts 
are  pretty  certain  to  give  such  stipulations  the  narrowest  interpretation 

d.  Weeks,  21  111.  561 ;  McNnmara  v.  Htir-      11  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  49;  Ball  9.  Doud 
rison,  81  Iowa  486 ;  Morgan  v.  Birnie.  9      (Ore**.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  70  [1894]. 
Bing.  672 ;  Zimmerman  v.  Gcrin,  L.  Ch.,  1 8ee  Morgan  v.  Birnie,  9  Bing.  672. 

•See  Sees.  593-599,  infra.  Extra  Work;  and  see  Sees.  870,  supra,  and  895-896,  infra. 
\8ee  Sec  392,  eupra,  and  Sees.  592-599.  infra. 


32G    ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§  395. 

possible  and  will  grant  only  those  powers  to  an  engineer  which  are  clearly 
and  expressly  agreed  to  by  the  parties. 

395.  Instances  in  whioh  Engineer's  Decisions  have  been  Held  Hot  Bind- 
ing under  a  General  Clause — Extra  Work.— For  the  purpose  of  compar- 
ing the  contract  forms  in  use  the  following  stipulations  are  cited,  with  the 
decisions  which  have  been  rendered  upon  them:  Under  a  stipulation  that  in 
case  "  disputes  and  differences  should  arise  with  the  contractors  in  any  way 
relating  to  the  contract,  or  if  any  question  should  arise  between  any  of  the 
several  subcontractors  relating  to  the  proposed  buildings,  such  dispute, 
difference,  or  question  should  be  settled  by  the  architect,  whose  decision 
should  be  absolute  and  final/'  it  was  held  that  this  condition  applied  only 
to  disputes  as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  several  works,  and  not  to  claims 
for  extra  work  by  the  contractors  against  the  corporation.1  *  A  stipulation 
"constituting  the  engineer  an  umpire  to  determine  all  questions  growing 
out  of  the  contract  and  making  him  sole  judge  of  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
work  done  and  materials  furnished/'  was  held  not  to  extend  to  extra  work 
done  outside  the  contract.  By  the  decision  of  this  second  case  it  may  be 
doubted  if  the  second  form  would  cover  such  extra  work,  for  it  seems  that 
nothing  less  than  an  express  provision  for  the  measurement,  classification, 
and  value  of  the  extra  work,  and  an  incorporation  of  the  agreement  for  the 
extra  work  into  the  contract,  will  safely  and  certainly  give  to  the  engineer 
the  full  determination  of  questions  pertaining  to  it.9  '  Where  the  contract 
stipulates  for  an  arbitration  in  case  of  disputes  as  to  the  true  value  of  extra 
work  or  of  work  omitted,  it  does  not  include  questions  as  to  whether  certain 
work  is  extra  work,  or  as  to  whether  extra  work  done  at  an  agreed  price  is 
properly  done.  Such  a  stipulation,  said  the  judge,  would  oust  a  court  of  law 
or  equity  of  all  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  falling  within  the  stipulation.9 

In  a  case  where  a  contractor  Was  to  be  paid  for  certain  improvements 
[iron  work]  to  a  building,  upon  the  estimate  of  the  architect,  and  having 
prepared  the  materials  for  the  improvements,  the  building  burned  up,  it  was 
held  that  the  case  contemplated  for  the  architect's  estimate  never  arose,  and 
that  a  recovery  could  be  had  for  the  materials  wrought  without  the  archi- 
tect's certificate.4 

When  the  engineer  is  to  decide  as  to  disputes  between  the  contractors  as 
to  tho  manner  of  connecting  the  work  or  otherwise,  his  decision  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  one  contractor  to  maintain  an  action  for 
extra  work  caused  by  wrongful  acts  of  another  contractor/ 

1  Pashby  v.  Mayor  of  B..  18  C    B.  2  ;  Doyle  t>.  Halpin,  1  Jones  &  8.  (N.  Y.)  869; 

O'Reilly  v.  Kerns,  52  Pa.  St.  214.  but  $ee  Re;?.  t>.  Cimon,  23  Canada  Sup.  Ct. 

•  Smrkev  v.  DeGrnff.  22  Minu.  431;  but  62;  and  Sharp  v.  San  Paulo  li.  Co.,  L.  R. 
#«  Reij.  t>  S  arrs,  17  din.  Sup.  Ci.  118.  8  Oh.  App.  605,  note. 

*  Weeks  v.  Litile,  47  N.  Y.  Su:  er.  Cf.  1;  4  Rawson  v.  Clark,  70  111.  656. 

Han  v.  Lauuman,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  410;  »  Delaroater  v.  Folz.  3  N.  Y.  8upp.  711 

Sinclair    v.     TiUlmatlge,    35    Barb.    607;      [1889]. 

•Set  Chapter  on  Extra  Wo:k.  Sees.  592-597,  infra. 
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396.  Other  Instances  Hot  Covered  by  a  Sweeping  Clause— Breach  by 
Either  Party. — A  provision  that  the  engineer  shall  decide  all  questions  that 
may  arise  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  contract,  und  that  his  decision 
shall  be  final,  does  not  give  him  the  determination  of  the  question  whether 
the  contractor  has  incurred  a  penalty  provided  for  in  the  contract.  The 
question  was  as  to  the  effect  which  the  failure  of  the  city  to  have  the  bridge 
piers  ready  by  a  stated  time  had  on  the  contractor's  liability  for  liquidated 
damages.1 

A  provision  that  performance  shall  be  to  the  satisfaction  of  an  architect 
named,  who  is  employed  to  adjust  all  claims  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement, 
does  not  prevent  the  owner  from  suing  the  contractor  and  his  sureties  on  a 
bond  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  before  the  architect  had  adjusted  any 
claims  arising  out  of  the  breach.'  A  clause  referring  any  disputes  or  differ- 
ences as  to  the  construction  or  meaning  of  the  agreement  and  specification, 
or  sufficiency  of  the  performance  of  any  work  to  be  done  under  it,  or  price 
to  be  paid,  to  the  engineer,  whose  decision  should  be  final  and  conclusive, 
was  held  not  to  give  him  the  conclusive  determination  of  the  amount  of 
work  done;  but  that  the  question  whether  the  final  estimate  of  the  whole 
work  done  was  correct,  might  be  properly  tried  by  tho  court."  Price  was 
held  to  refer  to  the  price  per  cubic  yard,  and  not  to  the  cost  of  the  whole. 

Under  a  provision  that  "  if  the  engineer  certify  that  the  contractors 
have  failed  or  refused  to  supply  skilled  workmen  or  proper  materials,  the 
owner  may  terminate  the  contract,  take  possession,  etc.,  and  that  the  ex- 
pense and  damage  incurred  by  the  owner  shall  be  determined  by  the  engi- 
neer, whose  certificate  shall  be  conclusive,"  it  was  held  that  where  the 
contractor  had  wrongfully  abandoned  the  work,  and  the  owner  had  taken 
possession,  etc.,  that  the  engineer's  certificate  of  the  expense  incurred  by 
him  was  not  conclusive,  he  having  made  no  certificate  setting  forth  the 
failure  or  refusal  of  the  contractor  to  complete  the  work.4 

When  the  terms  of  a  submission  were  that  arbitrators  should  "investi-. 
gate  the  matters  complained  of  and  determine  all  questions  that  might 
arise  relating  to  compensation  for  work  done  under  the  contract,  it  was  held 
to  include  the  determination  of  how  much  work  had  been  performed,  how 
much  of  each  kind  of  work,  what  the  compensation  should  be  for  each  part 
and  parcel  of  the  said  work,  and  whether  the  final  estimate  was  correct  and 
just  to  the  parties.6 

When  the  contract  referred  to  an  architect  "all  disputes,  however  aris- 
ing, and  all  questions  of  doubt  as  to  the  tenor  and  intention  of  the  draw- 
ings and  specifications,  or  of  the  contract/'  and  provided  that  the  contractor 

1  King  Iron  Bridge  Co.  «.  St.  Louis,  48  Colo.  494  [1884]. 

Fed.  Hep.  7C8  [1890];  $ee  alio  Woodt>.  Ry.  *  Charlton  t>.  Scoville  (N.  Y.),  89  N.  E. 

Co.,  39  Fed.  R  p.  5a.  Rep.  394. 

*Oukwood  Rut  rent  Ass'n  v.   Rathbone  *  The  People  v.   Benton.   7  Barb.  208 

(Wis),  26  N.  W.  R"p.  742  [1886].  [1849];  and  see  Gallagher*.  Sliarpless(Fa.), 

1  Denver  S.  P.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  c.  Riley,  7  19  Ail.  Rep.  491  [1890]. 
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should  deliver  the  building  free  from  all  claims,  and  should  furnish  and 
provide,  and  deliver  at  his  own  cost,  all  necessary  materials,  it  was  held  to 
give  the  architect  jurisdiction  over  the  question  whether  the  contractor  and 
his  sureties  were  bound  to  refund  to  the  owner  the  amount  paid  by  him  on 
a  mechanic's  lien  filed  for  materials  furnished  for  the  building.1  * 

397.  Engineer's  Power  when  the  Contract  has  been  Eescinded  or  Per- 
formed, f — When  a  contract  has  been  rescinded  by  mutual  consent  of  the 
parties,  but  the  contractor  is  permitted  to  continue  the  work,  the  engineer's 
authority  is  at  an  end  and  expires  with  the  contract.  If  a  new  agreement 
be  made,  his  powers  will  be  limited  to  the  extent  that  the  new  agreement 
creates.3  Items  that  are  not  included  in  the  original  contract  nor  covered 
by  subsequent  extension  cannot  be  allowed  in  the  award.'  If  the  structure 
has  not  been  completed  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  engineer  can- 
not determine  questions  and  disputes  arising  from  work  subsequently  per- 
formed on  or  about  the  works  *  This  might  be  different,  however,  under  a 
provision  that  the  engineer  shall  "  determine  any  and  every  question  or 
claim  arising  out  of  the  contract." 

Work  done  upon  the  job  after  the  contract  has  been  taken  out  of  the 
contractor's  hands  by  the  company  is  not  done  under  the  contract,  and 
therefore  questions  arising  out  of  such  work  are  not  for  the  engineer's  do- 
termination  and  decision,  unless  they  are  so  made  by  express  agreement;  a 
recovery  may  be  had  for  what  such  work  is  reasonably  worth/  The  con- 
tractor should  not  be  allowed  to  continue  with  work  without  a  new  and 
formal  contract.  However,  a  suspension  of  the  work  in  good  faith  by  the 
company  according  to  an  express  provision  in  the  contract  will  not  relieve 
the  contractor  from  his  agreement  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer 
as  to  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  work  done/  J  and  the  question  whether 
a  contractor's  failure  to  complete  works  iu  due  time,  and  the  damages  he 
suffered,  and  the  extra  work  required  of  him,  was  caused  by  the  architect's 
delay  and  default  in  supplying  the  requisite  plans  and  setting  out  the  lands, 
was  held  not  a  proper  one  for  the  architect's  determination/ 

The  want  of  the  architect's  certificate  will  not  defeat  the  contractor's 
right  to  damages  for  a  breach  by  the  owner  of  his  contract/  or  a  refusal  on 


1  Barclay  «  Deckerhoof,  171  Pa.  8t.  378 
[1895] 

*  D.  «&  H.  Canal  Co.  t>.  Dubois,  15  Wend. 
87  [1835] :  and  see  Adams  v.  Cosby.  43 
1d<1.  153. 

»  Doane  College  v.  Limbnni  (Neb.),  42  N. 
W.  Hep.  405  [1889J;  St.  John  t>.  Potter 
(Com.  PI.),  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  280:  Osborne 
c.  O'Keilly,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  467. 

4  B  at  tie  v.  McGregor,  10  Scotch  Ses- 
sions C*ses  1094  [1883]. 

•OReily  v.  Kerns.  52  Pa.  St.  214; 
Weeks  ©.  O'Brien  (N.  Y.  App.),  36  N.  E. 


Rep.  185. 141  N.  Y.  199 ;  and  see  Gillen  v. 
Hubbard.  2  H  It.  808. 

•  Sncll  v.  Brown.  71  111.  188  [1878]  ;  but 
see  Weeks  v.  O'Brien  (N.  Y.  App.),  86  N. 
E.  Rep.  185. 

7  Roberts  v.  The  Bury  Improvement 
Com'is,  39  L.  J.  R.  120;  and  see  Mich. 
Ave.  M.  E.  Ch.  v.  Hcarson,  41  III.  App. 
89.  and  Memphis  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilcox, 
48  Pa.  St.  161 ;  Mc Alpine  t>.  L.  &  A  Ry. 
Co.,  17  Scotch  Sessions  Cases  113  [1*89]. 

*  Linen  v.  Paris  Lumber  Co.,  80  Tex.  28. 


*  See  Sec.  370,  supra. 


t  See  Sec.  745,  infra. 


tSee  Sec.  745,  infra. 
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his  part  to  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work.1  A  stipulation 
that  the  engineer's  decision  shall  be  final  and  conclusive  in  any  dispute 
which  may  arise  between  the  parties  does  not  include  the  question  of  dam- 
ages to  contractor  from  a  rescission  of  the  contract.'  A  provision  for 
payments  every  two  weeks  on  the  architect's  certificates  for  the  amount  of 
work  done,  less  15  per  cent.,  which  is  to  be  held  until  completion  of  the 
contract,  relates  only  to  advances  to  be  made  while  the  work  is  progressing. 
If  the  contractor  is  prevented  from  completing  the  work  by  the  other  party's 
insolvency,  he  need  not  produce  certificates  in  order  to  recover.1 

398.  Engineer's  Powers  when  Contract  has  been  Modified  by  Subsequent 
Agreements. — A  material  modification  of  a  written  contract  by  a  subsequent 
parol  agreement  reduces  the  whole  contract  to  parol,  and  the  written  con- 
tract can  be  used  no  further  than  to  mark  the  terms  and  extent  of  the  new 
stipulations.4  When  such  a  parol  modification  has  been  made,  a  provision 
in  the  original  written  contract  "that  the  engineer  should  be  the  final  arbi- 
ter of  disputes  "  remains  in  force,  but  his  decision  is  not  final  if  he  entirely 
ignores  the  subsequent  parol  agreement;*  and  whether  a  change  agreed  to 
by  the  parties  is  or  is  not  such  a  material  modification  as  to  reduce  the  whole 
to  a  parol  agreemont  is  a  question  for  the  jury/ 

Under  an  agreement  that  the  engineer  should  determine  "  all  questions 
arising  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  contract,  and  that  his  decision  should 
be  final  and  conclusive/9  it  was  held  that  the  engineer's  jurisdiction  did  not 
extend  to  additional  compensation  due,  under  a  subsequent  promise,  made 
when  the  contractor  had  threatened  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  misrepresentation/  The  decisions  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  if  a 
contract  was  entered  into,  based  upon  certain  plans  and  specifications,  and 
new  plans  were  adopted  and  alterations  made  which  made  the  job  a  mate- 
rially different  piece  of  work,  and  to  which  the  contractor  had  to  conform, 
and  to  which  he  did  not  assent,  that  the  binding  effect  of  the  original  con- 
tract was  destroyed,  and  therefore  the  conclusiveness  of  the  engineer's  decis- 
ions was  at  an  end.8 

Another  instance  is  a  case  where  an  implied  contract  was  held  not  to  be 
subject  to  the  engineer's  decisions.  When  the  contract  was  made,  certain 
obstacles  were  to  be  removed  by  the  company,  who  delayed  the  removal  for 
an  unreasonable  time.  It  was  held  that  there  was  an  implied  contract  that 
there  should  not  be  unreasonable  delay,  and  that  the  contractor  was  entitled 

1  Velsor  v.  Eaton  (8up.),  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  Atl.  Rep.  756  ,  and  see  City  of  G.  v.  Dev- 

467 ;  Hall  t>.  Bennett,  48  Super.  Ct.  N.  Y.  lin  (Tex.),  19  8.  W  Rep.  895. 

802 ;  and  see  Dinsmore  v.  Livingston.  60  *  Mnlone  t>  Pbila.,  etc.,  R.  Go.  (Pa.),  27 

Mo.  241.  and  Yates  v.  Valentine,  56  Mo.  Atl.  Rep.  756. 

530.  *  Mnlone  v.  Phi  la.,  etc.,  R  Co.  (Pa.),  27 

*  McGovera  v.  Booking,  10  Pbila.  (Pa.)  Atl.  Rep.  756. 

488.  '  Osborne  «  (VReilly,  42  N.  J.  Bq.  497, 

■  Childress  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  87  9  Atl.  Rep.  209  [1887] 

8.  W.  Rep.  1076.  »  County  of  Gook  t>.  Harms,  108  111.  161 

4  Mnlone  v.  Pbila.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  27  [1883]. 
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to  damages.  The  engineer  was  clothed  with  the  usual  powers,  and  in  addi- 
tion was  authorized  to  extend  the  time  for  completion  in  consequence  at 
this  anticipated  delay.  The  court  held  that  the  question,  between  the  con- 
tractor  and  company,  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  suffered  from  the  delay, 
was  not  a  matter  in  connection  with  the  contract  such  as  to  make  the  en- 
gineer's certificate  final  and  binding.1 

399.  Many  Cases  Hold  that  Agreements  for  Changes  and  Alterations  Are 
subject  to  Engineer's  Determination  Same  as  for  Work  Under  Contract. — 
The  decisions  on  these  poinis  are  not  all  one  way.  There  are  cases  in  which 
the  courts  seem  to  have  had  more  regard  for  the  evident  understanding  be* 
tween  the  parties  and  less  for  the  technical  phraseology  of  the  contract.  Thus 
alterations  required  under  a  provision  "that  alterations  directed  by  the 
engineer  should  be  made  as  directed/'  were  held  not  to  abrogate  the  con- 
tract or  substitute  a  new  one,  but  that  they  were  within  the  original  contract, 
and  therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  engineer  to  determine  and  esti- 
mate,' and  where  a  higher  class  of  masonry  was  required  by  the  engineer 
than  was  contemplated  in  the  specifications  or  the  contract,  which  was  built 
by  the  contractor  uuder  instructions  from  the  company  that  work  should 
be  done  "  as  directed  by  the  engineer,"  and  that  they  would  pay  what  it  was 
reasonably  worth,  it  was  held  that  the  whole  work,  including  the  extra 
work  required  by  the  engineer,  under  the  subsequent  parol  agreement, 
should  be  estimated  by  the  engineer;  that  the  special  contract  would  be 
pursued  so  far  as  the  intention  of  the  parties  could  be  traced,  but  that  it  must 
be  taken  in  its  proper  connection  with  the  oiiginal  contract,  with  reference 
to  and  in  modification  of  which  it  was  made;  that  all  the  work  was  to  be 
done  as  the  engineer  directed;  that  changes  were  to  be  made  if  the  engineer 
directed  them,  and  as  the  engineer  directed,  and  all  was  to  be  estimated  by 
the  engineer;  and  the  court  held  that  if  the  engineer  was  not  to  determine 
the  nature,  quality,  and  quantity  of  the  extra  work,  it  would  doubtless  have 
been  so  stated." 

This,  it  is  submitted,  is,  without  doubt,  the  reasonable  construction  of 
the  subsequent  parol  agreement,  and  the  universal  understanding  under 
which  such  changes  are  directed  and  made,  as  every  engineer  and  impartial 
contractor  will  agree;  but  courts  have  not  their  practical  experience,  nor 
their  understanding  of  such  matters,  and  if  parties  will  certainly  and 
surely  bring  extra  work  and  collateral  and  subsequent  agreements  within 
the  engineer's  jurisdiction,  they  will  either  make  such  work  or  agreements 
a  part  of  the  original  contract  or  stipulate  for  the  engineer's  determination 
as  to  each,  at  the  time  it  is  done  or  entered  into. 

If  the  contract  has  been  relinquished  by  mutual  consent  and  payments 
have  been  made  and  received,  according  to  the  estimates  of  the  engineer, 

1  Lawson  v.  Wsllesly  Bonrd,  62  L.  J  Q  »  O'Reillv  v.  Kerns,  58  P«.  St  214 

B.  D.  802  [1882J,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  D.   229  a  McCau'ey  v.   Keller,    180  Pa.   St 

[!&•*].  [1S89],  18  All.. Rep.  ti07. 
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they  will  be  considered  as  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  have 
the  work  determined  in  that  manner.  The  contractor  having  taken  the 
payments  without  objection  or  complaint,  according  to  the  engineer's 
estimates  and  classification  is  precluded  from  denying  them  afterwards 
when  the  work  has  been  finished.1  But  if  the  original  contract  has  been 
rescinded,  the  contractor  is  no,  longer  bound  by  his  submission  to  the 
engineer's  decisions,  nor  limited  in  his  claims  to  the  compensation  specified 
in  the  contract.  He  therefore  is  not  compelled  to  bring  his  suit  upon  the 
special  agreement,  but  may  sue  npon  a  quantum  meruit,  and  the  amount 
of  recovery  will  be  determined  by  a  jury,  and  the  engineer's  estimates  will 
have  no  binding  effect.1  In  this  there  lies  a  lesson  for  companies  and 
engineers,  if  they  will  avoid  the  uncertain  determination  of  juries.  Hasty 
and  imprudent  steps  to  rescind  or  annul  or  relinquish  a  contract  are  not 
to  be  taken.  It  may  put  work  intended  for  the  engineer's  direction  and 
estimate  into  the  hands  of  a  court  or  jury,  and  involve  all  the  difficulties, 
vexations,  and  delays  that  the  contract  and  the  clauses  of  reference  sought 
to  avoid.  The  contract  should  be  kept  whole  so  long  as  tiiere  are  disputes 
unsettled,  unless  a  settlement  be  had  or  a  release  be  given  or  a  new  agree- 
ment be  made  that  brings  the  act  and  its  consequences  within  a  clause  of 
the  original  contract  providing  for  such  an  emergency. 

An  agreement  to  refer  "  the  determination  of  amount  or  quantity  o£ 
several  kinds  of  work  and  the  compensation  to  be  received  therefor  to  an 
engineer/'  and  also  that  he  should  "  in  all  cases  decide  every  question  which 
could  or  might  arise  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  contract,"  was  held  not 
to  embrace  a  claim  for  damages  arising  from  a  refusal  to  permit  the  con- 
tractors to  proceed  with  the  execution  of  the  work." 

If  the  owner  refuse  to  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  perform- 
ance of  his  contract  it  has  been  held  that  the  provision  "that  all  disputes 
as  to  the  construction  of  the  work  and  to  the  value  of  extra  work,  etc.,  shall 
be  settled  by  the  engineer"  ceases  to  be  operative,4  and  that  a  stipulation 
requiring  the  production  of  the  engineer's  certificate  a  prerequisite  to  com- 
pensation cannot  defeat  the  contractor's  right  to  damages  for  breach  of  the 
contract  by  the  company  or  owner." 

It  may  be  safely  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  provisions  making  "the 
decision  of  an  engineer  final  and  conclusive  in  all  matters  in  dispute"  relate 
exclusively  to  matters  embraced  within  the  contract.*  So  strictly  and  ex- 
plicitly have  some  courts  confined  the  powers  of  the  engineer  to  the  clear 
and  express  terms  of  the  contract,  that  the  following  clause  was  held  not  to 

1  Bonrd  of  Trustees  of  I.  &  M.  Canal  t>.  *  Lminmau  v.  Younge,  31  Pa.  St.  806 

Lynch,  10  111.  521;  accord.  Seymour  v.  L.  [1858]. 

D.  Co.,  20  N  J.  Eq.  896  [1869*1.  *  Velsor  t>.  Eaton.  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  467. 

»D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Dubois.  15  Wen-  *  Lynch  t>.  Paris,  etc.,  Co.  (T«  x),  15  S. 

dell  87;  Bonneit  v.  Glaltfel.it,  120  111.  175;  W.  Kep.  208  [1891]  :  Mark-y  v.  Milwaukee 

and  see  Mich.  Ave.  M.  E.  Ch.  v.  Hearson,  (Wis  ),  45  N.  W  Rep.  28  [1890]. 
41  111.  App.  89;  Liiich  v.  Paris  Lumber  .      •Lauuinan  t>.  Younge,  supra. 
Co.,  80  Tex.  28. 
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owner  to  pay  for  it  when  the  specifications  guaranteed  that  it  should  keep 
the  house  at  a  certain  temperature,  which  guaranty  had  not  been  per- 
formed.1 

These  cases  might  have  been  decided  otherwise  if  architect's  decision 
had  been  made  final  and  conclusive  and  he  had  been  given  the  determina- 
tion of  disputes  and  questions  arising  out  of  the  contract  or  work,  and  of 
the  construction  and  meaning  of  the  drawings,  specifications,  and  contract1 

389.  Powers  of  Engineer  or  Arohitect  may  be  Extended  by  Other  Clauses, 
so  as  to  Permit  Some  Deviations  from  Plans  and  Specifications.— Thus  in 
a.  contract  providing  that,  the  contractor  should  take  down  all  defective 
walls  and  rebuild  theih  according  to  the  architect's  plans,  specifications, 
etc.,  and  by  which  the  architect  was  made  the  superintendent  of  the  work 
and  materials,  with  full  power  to  inspect,  accept,  or  reject  auy  work  done, 
or  materials  to  be  used,  whether  worked  or  otherwise,  when  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans,  specifications,  and  detail  drawings,  and  which  made 
the  architect's  decision  in  that  matter  and  all  other  matters  relating  to  the 
building  binding  and  conclusive  upon  both  parties,  the  court  held  that  the 
contractor  was  justified  in  following  the  architect's  instruction  and  that  he 
was  not  bound  to  take  down  walls  not  directed  to  be  taken  down  by  the 
architect,  even  though  required  by  the  plans  and  specifications." 

The  decision  of  this  case  is  seemingly  contrary  to  those  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding section,  and  especially  with  the  New  York  case,  Glaucius  v.  Black. 
The  New  York  case  was  not  regarded  as  an  authority  to  govern  the  Illinois 
case  because  the  architect's  powers  were  more  limited.  In  the  New  York 
case,  the  work  was  subject  to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  architect,  and 
all  to  be  in  strict  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications,  the  architect 
having  power  to  reject  any  particular  work  or  materials,  and  in  such  cose  the 
builders  were  to  remedy  the  defects.  This  was  the  extent  of  the  architect's 
authority,  and  it  was  held  that  his  acceptance  of  the  work  did  not  relieve 
the  contractors  from  their  agreement  to  perform  the  work  according  to 
the  plans  and  specifications.  The  court  based  its  decision  in  the  Illinois  case 
upon  the  fact  of  the  architect  being  made  superintendent,  not  onlv  with  the 
power  to  inspect,  accept,  and  reject  work  or  materials  not  in  accordance  with 
plans  and  specifications,  but,  in  addition,  the  larger  authority  to  determine 
"all  other  matters  relating  to  the  building,  and  all  other  work  referred  to  in 
the  agreement,  which  decision  should  be  binding  and  conclusive  in  regard 
to  the  same  upon  both  parties  alike." 

These  rules  are  founded  upon  the  laws  of  arbitration  which  confine  the 
decision  of  the  referee  to  the  subjects  mentioned  and  the  powers  granted 
in  the  contract  of  submission.    The  authority  cannot  be  extenued,  uor 

1  Gay  *.  Hnskins.  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  1023;  ■  Bonnet*.  Glattfeldt.  130 PI.  166 [18871- 

«&FitzjrpraWl  v.  Monro,  141  N.  Y.  419.  Smih  c.  Farmers'  Trust  C  ».  (Iowa)  66  N 

*  SembU  Wyckotf  «.  Meyers,  44  N.  T.  W.  Re  >.  84;  Glaucius  v.  Black,  60  N  Y 

148.  145,  contra. 
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any  items  included  beyond  those  comprised  in  the  original  submission.  All 
other  questions  must  be  rejected.1  If  questions  are  plainly  within  the 
reference  and  clearly  were  intended  to  be  left  to  the  engineer's  discretion 
and  judgment,  the  parties  must  abide  by  his  decision  if  his  judgment  is 
honestly  exercised.1 

390.  Prior  Promise  to  Classify  Work  or  Materials  in  a  Certain  Way  Hot 
Always  Binding. — When  it  was  provided  that,  "at  the  end  of  the  work, 
the  engineer  shall  certify  the  quantity  and  character  of  the  work  done 
and  that  the  contractor  shall  be  paid  according  to  such  certificates/'  to 
obviate  any  disputes  as  to  the  measurements  of  certain  excavations  the 
engineer  told  the  contractor  he  would  classify  certain  work  to  be  done 
as  "75  per  cent,  solid  rock/'  with  which  arrangement  the  parties 
expressed  themselves  as  satisfied.  There  was  no  intention  to  make  or 
consent  to  any  arrangement  outside  of  or  inconsistent  with  the  written 
contract.  After  the  work  was  finished  the  engineer,  in  his  final  certificate, 
failed  to  adopt  the  classification  promised,  and  it  was  held  that  the  final 
determination  of  the  engineer  was  binding  on  the  parties,  and  the  con- 
tractor must  accept  what  the  final  certificate  allowed  him  independent  of  the 
engineer's  promise.  Such  an  agreement  by  the  engineer  was  held  not  to 
modify  the  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  ;  but  had  the  arrange- 
ment been  between  the  company  and  the  contractor,  and  in  the  form  of  a 
collateral  or  subsequent  agreement,  the  decision  must  have  been  different 
and  the  contractor  have  recovered  for  "75  per  cent,  of  solid  rock."** 

An  act  of  an  engineer  in  increasing  the  monthly  estimates  of  a  contractor 
beyond  what  was  justly  due  to  him  to  enable  him  to  meet  his  payments^ 
and  with  the  understanding  that  in  the  final  estimate  a  reduction  of  the 
proper  amount  should  be  made,  does  not  commit  the  owner  to  the  con- 
sequences of  the  engineer's  misconduct  while  acting  as  arbiter  for  both 
parties.4  An  antecedent  verbal  agreement  between  contractor,  owner,  and 
engineer  as  to  quality  of  materials  that  would  be  accepted  cannot  be  shown.* 

These  cases  are  authority  for  the  oft-repeated  statement  that  the  author- 
ity of  an  engineer  is  limited  to  the  powers  and  duties  conferred  by  the  con- 
tract. He  cannot  order  extra  work  on  behalf  of  his  company  nor  promise 
beforehand  any  particular  classification.  When  put  in  charge  of  construc- 
tion as  inspector  he  has  no  authority  to  permit  deviations  or  changes  in 

1  Donne  College  v.  Lanham  (Neb.),  42  an  approval  of  materials  in  advance  could 

N.  W.  Rep.  405  [1889].  not  be  revoked  ;'  and  see  Bradner  t>.  liofl- 

9  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  c.  O'Connor,  11  sell  (N.  J),  29  Atl.  Rep.  817;  and  see  also 

8.  W.  Rep.  18  [18891;  Gerald  v.  Tun  stall  Ricker  v.   Collins  (Tex.).  17  8.  W.  Rep. 

(Ala.).  20  So.  Rep.  43;  and  see  Alton  R.  87^  [18911 ;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.    Co.  v.  Ricker 

Co.  «.  Northcott,  15  III.  49.  (Tex.);  Price  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88 

1  Dorwin  «.  Westbrook,  11  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Fed.  Ren.  804. 

405;  Sharper  Sun  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  8  Cb.  4Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  171  Pa. 

App.  607  ;  hut  see  O  Donnell  t>.  Forrest,  44  St.  492  [18951. 

La.  Ann.  845;  and  see  Jones  v.  Gilchrist  *Joues  v.  Kisley  (Tex.),  82  8.  W.  Rep. 

(Tex.),  27  8.  W.  Rep.  890,  which  held  that  1027. 

•As  to  classification,  see  Sees.  878,  883,  supra,  and  Sees.  468-468,  infra. 
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in  a  contract  which  provided  that  "  If,  at  any  time,  the  business  of  the 
oompany  is  interrupted  by  storms,  floods,  breaks,  accidents,  combinations, 
turnouts,  strikes  among  the  miners  or  other  employees,  or  by  any  occurrence 
whatever/9  etc.,  the  words  "by  any  occurrence  whatever"  were  construed 
in  connection  with  the  other  words  of  the  same  sentence  to  mean  any 
unavoidable  occurrence/  An  express  provision  for  forfeiture  of  rights  may 
preclude  an  implication  of  other  causes  of  forfeiture.* 

A  special  provision  in  a  contract  will  be  held  to  override  a  general  pro- 
vision only  where  the  two  cannot  stand  together.  If  reasonable  effect  can 
be  given  to  both,  each  is  to  be  retained.1 

401.  Engineer  to  Determine  the  Meaning  and  Intention  Expressed  in 

the  Specification  and  Contract. 

"  that  he  shall  determine  every  question  in  respect  to,  touching,  or  con- 
earning  the  meaning  or  intention  of  the  specification  and  of  this  agree- 
ment or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  of  the  contract  entered  into  by  and 
between  the  company  and  contractor." 

This  is  a  clause  commonly  found  in  English  contracts  for  the  construc- 
tion of  engineering  and  architectural  works,  but  it  has  not  found  much 
favor  in  American  practice  nor  with  American  courts.  A  contract  is  sup- 
posed to  create  or  impose  some  certain  obligations  upon  the  parties,  and  to 
confer  certain  well-defined  rights  as  between  the  parties.  If  the  interpre- 
tation and  construction  of  the  contract  be  left  to  the  agent  of  one  of  the 
parties,  it  may  well  be  doubted  if  the  rights  or  obligations  created  are 
defined  or  are  capable  of  oeing  ascertained  independent  of  the  parties;  and 
the  question  might  be  raised  whether  a  written  instrument  to  be  so  inter- 
preted would  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  contract  to  satisfy  the  statute 
of  frauds.  The  fact  that  its  interpretation  and  construction  was  for 
some  one  other  than  the  court  would  render  its  terms  indeterminate  as 
well  as  the  amount  to  be  paid.  Certainly  the  contract  is  not  committed  to 
writing,  if  it  can  be  changed  and  modified  to  suit  the  whims  and  fancy 
of  the  mind;  its  terms  are  not  fixed  nor  is  the  object  of  the  statute  satisfied. 

Of  course,  if  parties  desire  to  leave  their  obligation  to  a  third  person  to 
determine,  or  in  words  clear  and  unmistakable,  submit  the  determination  of 
their  rights  under  a  contract  wholly  to  the  skill,  integrity,  and  judgment 
of  an  engineer  and  he  in  the  employ  of  one  of  them,  there  is  no  law  which 
prevents  him  from  doing  so,  though  there  may  be  statutes  requiring  certain 
forms  and  certain  registrations  in  some  states.  When  such  transactions  take 
place  they  excite  suspicion  that  undue  advantage  has  been  taken,  and 
courts  are  not  slow  to  inquire  into  them,  and  to  give  more  than  or- 
dinary care  to  the  investigation.  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  laws  are 
for  the  protection  of  the  weak  against  the  strong,  and  that  the  courts  are 

1  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.*.  Bowus,         'GermnnFire  Ins.  Go.  v.  Ro««t.(Qfcio 
36  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  126  T1878].  Supp.),  45  N.  E.  Rep.  1097. 

•Crce  v.  Bristol,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  19. 
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the  guardians  of  peace  and  justice,  and  if  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  clear 
intention  of  the  parties  to  submit  the  meaning  of  the  cou  tract  to  the 
engineer,  their  agreement  will  be  given  the  moet  rational  construction, 
which  will  be  against  such  extended  powers. 

402.  Engineer  Should  Hot  be  Able  to  Enlarge  hk  Own  Powers. — It  is 
usual  to  constitute  the  engineer  a  referee  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  plans  and 
specifications  which  are  his  own  invention  and  handiwork,  a  certain  con- 
struction of  which  is  necessary  to  the  proper  erection  and  completion  of 
the  works.  His  powers  cannot  be  enlarged  by  implication,  but  they  will  be 
confined  strictly  within  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Therefore,  when  a 
contract  provided  that  the  specifications  and  drawings  should  not  be  used 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  instructions  and  directions  of  a  designated  person, 
but  jointly  with  them,  and  that  the  work,  when  finished,  should  be  subject 
to  the  acceptance  of  the  general  manager  and  chief  engineer,  and  that 
the  interpretation  and  full  intent  of  the  drawings  should  be  given  by  the 
engineer ;  and  that  hie  decision  pertaining  to  any  question  which  might' 
arise  should  be  conclusive.  It  was  held  that  the  contract  did  not  give  the 
engineer  and  general  manager  exclusive  right  to  determine  the  construction 
and  meaning  of  the  specifications,  but  only  the  drawings.1  * 

The  engineer  as  an  officer  under  the  contract  is  a  creation  of  the  con* 
tract,  his  office  owes  its  existence  to  the  agreement  between  the  parties. 
Should  he  then  be  permitted  to  interpret  or  construe  the  instrument  of  his 
creation  ?  That  would  be  in  effect  to  define  his  own  authority,  to  limit  or 
extend  his  own  powers,  and  to  determine  his  duties  in  sympathy  with  his. 
own  views  and  ideas.  By  his  decisions  he  might  make  terms  for  the  parties 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  obligations  they  had  intended  to  assume.  He 
might  dispense  with  a  material  part  of  the  contract,  or  by  a  harsh  construc- 
tion of  conflicting  or  ambiguous  parts  work  great  hardships  upon  the  con- 
tractor. Being  an  agent  of  the  company,  if  the  engineer  felt  himself 
devoted  wholly  to  the  company's  interests,  or  lacked  in  that  very  essential 
quality  of  a  good  engineer,  decision  of  character,  or  "  backbone/'  it  would? 
put  the  contractor  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  company  or  employer. 

This,  it  is  submitted,  is  one  very  good  reason  why  these  clauses  are  sub- 
ject to  the  close  scrutiny  and  strong  disfavor  of  some  courts;  sometimes 
resulting  in  their  being  declared  void  and  against  public  policy.  Not  so> 
much  because  they  oust  the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction  as  that  they  tend  to 
destroy  themselves.  Why  create  a  contract  which  is  supposed,  intended,  and 
declared  to  give  both  parties  certain  rights  one  against  the  other,  and  at  the 
same  time  and  in  the  same  instrument  appoint  some  other  agency  which 
may  create  new  terms,  or  even  destroy  the  rights  and  obligations  so  estab- 
lished ?    If  the  engineer  be  a  referee,  the  question  loses  little  of  its  force,  for 

bollock  v.  Pennsylvania  Iron  Works  Co.  (Com.  PI.).  34  N.  Y.  Sttpp.  199. 

*  See  Cbap.  IX.,  Sees.  225-288,  supra. 
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if  be  may  interpret  the  contract  of  submission,  it  enables  him  to  define  bis 
own  powers,  which  should  be  in  the  power  of  the  parties  to  determine. 

We  find  decisions  in  sympathy  and  direct  support  of  these  remarks.  A 
contract  containing  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  "  if  any  dispute  arose  dur- 
ing the  execution  of  the  contract,  the  engineer  should  in  all  casea  decide 
such  questions,  and  that  his  estimates  and  conclusions  should  be  final  and 
conclusive/'  it  was  held  that  such  a  provision  might  well  apply  to  questions 
as  to  quality  of  the  materials,  as  to  whether  the  work  was  being  prosecuted 
with  sufficient  energy,  and  to  other  questions  of  like  diameter,  but  that  it 
did  not  constitute  the  engineer  the  final  umpire  to  decide  mixed  questions 
of  law  and  fact.1  Under  a  similar  provision  it  was  decided  that  the  engi- 
neer had  no  power  to  give  a  legal  construction  of  what  the  contract  required 
of  the  parties,  but  merely  to  determine  the  differences  which  relate  to  the 
workmanship,  and  to  the  fitness  and  quality  of  the  materials  used.*  So  it 
has  been  held  that  if  an  engineer  is  to  estimate  work  done  under  a  contract, 
and  his  estimates  are  based  upon  an  erroneous  view  of  its  terms,  it  will  not 
conclude  the  parties.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  engineer  to  estimate  the  work 
strictly  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.'  If  the  contract  directs  the 
manner  of  making  the  measurements,  his  construction  of  the  contract  will 
not  be  conclusive  upon  the  parties,  although  his  estimates,  if  fairly  made  in 
the  manner  pointed  out  in  the  contract,  would  conclude  them.4 

These  decisions  must  be  supported  upon  the  ground  that  these  matters 
were  not  submitted  to  the  engineer's  decision,  because  if  plainly  within  a 
submission  to  arbitration  there  could  be  no  question  as  to  the  conclusive 
and  binding  effect  of  the  arbitrator's  decision  on  points  of  law  and  fact,  and 
even  the  construction  of  the  contract/  although  it  may  be  doubted  that  his 
interpretation  of  the  submission  itself  would  be  binding  and  conclusive. 

Where  the  plans  and  specifications  for  a  building  were  accessible  to  the 
builder  before  he  made  the  contract,  and  an  examination  of  them  would 
have  shown  that  there  were  apparently  discrepancies  in  them,  he  was  held 
bound  by  a  provision  of  the  contract  that  if  any  discrepancies  shall  be  found 
to  exist  between  the  plans,  working  drawings,  and  specifications,  the 
decision  of  the  architects  as  to  their  true  intent  and  meaning  shall  be  final.0 

403.  The  Contract  Creates  the  Powers  of  the  Engineer  or  Architect.-— 
The  engineer's  power  is  subordinate  to  the  contract,  and  the  agreement  of 


1  Jemmison  v.  Gray,  29  Iowa  587;  bvt 
me  Raodegger  v.  Holmes,  81   N.  T.  670 


^ 


Lason  v.  Bridge,  14  Maine  468  [1887]. 

•The  Alton,  etc.,  R  Co.  t>.  Northcott, 
16  III.  49  [1853];  G.  H.  &  8.  A.  Ry.  Co.  t>. 
Henry,  supra:  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  74  Tex.  256  [1889];  McAvoy  v. 
Long,  13  111.  147;  Eistler  v.  Ry.  Co.,  88 
Ind.  460 

4  McAvoy  t>.  Long,  13  111.  147. 


•  Vanderwerker  v.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co., 27  Vt. 
180  [1854];  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.  Y. 
19  [18891;  Kirk  v.  The  E.  &  W.  India 
Dock  Co.,  55  L.  T.  R.  (N.  8.)  245;  Hall  «. 
NorwtilkP.  I.  Co.  (Conn.),  17  Atl.  Rep. 
856;  Snodgrass  t>.  Guvit,  28  Pa.  St.  221 
[18571;  and  see  Strauss  f>.  Wannamaker 
(Pa.  Snp.),  84  Atl.  Rep.  648. 

6  Kelly  v  Public  Schools  of  Muskegon 
(Mich.),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  282;  Guthat  * 
Gow,  95  Mich.  527 ',  followed. 
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the  parties  is  the  source  of  his  power  and  authority.  A  contractor  should 
follow  the  engineer's  instructions  in  those  things  only  wherein  he  hafe 
authority  to  direct  him,  aud  a  contract  prescribing  what  things  should  be 
done,  and  providing  further  that  the  contractor  should  in  all  things  follow 
the  directions  of  the  engineer,  was  held  not  to  change  this  rule.1  If  the  con- 
tractor has  receipted  monthly  estimates  of  his  work  upon  a  particular  con- 
struction of  his  contract  without  objection,  he  will  be  held  to  have  acquiesced 
in  that  construction  and  to  be  bound  by  it.** 

404.  Can  the  Engineer  Interpret  the  Contract  Wrongfully  if  he  Interprets 
it  Honestly  ? — Whether  the  preceding  cases  were  decided  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  arbitration  that  the  engineer's  decision  was  confined  exclusively  to- 
matters  submitted  to  his  consideration  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  or  on 
the  ground  of  public  policy  does  not  seem  to  have  been  decided.  It  is  im- 
possible to  say  what  would  be  the  decision  of  a  court  if  the  construction  of 
the  entire  contract,  including  the  agreement  to  submit  to  the  engineer's  award 
and  estimate,  were  left  expressly  and  wholly  to  his  judgment.  It  is  con- 
fidently believed  that  if  the  engineer  were  the  agent  or  employee  of  one  of 
the  parties  that  such  a  stipulation  would  be  declared  void  as  against  public 
policy.  It  could  not  be  denied  that  it  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  sub- 
mission. Clauses  are  frequently  inserted  in  English  contracts,  giving  the 
engineer  almost  absolute  power  over  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  specifica- 
tions, to  interpret,  coustrue,  and  arbitrarily  determine  every  question;  and 
the  English  courts  have  strongly  intimated  that  an  arbitrator  [engineer} 
might  determine  the  extent  of  his  own  powers  and  duties.  In  reference  to 
the  point  a  noted  judge  has  said,  "  that  the  meaning  of  the  contract  is  sub- 
mitted to  the  arbitrator  [engineer],  and  he  has  not  exceeded  and  will  not 
exceed  his  jurisdiction  by  receiving  the  evidence,"  evidently  meaning  thereby 
that  the  engineer's  powers. were  unlimited.  In  the  arguments  of  the  same 
case,  in  which  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  took  a  part,  the  counsel  was  asked: 
"  Does  your  argument  come  to  this,  that  the  arbitrator  [engineer]  has  a 
right  to  interpret  it  wrongly  and  then  to  decide  as  if  he  had  interpreted  it 
rightly?"  to  which  the  counsel  shrewdly  replied :  "  No.  In  the  contemplation; 
of  the  court  he  cannot  interpret  it  wrongly,  if  he  interprets  it  honestly,"  and 
continued  by  adding,  "That  is  the  view  which  the  courts  have  always  taken 
as  to  the  powers  of  an  arbitrator,  and  no  case  can  be  found  at  variance  with 
it."  The  engineer's  interpretation  was  sustained  even  though  it  did  seem: 
contrary  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  language  employed.'  A  similar  view 
was  recently  expressed  in  a  dissenting  opinion  by  Justice  Kellam  of  Dakota,, 
in  a  case  in  which  the  right  to  build  within  the  city  limits  was  arbitrarily 
conditioned  upon  the  owner  getting  a  permit  from  the  building  inspector. *■ 

1  Stale  of  Indiana  v.  McGuiley,  4  Ind.  7  8  Kirk  v.  The  E.  &  W.  India  Dock  Co.„ 

[1OT31.  55  L.  T  R  (N.  S.)  245  [18861. 

»  Kldwell  v.  B.  &  0.  R  Co.,  11  Gratt.  4  Sioux  Falls  t>.  Kirby  (8.  D.),  60  N.  W. 

676  [1854].  Rep.  156. 

*  See  Sees.  578-581,  infra. 
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405.  English,  Scotch  and  American  Views. — If  the  parties  have  agreed 
that  disputes  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  contract,  or  the  sufficiency  of  the- 
work  done  under  it,  or  the  price  to  be  paid,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  engi- 
neer, the  parties  have  been  held  bound  by  the  engineer's  decisions.1  After 
decision  had  been  made  this  might  be  true.  If  the  contractor  did  not 
intend  to  abide  by  the  engineer's  decision  he  should  not  have  allowed  the 
questions  to  go  to  the  engineer,  and  to  have  received  his  determination  or 
award. 

The  Scotch  decisions  seem  to  be  to  the  same  effect  as  the  English,  for 
when  a  contract  provided  that  "  all  disputes  and  differences  which  might 
have  arisen,  or  shall  or  may  arise,  between  the  parties  under  or  in  reference 
to  this  contract,  or  in  regard  to  the  true  intent,  meaning,  and  construction 
of  the  same  or  of  the  said  specifications,  conditions,  and  schedules,  or  as  to 
what  shall  be  considered  carrying  out  the  work  in  a  proper,  uniform,  and 
regular  manner,  or  as  to  any  other  matter  connected  with  or  arising  out  of 
this  contract,  and  generally  all  disputes  and  differences  in  any  way  con- 
nected with  the  construction  of  this  contract  or  arising  out  of  the  execution 
or  failure  to  execute  properly  the  work  hereby  contracted  for  or  not,"  should 
be  submitted  and  referred  to  the  final  sentence  and  decree  arbitral  of  the 
arbiter  [engineer]  named,  it  was  held  that  as  the  whole  matter,  including  the 
construction  of  the  contract,  had  been  referred  to  the  arbiter,  and  that  the 
court  could  not  interfere  with  the  arbiter's  award,  even  on  the  ground  of 
injustice.9  The  following  year  this  opinion  was  sustained,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  engineer  might  extend  the  time  for  completion  and  might  be 
empowered  to  determine  disputes  as  to  the  contract  itself  or  its  interpreta- 
tion.* 

There  are  some  American  courts  which  have  expressed  the  same  opinion, 
but  it  is  believed  not  to  have  been  fairly  and,  squarely  decided,  and  has 
yet  to  be  fully  settled.  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  mistake  that  the  action  of  an  arbitrator  empowered  by  the  contract  to 
construe  and  determine  its  conditions  is  final  and  conclusive  between  the 
parties.4  And  in  the  United  States  circuit  court,  Arkansas,  it  has  been 
recited  that  "it  is  not  the  province  of  courts  and  juries  to  make  contracts 
for  parties,  or  to  alter  them  after  they  are  made,  but  to  enforce  them  as  the 
parties  made  them."  *  In  a  recent  case  it  was  decided  that  a  provision  that 
should  any  dispute  arise  respecting  the  true  construction  or  meaning  of  the 
drawings  or  specifications,  the  matter  should  be  decided  by  the  architect, 
and  that  his  decision  should  be  final  and  conclusive,  gives  the  architect  the 
power  to  dispense  with  requirements  contained  in  the  specifications." 

■(VDonnello.  Forrest  (La.),  11  So.  Rep.  Rep.  800  [1887]  ;  Porter  t>.  Buckfield.  82 

245;0'Donnel1  v.  Henry,  44  L\.  Ann.  845.  Me.  559. 

8  Adams  v.  Ry.  Co.,  16  Scotch  Sessions  'Texas,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Rust,  10  Fed. 

Ca*es  843  [1889].  Rep.  239. 

•Adams  «.  Ot.  North  of  Scotland  Ry.  •Duell  v.   McCraw  (Sup.).    38    N    Y. 

Co.,  18  Scotch  Sessions  Cases  1  [1890].  Supp.  528;  tee  O'Donnell  v.  Forrest  (La.), 

4  United  States  v  Ellis  (Ariz.),  14  Pac. 


J 


$400.] 


CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS. 


339 


Foremost  among  the  decisions  to  the  contrary,  and  one  that  is  frequently 
cited,  is  an  Indiana  case.  A  clause  in  the  contract  provided  that  "finally it 
is  agreed  that  if  any  dispute  or  misunderstanding  shall  arise  between  the 
parties  as  to  the  meaning  or  execution  of  the  provisions  of  this  contract,  it 
shall  be  referred  to  the  engineer  of  said  railroad  company,  and  his  decision 
shall  be  final  and  alike  binding  upon  both  parties/'  was  declared  against 
public  policy  and  void.1  The  court  contented  itself  by  saying  that  "  a  clause 
of  a  contract  that  means  that  the  engineer  shall  be  sole  umpire  of  all  differ- 
ences that  may  arise  between  the  parties  and  thus  preclude  themselves  from 
the  right  to  resort  to  the  courts  for  the  settlement  of  such  differences  is 
against  public  policy  and  void,"  and  Kedfield  is  quoted  as  saying  also  that 
"a  stipulation  that  no  action  shall  ever  be  brought  upon  a  contract,  or,  what 
is  equivalent,  that  all  disputes  under  it  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration,  is  a 
repugnance  which,  if  literally  carried  out,  must  render  the  contract  itself  as 
a  mode  of  legal  redress  wholly  idle." " 

406.  Objection  that  Such  a  Clause  Ousts  Courts  of  Their  Proper  Jurisdic- 
tion, Treated. — The  argument  that  the  stipulation  for  the  engineers  final 
determination  ousts  courts  of  their  proper  jurisdiction  was  handled 
without  gloves  in  a  New  York  case,1  where  Justice  Allen  said :  "  It  appears 
to  be  well  settled  by  authority  that  an  agreement  to  refer  all  matters  of  dif- 
ference or  dispute  that  may  arise  to  arbitration  will  not  oust  a  court  of  law 
or  equity  of  jurisdiction.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  by  some  traced  to  the 
jealousy  of  the  courts  and  a  desire  to  repress  all  attempts  to  encroach  on  the 
exclnsiveness  of  their  jurisdiction,4  and  by  others  to  an  aversion  of  the  courts, 
from  reasons  of  public  policy,  to  sanction  contracts  by  which  the  protection 
which  the  law  affords  the  individual  citizen  is  renounced."  An  agreement 
induced  by  fraud  or  overreaching,  or  entered  into  unadvisedly  through  igno- 
rance, folly,  or  undue  pressure,  might  well  be  refused  a  specific  performance, 


11  So.  Rep.  245,111  wbicli  the  con  tract  con- 
tained a  clause  giving  engineer  power  to 
determine  meaning  of  contract. 

1  Kistler  v.  The  Ind.  &  St.  L..R.  Co.,  88 
Ind.  460  [1882]. 

U  Redfield  on  Ry's  (6th  ed.),  p.  447. 
The  Indiana  courts  seem  to  have  been 
particularly  alive  to  the  usurpation  of  their 
powers  to  judge  of  the  rights  of  their  citi- 
zens, as  is  shown  in  the  following  remarks 
of  Chief  Justice  Elliott  of  the  Indiana  su- 
preme court:  "We  cannot  agree  with 
counsel  that  the  engineer's  estimate  is  con- 
clusive, for  we  understand  it  to  tie  settled 
by  our  decisions  that  parties  cannot,  by  an 
agreement  in  advance,  oust  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  and  make  conclusive  the 
estimate  of  engiueer  or  other  person." 
Kistlero.  Ind.  &  Co.,  88  Ind. 460;  Bauer u. 
Sampson  Lodge,  102  Ind.  ^62-9;  Railway 
Co.  v.  Donnegnn,  111  Ind.  179;  Supreme 
Council  v.  Garrigus,  104  Ind.  188;  Supreme 


Council  v.  Forsinger,  125  Ind.  52-55; 
"The  doctrine  of  our  court  is  well  sus. 
tained  by  authority."  Dugan  v.  T  oinas- 
79  Me.  222;  Ins.  Co.  «.  Morse,  20  Wall, 
445:  Scott  v.  Avery,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  811. 
Thompson  v.  Charnock,  8  Term  R.  189; 
Reed  v.  Ins.  Co.,  188  Mass  572;  Stephanson 
v.  Piscntaqua  Co.,  54  Me.  55:  Starkey  v. 
DeGraff,  22  Minn.  481.  'But  while  we  do 
not  re:  ard  the  estimate  as  conclusive,  we 
do  regard  it  as  prima  facie  correct."  Lin- 
ville  v.  State,  29  N.  E.  Rep.  1129;  auViori- 
Uee  cited  in  Elliott  on  Roads,  etc.,  pp.  480- 
488,  note*.  As  the  estimate  of  the  engineer 
is  prima  facte  correct,  the  burden  is  upon 
the  contractor  to  show  fraud  or  mistake. 
McCay  «.  Able  (Ind.),  80  N.  E.  Rep.  528 
[1892].- 

» D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Pa.  Coal  Co.,  50 
N  Y.  250. 

4  See  Indiana  and  Georgia  Courts  Decis- 
ions. 
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or  disregarded  when  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action.  But  when  parties 
stand  upon  an  equal  footing  and  intelligently  and  deliberately  in  making 
their  executory  contracts,  provide  for  an  amicable  adjustment  of  any  differ- 
ence that  may  arise,  either  by  arbitration  or  otherwise,  it  is  not  easy  to 
assign  at  this  day  any  good  reason  why  the  contract  should  not  stand  and  the 
parties  be  made  to  abide  by  it  and  the  judgment  of  the  tribunal  of  their 
choice.1 

"  The  rule  that  a  general  covenant  to  submit  any  differences  that  may 
arise  in  the  performance  of  a  contract,  or  under  an  executory  agreement,  is  a 
nullity,  is  too  well  established  to  be  now  questioned,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  inquire  into  the  reasons  of  the  rule  or  question  its  existence.  The  better 
way,  doubtless,  is  to  give  effect  to  contracts,  when  lawful  in  themselves, 
according  to  their  terms  and  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  any  departure 
from  this  principle  is  an  anomaly  in  the  law,  not  to  be  extended  or  applied 
to  new  cases  unless  they  come  within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  decisions 
already  made.  Were  the  question  a  new  one,  I  apprehend  that  a  party 
would  not  now  be  permitted,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  some  peculiar  cir- 
cumstance entitling  him  to  relief,  to  repudiate  his  agreement  to  submit  to- 
arbitration  and  seek  a  remedy  at  law,  when  his  adversary  had  not  refused  to 
arbitrate,  or  in  any  other  way  obstructed  or  hindered  the  arbitration  agreed 
upon.  The  tendency  of  the  more  recent  decisions  is  to  narrow  rather  than 
enlarge  the  operation  and  effect  of  prior  decisions,  limiting  the  power  of 
contracting  parties  to  provide  a  tribunal  for  the  adjustment  of  possible- 
differences  without  a  resort  to  courts  of  law,  and  the  rule  is  essentially 
modified  and  qualified/' 

407.  Hay  Make  Payment  or  Any  Bight  to  an  Action  Conditioned  on  the 
Engineer  Determining  Any  Differences  Existing.  —The  parties  agreed  to  a 
rate  (or  price)  "to  be  established  in  manner  following,"  and  the  deter- 
mination and  adjustment  was  held  clearly  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  right  to  demand  and  receive  the  price.  The  court  said :  "  It  would  have 
added  nothing  to  the  legal  effect  to  have  in  terms  that  it  should  not  be 
otherwise  established,  and  to  have  excluded  in  words  the  interposition 
of  the  courts/'  Either  party  may  well  say,  in  an  answer  to  an  action, 
"  That  is  not  the  measure  of  liability  to  which  I  assented/'  Thus  under- 
stood and  interpreted,  the  case  is  not  within  the  rule  which  nullifies  con- 
tracts ousting  the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction,  but  is  within  another  rule 
equally  as  well  established  by  authority,  and  founded  in  good  reason,  that 
a  person  may  covenant  that  no  right  of  action  shall  accrue  till  a  third  per- 
son has  determined  any  differences  that  may  arise  between  the  parties  to 
the  covenant,  or  determine  the  measure  of  the  liability  of  the  covenantor 
and  the  amount  to  which  the  contractor  shall  be  entitled/ 

1  D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Pn.  Coal  Co.,  60  'This  principle  was  recognized  in  Del. 
N.  Y.  250  [1872] ;  Lawrence  v.  Shaefer  &  Hud.  C.  Co.  v.  Dubois,  15  Wend.  87; 
(Sup.),  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  992.  Butler  v.  Duncan,  24  Wend.  447;  Smith  o. 
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408.  Two  Classes  of  Cases,  the  Distinction  between  them  Well  Marked 
and  Defined. — There  are  two  well-defined  classes  of  cases.  In  one  class 
the  parties  undertake,  by  an  independent  stipulation,  covenant,  or  agree- 
ment, to  provide  for  an  adjustment  and  settlement  of  all  disputes  and 
differences  by  arbitration,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  courts;  and  in  the  other 
they  merely,  by  the  same  agreement  which  creates  the  liability  and  gives 
the  right,  qualify  the  right  by  providing  that  before  a  right  of  action  shall 
accrue  certain  facts  shall  be  determined  or  amounts  and  values  ascertained, 
and  this  is  made  a  condition  precedent  either  in  terms  or  by  necessary 
implication.1  The  second  class  of  cases  may  be  reconciled  to  a  great  many 
-decisions  to  the  contrary,  on  two  distinct  grounds.  First,  that  the  latter 
-class  of  cases  differed  from  the  other  cases  in  that  the  decision  or  award  of 
the  engineer  had  been  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liability  of  the 
company  or  to  the  contractor's  right  to  recover,  in  which  case  no  debt  would 
•arise,  and  therefore  no  suit  could  be  brought  until  the  engineer's  decisions 
were  rendered;  or,  secondly,  by  the  explanation  that  the  contract  gave  to 
the  engineer  such  extended  powers,  not  usual  in  engineering  contracts,  and 
which  public  policy  would  not  admit,  having  given  the  engineer  power  to 
•define  the  meaning  of  the  contract  provisions,  or  agreement  of  submission. 
The  stipulation  should  not  be  an  attempt  to  preclude  the  contractor  from 
appealing  to  the  courts,  nor  give  to  the  engineer  the  power  to  ascertain 
what  the  contract  is,  or  even  if  there  be  a  contract.  If  the  engineer's 
decisions  be  confined  to  the  materials,  their  quantities  and  classifications, 
the  character,  quality,  and  progress,  etc.,  of  the  work,  to  the  interpretation 
and  explanation  of  the  plans  and  specifications,  the  contract  terms  remain 
intact  and  as  the  parties  adopted  them;  but  if  the  engineer's  powers  are 
extended  to  the  meaning  and  interpretation  of  the  contract,  and  his  decision 
be  made  final,  without  recourse  or  appeal,  then  what  object  or  use  of  a 
contract.  The  engineer  might  determine  that  black  meant  white,  that  by' 
the  term  rock  was  intended  earth,  that  to  build  a  brick  house  was  only 
•complied  with  by  building  a  brick  house  with  a  marble  front.  Such  a  com- 
pact would  be  merely  an  attempt  to  keep  out  of  the  courts,  and  would  create 
no  mutual  obligations  relating  to  engineering  operations. 

Redfield,  in  his  excellent  book  on  Railways,  says  of  this  question :  "  This 
subject  is  very  elaborately  discussed  by  the  judges  before  the  House  of 
Lords,*  and  it  is  remarkable  how  wide  a  difference  of  opinion  was  found  to 

Briggs,  8  Denio  78;  Smith  t>.  Brady,  17  N.  R.  189;  Gray  v.  Wilson,  4  Watts  89:  and 

T.  178;  McMahon  v.  N.  Y.  &  E.  It.  Co.,  other  ca$e$;  tee  alto  Richardson  v.  Million, 

20  N.  Y.  463.     Scott  v.  Avery,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  L.  R.  4  Ir.  C.  P.  486;  Jackson  v.  Cleve- 

811,  was  discussed  and  considered  inBrann-  larH,  19  Wis.  400;  Fox  v.  Railroad  Co.,  3 

stein  «.  Accdt.  Ins.  Co.,  101  Ene.  Cora.  Wall.  Jr.  (C  C  )  348;  Reynolds  v.  CaUl- 

Law  R.  783;  and  Tredman  v.  Hoi  man,  1  well.  51  Pa.  St.  298. 

Hurls.  &  Colt.  72.     The  following  cases  •  D.  A  H.  Co.  v.  Pa.  Coal  Co.,  50  N.  Y. 

were  reviewed  and  considered:  Hurst  v.  250  [1872]. 

Litchfield.  89  N.  Y.  877;  Wood  v.  Lafay-  •Th?  case  of  Scott  *  Avery,  5  H.  L. 

«tte,  46  N.   Y.   484;  Kill   v.  Hoi  lister,  1  Cas.  811. 

Wils.  129;   Thompson  v.  Charnock,  8  T. 
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exist  upon  a  question  which  might  seem  at  first  blush  so  simple.  Of  the 
nine  judges  who  gave  formal  opinions,  three  were  opposed  to  allowiug  any 
force  whatever  to  such  a  stipulation,  and  of  the  other  six,  four  held  that  only 
the  question  of  damages  can  properly  be  made  to  depend,  as  a  condition 
precedent,  upon  the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  while  two  held  that  the  award 
may  be  made  to  include  all  matters  of  dispute  growing  out  of  the  contract,, 
which  it  seems  to  us  must  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  saying  that  no  action 
at  law  or  in  equity  shall  be  brought  to  determine  any  controversy  growing 
out  of  the  contract,  which  all  the  judges  agreed  is  a  void  stipulation.  We 
therefore  feel  compelled  to  adopt  the  view  that  upon  principle,  and  the  fair 
balance  of  authority,  such  a  stipulation  in  regard  to  estimating  labor  or  dam- 
ages under  a  contract  for  construction  is  valid,  and  may  be  treated  as  a  con- 
dition precedent, but  that  beyond  that  the  present  inclination  of  the  English 
courts  is  to  hold  that  it  is  repugnant  to  sound  policy  and  subversive  of  the 
legal  obligation  of  the  contract,  as  being  equivalent  to  a  stipulation  that  no 
action  at  law  shall  be  brought  upon  the  contract,  but  only  upon  the  award, 
if  not  paid/' 

"  The  balance  of  authority  in  this  country  seems  to  be  in  favor  of  allow- 
ing such  a  condition  precedent  in  this  class  of  contracts  to  extend  to  the 
quality  of  the  work  as  well  as  the  quantity,  and  to  the  question  whether  the 
work  is  progressing  with  sufficient  rapidity,  aud  whether  the  company  on 
that  account  are  justified  in  putting  an  end  to  the  contract.  It  seems  rea- 
sonable to  us  on  many  grounds  that  contracts  of  this  magnitude  and  char- 
acter should  receive  a  somewhat  different  interpretation  in  this  respect  from 
that  which  is  applied  to  the  ordinary  commercial  transactions  of  the  conn- 
try,  as  has  been  held  in  regard  to  pecuniary  penalties.  Under  the  English 
statute,  the  Railway  Arbitration  Act,  agreements  between  companies  to 
refer  all  disputes  between  them  to  arbitration,  are  peremptorily  enforced 
by  the  courts.1  We  should  not  therefore  feel  justified  in  intimating  any 
desire  to  see  the  American  cases  on  this  subject  qualified."' 

It  is  impossible  to  predict  what  an  American  court  would  decide  in  a  case 
where  an  engineer  had  been  given  the  determination  of  questions  relating 
to  the  meaning  and  interpretation  of  the  contract  terms;  and  the  doubt 
that  exists  is  enough  of  itself  to  discourage  the  use  of  such  a  clause  in  a 
well-drafted  contract.  If  the  parties  are  so  very  desire  as  of  keeping  out  of 
the  courts,  let  them  provide  for  the  interpretation  and  construction  of  the 
contract  by  some  disinterested  third  person,  other  than  the  engineer,  a 
tribunal  of  their  own  selection,  to  which  the  objections  herein  offered  will 
not  apply.  The  defining  of  one's  powers  at  least  should  be  left  a  matter  for 
outside  adjudication,  whether  for  an  umpire  or  for  the  courts.  It  has  been 
held  that  an  agreement  between  an  ice  company  and  one  of  its  delivery- 
men  that  the  bookkeeper  of  the  company  shall  settle  all  disputes  as  to  the 

1  Linn  nelly  Railway  &  Dock  Co.  v.  Lou-  '  1  Redfield  on  Law  of  Railways  (6th  ed.) 
don  &  N.  W.  R'y  Co.,  20  W.  R.  898.  448. 
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amounts  of  money  due,  shortages,  etc.,  on  the  part  of  the  deli  very  man,  does 
not  authorize  the  bookkeeper  to  construe  the  contract  of  employment,  and 
to  charge  to  the  deliveryman  uncollected  accounts  for  ice  delivered  to  him.1 

To  the  engineer  should  be  left  matters  peculiarly  within  his  province, 
which  he  should  be  eminently  qualified  to  determine,  and  which  a  court  or 
jury  is  quite  unfit  to  undertake.  He  should  be  authorized  to  decide  all 
questions  as  to  the  execution  of  the  work,  its  sufficiency,  stability,  and 
utility,  all  questions  of  the  character,  kinds,  and  quality  of  materials,  their 
appropriateness  and  conformity  to  the  specifications,  the  application,  inter- 
pretation, and  explanation  of  the  specifications  and  drawings,  especially  on 
all  cases  of  doubt  or  dispute,  all  questions  of  amount  and  quantity  of  either 
work  or  materials,  question  of  extra  work,  and  alteration,  and  questions  of 
damages  due  to  delays,  breach,  etc.,  but  the  determination  of  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  as  expressed  in  the  contract,  the  interpretation  of  its  terms, 
and  especially  those  parts  defining  the  engineer's  powers  and  duties,  should 
be  left  to  the  court,  or  to  some  other  tribunal. 

409.  Payment  by  Owner  Made  Contingent  on  Engineer's  Certificate. 

"And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood,  that  such  de 
cisions,  determinations,  and  estimates  by  the  engineer,  with  regard  to  any 
and  every  question,  doubt,  dispute,  and  difference  as  to  the  quantities, 
qualities,  description,  and  classification  of  materials  and  work,  or  in  re- 
spect to  any  additions,  deductions,  omissions,  alterations,  or  deviations, 
or  in  regard  to  the  meaning  or  intention  of  [this  contract,  or]  the  specifi- 
cations and  plans,  or  pertaining  to  the  instructions,  drawings,  or  direc- 
tions given  or  furnished,  or  as  to  the  value,  or  sums  due  and  to  be  paid 
under  this  contract  shall  be  and  are  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right 
whatever  of  the  contractor  to  receive,  demand,  or  claim  any  money  or 
other  compensation  under  this  agreement,  and  a  condition  precedent 
to  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  or  company,  or  city  to  the 
contractor  under  or  on  account  of  this  contract,  or  for  any  labor  or 
materials  furnished  in  connection  therewith/' 

The  use  and  binding  effect  of  this  clause  has  been  discussed  in  a  previous 
chapter  in  a  general  way,  but  some  of  the  statements,  it  is  believed,  may  be 
repeated  again  with  good  effect. 

On  whatever  principle  its  binding  effect  maybe  placed,  whether  of  logic, 
or  of  law,  or  of  necessity,  or  of  public  policy,  its  validity  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. However  much  doubt  there  may  be  that  a  contractor  an  agree  to 
abide  the  decision  of  an  engineer,  and  that  his  decision  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive  as  to  all  matters  comprised  in  the  contract,  it  is  fully  settled  that 
he  can  make  the  payment  for  his  work  dependent  upon  the  occurrence  of 
some  event;  and  notwithstanding  the  principle  tha*  parties  cai  not  by  con- 
tract oust  the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction,  a  person  may  covenant  that  no 
right  to  payment  shall  accrue  to  the  contractor  and  no  liability  attach  to 
the  owner  or  company  until  a  third  person  [engineer  or  architect]  has  de* 

1  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Smith  (Pa.).  33  Atl.  Rep.  663  [1892]. 
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the  amount  doe  and  any  differences  that  may  arise  between  himself 
and  the  other  party  to  the  covenant.1  An  employee  may  make  the  perform- 
ance of  his  work  and  serrices  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right  to  receive 
any  pay  for  either  of  them.1 

Mr.  Leake  in  his  valuable  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Contracts  says:**  "  A 
reference  to  arbitration  of  differences  arising  upon  a  contract  and  the  award 
of  the  arbitrator  may  be  agreed  upon  in  the  contract  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  existence  of  any  claim  or  liability ;  so  that  no  action  can  be 
brought  respecting  the  same  matter  nntil  arbitrators  have  made  an  award, 
and  only  according  to  the  result  of  the  award.  There  is  no  principle  or  rule 
of  law  which  prevents  parties  from  agreeing  that  there  should  be  no  breach 
of  the  contract  between  them  until  after  there  had  been  a  reference  to  arbi- 
tration, although  there  may  be  a  rule  preventing  them  settling  by  arbitra- 
tion alone  any  breach  of  contract.  Parties  may  agree  that  no  rights  or 
liability  shall  arise  between  them  until  the  engineer  has  determined  whether 
the  contract  has  been  fulfilled,  and  what  damages  have  been  sustained  by 
its  breach  ;  and,  if  they  do  so  agree,  no  right  of  action  will  exist  until  the 
engineer  has  so  decided/'4 

410.  Indebtedness  should  Be  Created  by  Promise  Only  and  Hot  by  Per- 
formance of  Work. — Ordinarily,  under  simple  contracts  for  work,  the  com- 
pany's or  owner's  indebtedness  for  the  price  agreed  upon  is  not  created  by 
the  promise  to  pay  it,  but  by  the  performance  of  the  work.  Such  indebt- 
edness will  arise,  therefore,  and  become  payable  the  moment  the  work  is 
completed  unless  it  be  expressly  provided  that  the  payment  of  it  be  post- 
poned. It  does  not  necessarily  follow  because  the  proprietor  promises  to 
pay  the  debt  upon  a  condition,  as  the  production  of  the  engineer's  or  archi- 
tect's certificate,  that  the  debt  itself  is  subject  to  the  same  condition. 
That  would  only  make  the  payment  for  the  work  done  dependent  upon  an 
event  which  has  no  necessary  connection  with  the  merit  of  the  work,  but 
upon  an  event  which  is  absolutely  within  the  power  of  a  person  [the  architect 
or  engineer]  employed  and  paid  by  the  party  who  makes  the  conditiou.* 

This  may  seem  a  hardship  imposed  upon  the  contractor,  but  experience 
has  demonstrated  its  necessity,  at  any  rate  to  companies  and  proprietors 
having  works  to  be  constructed  and  to  the  architectural  and  engineering 
professions  having  such  work  in  charge.  The  stipulation  has  been  considered 
so  necessary  to  the  successful  prosecution  and  completion  of  public  works 
that  it  has  been  made  the  subject  of  special  legislation,  and  is  required  by 
some  acts  before  payments  can  be  demanded  for  public  works. 

The  Public  Works  Acts  of  Great  Britain  (31  Vict.,  chap.  13,  sec.  18) 

»8cott   v.   Avery,  5  H.   L     Owes   811  'Pages  953-5  [1878]. 

[18551;  many  case*,  29  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  4  Per  Cronworlh  in  Scott  i».  Avrry,  5  H. 

Law  929.  L.  G.  811;  and  $e>>  p*r  Melliah,  L.  J.,  in 

f  Keller  e.  Overreich,  30  N.  W.  Rep.  524.  Sliarpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.f  L.  R.  8  Ch.  612. 

*8ee  Sees.  342-343,  supra,  aod  76U-781.  infra. 
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require  that  "no  money  shall  be  paid  to  any  contractor  until  the  chief 
engineer  shall  have  certified  that  the  work  for  or  on  account  of  which  the 
same  shall  be  claimed  has  been  duly  executed,  nor  until  such  certificate 
shall  have  been  approved  by  the  commissioners  of  public  works.1 

411.  Courts  Unwilling  to  Construe  the  Stipulation  a  Condition  Pre- 
cedent.— The  courts  have  been  slow  to  admit  the  need  of  such  a  stipulation, 
and  have  not  construed  it  as  a  condition  precedent  when  they  could  fairly 
avoid  doing  so.1  Accordingly,  where  a  clause  of  a  contract  provided  that 
any  dispute  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  drawings  and  specifications  should 
be  decided  by  the  engineer,  but  neglected  to  make  the  engineer's  final  esti- 
mate and  certificate  a  condition  precedent  to  payment,  it  was  held  that 
the  clause  furnished  no  defense  unless  there  had  been  a  dispute.  That  the 
decision  of  the  architect  was  not  to  be  invoked  unless  a  dispute  should  arise 
"  respecting  the  true  construction  or  meaning  of  the  drawings  and  specifica- 
tions," and  the  contractor  was  not  obliged  to  submit  to  such  decision  unless 
there  was  such  a  dispute.'  *  Unless  compelled  by  the  express  language  of 
the  contract,  courts  are  not  inclined  to  construe  such  stipulations  in  a  con- 
tract to  do  work  within  a  certain  time  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of 
money  by  the  other  party  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover.4 

To  make  the  decision  of  the  engineer  final  and  conclusive  and  keep  the 
contractor  out  of  the  courts  the  contract  must  provide  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  until  after  the  award/  or,  better,  that  the  engineer's  award  shall 
be  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  or  recovery.*  If  the  contract  does  not 
make  the  procurement  of  the  engineer's  certificate  or  the  engineer's  esti- 
mate and  decision  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  or  to  any  right  of 
action,  then  the  stipulation  may  be  held  not  binding  and  against  the  policy 
•of  the  law  as  having  a  tendency  to  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts, 
which  are  considered  to  have  ample  means  to  entertain  and  decide  legal 
controversies.1 

When,  therefore,  in  a  contract,  payment  was  made  conditional  upon  the 
-architect' 8  certificate,  but  the  promise  to  pay  was  on  completion  of  the  work, 
without  any  requirements  as  to  the  production  of  the  certificate,  the  con- 
tractor was  allowed  to  recover  for  the  work  he  had  done  without  the  archi- 
tect's certificate.*    And  an  agreement  that  a  fair  compensation  should  be 


1  See  Berlinquet «.  The  Queen,  18  Canada 
Sup.  Ct.  26  [1877];  see  also  Laws  of  New 
New  York  State,  chap.  278,  §  11.  and  Peo- 
ple i>.  Benton,  7  Barb.  208  [1849]. 

1  Langdell's  Summary  of  ('on tracts.  1005; 
Front  St.  R.  Co.  t>.  Butler,  50  Cal.  574. 

•Johnson  v.  Varian,  108  N.  Y.  645 
11888]  ;  accord  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadpe,  85 
Barb.  602  ;  Smith  v  Aiken,  102  N.  Y.  87; 
■Greene  v.  State.  8  Ohio  810. 

4  Front  St.,  M.  &  O.  R.  Co  v.  Butler  50 
■Cal.  574  [1875]  ;  Brittont>.  Turner,  6  N.  H. 


481  [1884]  ;  The  M.  C.  &  L.  R.  Co.  *.  Wil- 
cox. 48  Ph.  St.  161  [186-1],  and  cases  cited; 
and  «**Biglcr  v.  Mnvor,  9  Huu  258 ;  Glau- 
ms v.  B'uke,  50  N.  Y.  145. 

6  Hamilton  t>.  Home  Ins.  Co.  187  U.  S. 
870  [1890];  Schulere  v.  Eckert  (Mich.)  Til 
N  W.  Rep.  198  [18921 ;  McCny  f.  Able 
(Ind.),  80  N.  E.  Rep.  528. 

•  Hamilton  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co..  186  U.  8.  242  [1889]. 

1  Hurst  v.  Litchfield.  39  N  Y.  877T18681. 

8  Flaherty©.  Miner,  128  N.  Y.  882  [1890]. 


*  See  Sec.  869,  supra. 
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paid  for  any  damages  suffered,  and  that  such  damages  should,  unless  the 
parties  could  agree,  be  appraised  and  fixed  by  arbitrators,  does  not  make 
the  award  of  the  arbitrators  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover, 
but  is  held  merely  collateral  to  the  stipulated  right  of  compensation.1 

Stipulations  in  the  following  terms  have  been  held  not  to  create  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  right  of  the  contractor  to  bring  an  action  in  the 
courts  "to  decide  all  disputes  as  to  manner  of  connecting  the  sewers  or 
otherwise ; "  ■  "  That  the  engineer  shall  certify  that  the  contract  is  per- 
formed to  his  satisfaction,"  he  having  certified  that  it  was  not  so  performed.' 
Work  to  be  "  according  to  certain  specifications  and  to  the  satisfaction  of 
court"  was  held  to  require  work  to  be  done  according  to  specifications, 
which  would  be  to  the  satisfaction  of  court,  and  that  the  contractor  need 
not  allege  that  he  had  completed  work  to  satisfaction  of  the  courts.4 

A  provision  "  that  in  case  any  difference  should  arise  as  to  the  quality  of 
work  or  materials  or  any  other  question,  the  same  shall  be  settled  by  arbitra- 
tion, each  party  selecting  a  good  man,  and  in  the  event  of  their  dis- 
agreeing these  two  to  select  a  third  party,  and  their  decision  to  be  final," 
was  held  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  bringing  of  an  action  by  the 
contractor.* 

The  following  case  shows  the  attitude  of  the  courts  more  forcibly  than 
any  other  given:  The  contract  provided  "that  part  of  the  contract  price 
should  bo  paid  as  the  work  progressed,  and  the  balance  when  the  work  was 
completed  and  accepted,  and  that  payments  should  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  architect's  certificate."  It  was  held  that  the  architect's  certificate 
was  required  only  as  to  the  payments  to  be  made  as  the  work  progressed, 
and  not  to  the  final  payment  after  completion  of  the  work,*  as  if  the  final 
payment  was  not  a  "  payment." 

The  language  employed  to  make  a  condition  precedent  must  be  con- 
clusive.7 

412.  Make  the  Engineer's  Certificate  a  Condition  Precedent  to  the  Prom- 
ise to  Pay  by  Owner. — The  stipulation  should  be  clearly  aud  plainly 
expressed  that  there  can  be  no  mistaking  the  parties'  true  intention,  and  it 
should  be  remembered  that  there  is  a  difference  between  a  promise  to  pay  a 
debt  upon  a  certain  condition  and  a  provision  that  the  debt  shall  be  payable 
only  upon  a  certain  condition,  or  when  a  certain  event  is  made  a  condition 
precedent  to  its  payment.  The  latter  clause  necessarily  renders  the  debt 
itself  conditional,  and  is  the  proper  one  to  use.8 

1  Seward  v.  City  of  Rochester  (N.  Y.),  7  8.  E.  Rep.  445  [18881. 
16  N.  B.  Rep.  848  [1888];  and  see  German  •  Cole  Manuf'g  Co.  v.  Collier  (Tenn.),  1* 

Ins.  Co.  v.  Morris  (Ky.),  87  S.  W.  Rep  8.  W.  Rep.  672. 
267.  «Oberl!es  v.  Bullinger  (8up.\  27  N.  Y. 

•Delameter  t>.  Folz,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  711  8upp.  19. 
[1889|.  'Lawson  t>.  Wallcsly  Local  Bd.t  11  Q; 

sMackins<>n  v.  Con  Ion  (N.  J.).  27  Atl.  B.  Div.  229.  and  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  809,  note. 
Rep.  930;  s  c  55  N.  J.  Lnw,  564.  8LangdeU'a    Summary    of     Contracts,. 

4Kiusley  v.  Monongahela  Co.  (W.  Va.),  1005-6. 
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Such  a  clause  has  been  held  to  be  a  complete  bar  to  the  contractor's 
recovery  until  the  condition  is  performed  or  the  event  has  transpired,1  not* 
withstanding  the  building  had  been  completed,  and  further  that  it  was 
proved  that  the  architect  had  in  a  private  letter  to  the  owner  expressed  his 
approval  of  the  contractor's  charges;  it  was  held  that  the  certificate  must  be 
produced  as  required  by  the  terms  of  the  contract.'  It  was  held  not  to  be 
enough  that  everything  had  been  done  necessary  to  entitle  the  contractor 
to  have  the  engineer's  certificate,  and  that  the  entire  work  had  been  duly 
and  efficiently  performed  and  completed  according  to  the  plans,  specifica- 
tions, and  contract.  If  the  contract  required  that  the  work  should  be  ta 
the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  or  that  his  certificate  should  be  produced 
before  payment,  nothing  else  would  suffice.'  Many  contracts  are  so  made. 
Every  man  is  the  master  of  the  contract  he  may  choose  to  make,  and  it  is  of 
the  highest  importance  that  every  contract  should  be  construed  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties.  The  peculiarities  of  engineer- 
ing and  architectural  construction  render  it  important  that  the  owner  should 
not  be  called  upon  to  pay  for  work  until  some  competent  person  shall  have 
certified  that  the  work  has  been  properly  done  according  to  the  contract  and 
specifications. 

Chief  Justice  Rothrock  of  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa  has  recently  said: 
"It  may  be  correct  that  the  provision  of  the  contract  which  makes  the 
chief  engineer  an  arbitrator  or  umpire  between  the  parties,  and  by  which  all 
rights  of  action  [or  appeal  to  the  courts]  under  the  contract  are  waived,  is 
void;  but  contracts  by  which  parties  bind  themselves  to  make  payment  or 
settlement  upon  the  certificate  or  estimate  of  some  third  person,  such  as  an 
engineer,  architect,  or  the  like,  have  uniformly  been  upheld  by  the  courts.4 

The  work  being  done  under  contract,  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  parol 
agreement  to  vary  the  written  instrument  and  enable  the  contractor  to  sue 
in  assumpsit.  The  parties  cannot  seek  redress  from  any  other  tribunal  than 
that  provided  in  the  contract,  viz.,  the  engineer/ 

413.  The  Condition  Precedent  may  be  Waived.6  * — The  provision  in  a 

1  Condon  v.  South  Side  R.  Co.,  14  Gratt.  7  Casey  806-809;  Fox  t>.  Hemp  field  R.  14 

802.  Leg.  Int.  148;  Fauuce  «   Burke,  4  Harris 

'  Morgan  «.  Birnie,  9  Bing.  673.  469-480;  Snodgrass  v.  Gavitt.  4  Casey  221- 

'Coey  v.  Lelnnau,  79  III.   178  [18751;  4;    Lu brick  v.   Lyter,    3  W.   &  S    365; 

Packard  v.  Van  Scbaick.  58  111.  80;  Ball  McGehen  v.  Duffield,  5  Burr  597;  N  Leb- 

v.  Doud  (Greg.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  70;  Birney  v.  anon  R    Co.  v.  McGrann,  7  Casey  530; 

Giles.  120  111.  154.  McCaban  v.  Reamey,  9  Casey  535;  Irwin 

4  McNamara  v.  Harrison,  81  Iowa  486  v.  Shultz.  46  Pa.  St.  74  [1868]  ;  Han  lie  r. 

[1890]  ;  citing  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  Bolder.  II  Wright  60;  Memphis  R.  Co.  ©. 

668;  Loup  t>.  R.  R.  Co.,   11  Amer.  &  Eug.  Wilcox,  12  Wright  161;  Mason  v.  Bridge,  2 

By.  Cas.  589;  Holmes  v.  Richie,  56  Cat.  Shipley  468;  Mercer  v.  Harris,  4  Neb  82; 

807;  McMahon  v.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  468;  R.  School  Dist.  v.  Randall,  5  Neb  408:  Du- 

Co.  v.  McGrann.  88  Pa.  St.  585;  29  Amer.  bois  v.  The  D.  &  H.  C.  Co..  4  Wend.  285; 

&  Eug.  Ency.  Law  929.  s.  c.  12  Wend.  384;  s.  o.  15  Wend.  89. 

*  O'Reilly  v.    Kerns,   52   Pa.    St.    214         •  Martin  «.  Leggett.  4E  D.  Smith  (N. 

1866]  ;  citing  Monongahela  B'dge  Co    t>.  Y.)  255;  Batterby  v.  Vyse,   2  H.  &  C.  42; 

"enlon,  4  W.  &  S.  205;  Laumnn  «.  Young,  Byrne  «.  Sisters  of  Ch.y  45  N.  J.  Law  218. 

•  See  Sec.  417,  infra. 
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•  » 

contract  with  a  railroad  company  for  the  construction  of  its  road  to  the 
satisfaction  and  acceptance  of  their  engineer,  has  reference,  no  doubt,  as  to 
its  final  acceptance,  to  the  chief  engineer/  but  when  an  architect  with  the 
acquiescence  of  the  owner  has  authorized  his  assistant  to  prepare  specifica- 
tions, superintend  the  work,  and  issue  certificates,  and  the  owner  conducted 
all  the  business  with  such  assistant  and  received  the  final  certificate  issued 
by  him  to  the  contractor  without  objection,  but  only  solicited  a  delay  in 
making  the  final  payment,  the  owner  will  be  held  to  have  waived  the  archi- 
tect's certificate  as  provided  by  the  contract.1* 

The  payment  of  progress  certificates  stating  that  the  work  was  satis- 
factory to  the  engineer  is  not  a  waiver  of  defects  discovered  before  the  final 
certificate  is  awarded.'f  The  fact  that  principal  contractors  have  adopted 
the  final  estimates  of  a  subordinate  engineer,  and  have  paid  their  subcon- 
tractors on  such  final  estimate,  does  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  a  provision 
that  the  amount  due  to  the  subcontractors  shall  be  paid  only  on  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  chief  engineer.4 

A  statement  by  the  owner  that  he  is  pleased  with  the  work,  that  he  is 
dissatified  with  his  architect  and  au  arrangement  to  give  the  contractor  a 
release  of  the  payment  of  a  loan  in  payment  of  the  balance  due  him,  do  not 
create  a  waiver  of  the  condition  precedent.*  On  appeal,  however,  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  had  waived  his  right  to  a  final  certificate,  he  having  threat- 
ened "  to  throw  the  whole  matter  into  the  hands  of  his  architect "  because 
the  contractor  would  not  release  a  claim  which  he  held  against  the  owner." 
Payments  from  time  to  time  without  requiring  certificates  will  not  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  require  a  certificate  of  approval/ 

It  is  nevertheless  advisable  to  always  insist  that  the  conditions  of  a  con- 
tract be  carried  out  literally,  if  for  no  other  purpose  than  for  the  sake  of  form 
and  to  avoid  complications  of  waiver  and  other  conditions  not  anticipated 
nor  provided  for;  and  if  circumstances  require  a  departure  from  the  provi- 
sions made,  to  have  it  distinctly  understood  that  it  is  a  departure  for  that 
occasion  only,  and  shall  not  establish  a  precedent  to  be  followed  thereafter, 
nor  act  as  waiver  of  any  rights  or  privileges  of  either  party  under  the  con- 
tract. Whether  or  not  a  stipulation  has  been  waived  is  usually  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,9  but  a  waiver  of  the  conditions  of  a  contract  cannot  be 
predicted  on  conduct  of  which  the  other  party  had  no  knowledge.* 

1  Barker  fj.Troy  &  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  766.  Ct.  256  [1877]. 

'  McEntyre  v.  Tucker  (Com.  PI.),  31  N.  '  Haden  t>.  Coleman,  78  N.T.  667.  owr- 

Y.  Supp.  672;  Hartley  «.  Martha  (Sup.).  39  ruling  Bell  «.  Sun  Print.  Co.,  42  N.  Y. 

N.  Y.  Supp.  212;  and  JwBlethen  t.  Blake,  Super.  Ct.  567. 

44  Cal.  117;  Barton  v.  Herrman,  11  Abb.  '  Brown  «.  Winehill,   3  Wash.  524;  Bar- 

Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  882;  Clark  v.  Pope,  70  ton  v.  Herrman.  $upra;  but  §ee  Bannister 

111.    128;  Bannister  «.  Patty.  85  Wis.  215.  v.  Putty,  85  Wis.  215;  Flaherty  v.  Miner, 

1  Hartupee  v.  Pittsburgh,  97  Pa.  St.  107  123  N.  Y.  882.  contra. 

[18811 ;  and  see  Cooper  v.  Uttoxeter  Bur.  "Keller  «.  Oberrich,  80 N.  W.  Rep.  524 

Bd.  11  L.  T.  N.  S.  565.  [1886]. 

4  McNamara  r  Harrison.  81  Iowa  486.  •  Benson  «.  Shotwetl  (Cal.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 

*  Haden  v.  Coleman,  42  N.  Y.  Superior  147. 

*  See  Sees.   463-5  and  482,  infra.  f  See  Sees.  463-470  and  482  infra. 
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To  permit  a  recovery  without  the  production  of  such  a  certificate  would 
take  from  the  owner  the  protection  of  his  engineer,  and  substitute  for  his 
opinion  that  of  a  jury,  which  is  not  the  contract  into  which  the  partiea 
have  entered.1  Or  in  the  terms  of  another  case  the  courts  are  powerless  to 
disregard  the  terms  of  a  contract  plainly  expressed,  but  it  is  their  duty  ta 
enforce  them  according  to  the  intent  of  the  parties  as  shown  by  the  language 
of  the  contract '  "  It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  conditions,"  says  Professor 
Landell,  in  his  Summary  of  Contracts,  "that  the  court  has  no  power  ta 
modify  them  or  to  dispense  with  their  complete  performance  and  fulfillment; 
for  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  would  involve  the  enforcement  against  a 
party  of  a  covenant  or  promise  which  he  had  never  made  himself.' 

The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  not  or  did  not  obtain  the  engineer's 
certificate  as  required  by  the  contract  must  be  pleaded,  in  an  action  for 
work  done,  or  the  defense  that  the  contract  provided  that  payment  should 
be  made  on  the  certificate  of  an  engineer,  and  that  his  decision  and  estimate 
should  be  final  and  conclusive,  is  not  available.4 

414.  If  Payment  of  Contract  Price  is  Conditional  on  Procuring  Engi- 
neer's Certificate,  It  will  Hold. — The  contractor  cannot  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  agreed  for  the  work  unless  he  procures  the  kind  of 
evidence  required  by  the  contract,  or  shows  that  time  or  accident  has  pre-, 
vented  him  from  securing  it/  The  rule  applies  as  well  to  proceedings  in 
equity  as  to  those  in  law.*  When  a  contractor  has  agreed  to  furnish  mate- 
rials and  execute  work  in  a  specified  manner  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  an 
engineer  or  architect  and  to  be  paid  upon  his  certificate  he  is  bound  by  his 
contract.  If  he  will  recover  for  what  he  has  done,  it  is  not  enough  for  the 
contractor  to  say  that  he  has  performed  the  agreements  in  other  respects 
without  also  alleging  that  he  has  done  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  arbiters 
agreed  upon  by  the  parties.7  The  fact  that  the  suit  is  on  a  quantum  meruit 
does  not  dispense  with  the  production  of  the  engineer's  certificate/1  *    In  the 

1  Clark  v.  Watson,   18  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  278;  Giles,  120  111.  154;  Downey  t>.  O'Donnell, 

Hudson  v.  McCartney,  83  Wis.  331  [1873]  86  III.  49. 

•  Coey  v.  Lehman,  79  111.  173  [1875]  ;  to  '  Matthews  v.  Rice,  4  Bradw.  90  [1879]  ; 
the  same  effect,  Faunce  t>.  Burke,  16  Pa.  St.  Butler  v.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  449;  Wors'ey 
469  v.  Wood,  6  T.  R.  710;  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.  v. 

3  See  Haden  v.  Colemau,  42N.Y.  Super.  Dubois,  15  Wend.  89;  Morgan  v.  Birnie,  9 
Ct.  25<i  [1*77].  Bing.  672;  The  United  States  v.  Robison, 

4  Everard  v  City  of  New  York  (Sup.),  35  9  Peters  319;  Lnngdell's  Summary  of  Con- 
N.  Y.  Supp,  315;  Hartley*.  Murtha  (Sup.),  tracts,  1006;  Byron  c.  Low  (N.  TT.),  16  N. 
39  N.  Y.  Supp.  212;  Chamberlain  v.  Hib-  £.  Rep.  45  [1888] ;  see  Atkins  v.  Barnsta- 
bard  (Ore*.).  88  Pac  Rep.  437.  ble,  97  Mass.  428  [1867];  Kinland  v.  Mooro, 

» United  States  v.  Robinson.  9  Peters  819;  1  Cent.  Rep.  466;  Han  ley  v.  Walker  (Mich.) 

Loup  t>.  Cala.  S.  R  Co.,  63  Cal.  97;Fiune-  45  N  W.  Rep.  57  [1890] ;  many  cases  in  29 

Sin  t>.  L'Engle.  8  Fla.  413.  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Amer.    &  En?.    Ency.  Law  929;   but  nee 

o.   •.   Polly   Woods  Co.,    14  Gratt.  448  Williams  r.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  Ry.  Co. 

[1858];  Barney  v.  Giles   (111.),  11  N.    E.  (Mo.),  20  S.  W.  Rep.  631,  which  held  that 

Rep.  206  [1887];  Jones  v.  Rear..  7  Can.  Sup.  it  was  not  necessary  to  call  the  engineer  to. 

Ct.  570;  Reg.  v.  Starrs,  17  Cau    Sup.  Ct.  establish  their  case  before  a  jury. 

118;  Kirtland  v.  Moore,  1  Cent.  Rep  466.  'Gillies  v.  Manhattan  B.  J.  Co.,  26  N, 

•  Scott  t>.  Liverpool.  8  De.  G.  &  J.  884;  Y.  Supp.  381. 
Michaelis  v.  Wolf,  136  III.  68;  Barney  v. 

*  See  Sec.  412,  supra. 
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frequent  case  of  a  contract  for  buildings  or  engineering  works,  in  which  it 
is  provided  that  the  contractor  shall  be  paid  only  what  the  architect  or  engi- 
neer may  certify  he  is  entitled  to,  it  is  held  that  there  is  no  claim  or  right 
of  action  at  law  or  in  equity  until  the  certificate  is  given.1  Monthly  esti- 
mates or  progress  certificates  are  necessary  to  recover  partial  payments  when 
•the  contract  provides  for  them.1  The  motives  of  a  party  in  requiring  a  strict 
•compliance  with  the  condition  precedent  to  his  liability  are  immaterial/  so 
long  as  they  are  not  shown  to  be  anlawf ul. 

The  English  courts  have  been  very  strict  in  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  contract  rights,  and  have  refused  a  recovery  on  a  contract  under 
any  circumstances  without  the  production  of  the  engineer's  certificate  as 
required  by  the  agreement.  This  rule  was  laid  down  in  a  case  where  the 
•owner  had  appointed  his  father  the  engineer,  and  the  contractor  offered  to 
prove  fraud  and  collusion  between  the  father  and  son.  The  evidence  was 
held  inadmissible,  and  although  the  fraud  might  be  a  subject  for  a  cross- 
•action,  the  court  would  not  permit  the  contractor  to  recover  until  he  pro- 
duced the  father's  certificate.4  This  is  an  extreme  case  and  will  not  be 
followed  to-day.  It  has  been  practically  overruled  by  more  recent  English 
-cases/  and  by  the  practice  of  courts  to-day  in  many  state  jurisdictions  it 
would  be  assumed  a  case  of  fraud  (though  there  is  doubt  if  a  court  of  law 
would  take  jurisdiction  in  some  states,  some  cases  having  held  it  was  neces- 
sary to  go  into  a  court  of  equity);*  yet  the  case  shows  the  disposition  of 
the  courts  to  maintain  contractual  rights  and  obligations. 

If  the  contract  requires  the  engineer's  certificate  or  estimate  of  the 
work  before  payment,  the  contractor  must  make  a  demand  for  such  certifi- 
cate or  estimate.7  It  is  no  excuse  for  failure  to  procure  such  certificate 
that  the  contractor  feared  to  apply  for  it  because  he  believed  the  architect 
to  be  wrongfully  prejudiced  against  him.8 

If  the  con t motor  has  agreed  to  submit  differences  and  disputes  to  an 
engineer,  it  has  been  held  that  he  could  not  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  unless  he  has  offered  to  submit  such  differences.*  So  if  materials  are 
to  be  approved  before  being  used,  the  contractor  should  apply  to  have  them 


1  Leake's  Digest  of  Law  of  Contracts, 
955  ;  Wolf  f>.  Michnelis,  27  111.  App.  386 
[1888];  Oodefroi  and  Short  on  Railways  94; 
Scott  v.  Liverpool,  8  D.  &  J.  334;  8.  a,  1 
Giff.  216;  Sharp©  t>.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  L. 
R  8Ch.  App  597;  Wndsworth  v.  Smith.  L. 
R.  6  Q.  B.  332;  Milner  v.  Field,  5  Exch.  829; 
Glenn  v.  Leiih,  1  Com.  Law  Rep.  569* 
Dobson  v.  Hudson,  1  C.  B.  (N.  S)  659; 
Park"*  v.  Gt.  Western  Ry.  Co.,  3Ry  Ca*. 
17;  Phelan  u.  Albany  R.  Co.  1  Lans.  (N. 
Y  )  258 

■  Martin  u.  Leggett,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N. 
T.)  255;  Braun  v.  Winans,  37  111.  App. 
248 

1  Benson  «.  8  hot  well  (CaL),  87  Pac.  Rep. 


147. 

*  Milner  v.  Field,  5  Excb.  R.  829  [1850]. 

*  Butterby  v.  Vyse.  2  H.  &  C.  42. 

*  Godcfroi  and  Short  on  Railways  94; 
Wood  v.  Ch'cago,  8.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  89 
Fed.  Rep.  52. 

1  Byron  v.  Low  (N.  Y.),  16  N.  E.  Rep. 
45  [1888];  Newton  v  Highland  Impr.  Co. 
(Minn.),  64  N.W.  Rep.  1146. 

8  Gilmore  v.  Courtney  (111.  Sup.),  41  N. 
E.  Rep.  1023.  And  see  Rusling  v.  Union 
Pipe  Co.  (Sup.),  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  216 

*  United  States  v.  Ellis  (Ariz  ),  14  Pac. 
Rep  300  [18871;  Snodgrass  f>.  Gavit,  28 
Pa.  221  [1857] ;  Ball  t>.  Daud  (Oreg.),  87 
Pac.  Rep.  70. 
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approved  or  he  uses  them  at  his  peril.1  Therefore  when  a  contract  provided 
that  the  architect  should  decide  whether  alterations  asked  for  by  the  owner 
were  within  its  terms,  and  the  contractor,  knowing  that  the  owner  under- 
stood the  contract  terms  to  so  provide,  made  alterations  without  securing  a 
decision  from  the  architect,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover  any  extra 
compensation  for  such  alterations.'* 

415.  Language  that  Makes  a  Condition  Precedent.— The  words  "  condi- 
tion precedent"  themselves  are  not  necessary  to  create  a  condition  precedent 
and  to  postpone  the  company's  indebtedness;  yet  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  make  the  engineer's  estimate  and  decision  an  absolute  pre- 
requisite to  the  contractor's  right  to  recovery  must  be  couched  in  such  lan- 
guage as  to  leave  no  doubt,  to  make  sure  that  the  court  shall  so  construe  it. 
If  the  condition  be  annexed  to  the  promise  to  pay  a  debt,  it  will  commonly, 
upon  the  true  construction  of   the   contract  in  which   it   is  contained, 
extend  to   the  debt   itself."      This  is   usually  the  construction   adopted 
by  the  courts.      Therefore  when  the  agreement  was  "to  pay  only  what 
the  architect  or  engineer  should  certify  the  contractor  was  entitled  to/'4  to 
pay  "  when  and  not  be/ore  the  architect  shall  have  certified  "; ft  or  the  cove- 
nant was  "to  pay  according  to  the  conditions  of  the  contract/'  which  pro- 
vided that  the  amount,  quality,  classification,  and  value  of  the  work  should 
he  determined  by  the  engineer,  whose  determination  should  be  binding, 
final, and  conclusive  on  the  parties;5  or  the  owner  agreed  "to  pay  upon  the 
certificate  and  estimate  of  the  architect,"  and  the  builder  agreed  that  he 
would  demand  no  pay  except  so  much  as  the  architect  should   certify 
was  due  to  him;*  or  under  a  stipulation  in  the  contract  that  "no  action  at 
law  or  suit  in  equity  should  be  brought  or  maintained  until  the  matters  in 
dispute  had  been  decided  by  arbitrators,  and  then  only  for  such  sum  as  the 
arbitrators  should  award";7  or  a  covenant  "to  pay  when  the  contractor 
should  receive  from   the  architect   his   certificate";*    or  even  when  the 
promise  is  "to  pay  upon  the  architect's  acceptance  and  on  the  presentation 
or  production  of  his  certificate";*  or  "to  pay  for.  extra  work  at  or  on  the 
estimate  of  an  architect"  named; ,0  or  "that  the  value  of  all  extras  shall  be 
ascertained  by  arbitration";11  or  that  the  price  shall  be  payable  "after  a 
<jertificate  of  approval  by  the  engineer  shall  have  been  issued";"  or  "to 
pay  on  acceptance  and  approval  by  the  engineer  and  owner"1* — in  each 

1  Higgins  v.  Lee.  16  111.  495  P8551.  8  Smith  t>.  Brings,  3  Denio  78  X18461. 

•Evans  v.  McConnell  (Iowa),  68  N.  W.  •Barney  «.  Giles  (111.),  11  N.  E.  Rep. 

Hep.  790:  Hughes  v.  Brubinder  (Wash.),  206  [18871 ;   Clark  t>.  Watson,   18  C.   B. 

48  Pac.  Rep.  209.  (N.  S.)  278  L1865] 

*  Langdell's  Summary  of  Contracts  1005.  ,0  Buasen  v.  Baehr,  7  WK  517;  Edwards 
4  Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  953-955.  v.  Louisa  Co.  (Li.),  56  N.  W.  Rep.  656. 

*  Milner  «.  Field,  5  Exch.  829;  Glen  t>.  »  Ball  v.  Doud  (Oreg.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  70. 
Loith,  1  Com.  Law  Rep.  569;  Scott  «.  "  N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  A.  Sprinkler  Co.  v. 
Liverpool  (Ene.),  1  Giff  216.                           Andrews,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  998. 

*  Tavlor  «.  Renn,  79  111.  181.  "  Hanley  t>.  Walker  (Mich.).  45  N.  W. 
'  Scott    €.  Avery,   5   H.    L.    Cas.  811      Rep.  57  [1890]. 

(1855]. 

*  See  Sees.  487,  595,  infra. 
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case  the  promise  to  pay  was  held  subject  to  a  condition  precedent,  and  to 
require  the  production  of  the  architect's  or  engineer's  certificate,  decision,. 
estimate,  or  award  before  the  contractor  could  bring  any  suit  to  recover 
under  the  contract.1 

When  materials  are  purchased  subject  to  inspection  by  the  company's 
engineer,  they  need  not  be  accepted  nor  paid  for  if  rejected  by  the 
engineer,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  contract  should  in  express  terms 
make  the  engineer's  decision  final  and  conclusive* 

In  all  these  cases  it  should  be  noticed  that  the  condition  is  attached  to 
the  promise,  as  it  should  be ;  and  if  the  condition  is  put  in  a  separate  clause, 
the  promise  to  pay  must  refer  back  to  or  incorporate  the  condition  in  order 
to  have  it  attach  and  become  a  condition  precedent  to  payment.'  If  this  is 
done,  it  is  not  necessary  (though  it  is  advisable)  that  there  shall  be  a  pro- 
vision for  arbitration  or  an  express  waiver  of  the  right  to  sue  at  law,  for  the 
estimate  of  the  engineer  is  a  condition  that  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to 
an  action  for  the  work  done.4 

Full  effect  has  usually  been  given  to  the  stipulation  if  it  provides  that  the 
engineer  shall  determine  the  sum  due,  or  amount  to  be  paid,  or  value,  and 
his  determination  is  made  final  and  conclusive,  and  without  appeal.  Such  are 
provisions  for  the  engineer  to  determine  the  quantities,  quality,  classification 
and  value  of  work  done  and  to  be  paid  for.  They  have  been  held  binding 
upon  the  parties/  and  to  be  conditions  precedent  to  recovery,  for  the  amount 
of  a  debt  must  be  known  before  a  recovery  therefor  can  be  had.* 

In  Pennsylvania  the  courts  have  been  more  liberal  in  enforcing  similar 


1  Other  ease*  in  paint :  Cooke  «.  Cooke, 
L.  R  4  Eq.  77;  Elliott  «.  Royal  Excli. 
As*.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  287;  Dawson  e. 
Fitzgerald,  L  R.  1  Ex.  Div.  257;  Ed- 
wards v  A.  Mut.  Ins.  Soc.,  L  R.  1  Q.  B. 
D.  568;  Scott  v.  Corpn.  of  L,  1  Giff.  216; 
Grafton  v  E.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  H  Exch.  699; 
Kane  v.  Wilson  Stone  Co..  89  Ohio  St.  1; 
Sweeny  v.  United  Stales,  109  U.  S.  618; 
Packard  v.  Viin  Schoick,  58  111.  79;  Par- 
sons  t>.  Si* x ton,  4  C  R.  899;  Moffat t  v. 
Dickson,  18  C.  B.  548. 

*  Chapman  v.  Kansas  City,  etc..  R.  Co. 
(Mo.),  21  8.  W.  Rep.  858.  See  also  Park 
Fire  Clay  Co.  v.  Ott  (Pa.),  80  All.  Rep. 
1040;  Higgins  o.  Lee,  16  111.  495 

*  Flaherty  t>.  Miner,  128  New  York  882 
[1890]. 

4  Reynolds  v  Caldwell,  51  Pa.  St.  298 
[1865]. 

•Herrick  v.  Belknap,  etc.,  27  Vt.  678 
[18541;  Brown  v.  Decker  (Pa.),  21  Atl.  Rep. 
908(18911. 

*  Williams  v.  Chicago,  etc  ,  R.  Co.  (Mo.), 
80  S.  W.  Rep.  681;  Lewis  «.  Chicago,  etc., 
R.  Co..  49  Fed.  Rep.  708.  714:  Fulton  v. 
Peters  and  Fulton  v.  Metzgar,  187  Pa.  St. 


613  [1890];  but  see  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  «.  Collier, 
91  Tenn.  525.  A  condition  inserted  in  a 
contract  for  work  that  in  case  of  difference 
or  dispute  about  the  work  performed,  a 
reference  to  an  engineer  or  expert  shall  be 
made  before  payment  or  a  suit  can  be 
brought,  will  be  upheld  as  a  '•  condition 
precedent"  to  recovery  by  suit, — Mouon- 

§ehcla  Nav.  Co.  v.  Jen  Ion,  4  Watts  & 
.  (Pa.)  205;  Howard  v.  Alleghany  Valley 
R.  Co.,  69  Pa.  St  489:  Hnrtupee  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, 97  Ph.  St.  107;  Railroad  Co.  «. 
McGrann.  38  Pa.  St.  530;  Faunce  «. 
Burke,  16  Pa.  St.  469;  Condon  v.  Soutbside 
R.  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (Va.)  302;  Butler©. 
Tucker,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  447;  Smith  «. 
Brady,  17  N.  Y.  178;  Smith  v.  Briggs.  3 
Den.  (N.  Y.)  78:  Herrick  t>.  Belknap.  27 
Vt.  673;  Low  v.  Fisher.  27  Fed.  Rep.  542; 
Hudeu  t>.  Coleman,  42  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct 
256  [18771;  Wolf  r.  Michaelis  27  III.  App. 
886  [1888]:  Adams  r.  Mayor,  4  Duer  (N. 
Y.)  205  [1H55];  United  States  «.  Robison, 
9  Pet.  819;  2  Story  Eq.  Jur..  §  1457ar 
Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  953-5,  and 
cases  cited. 


§  416.] 


CONTRACT  BTIPULATION& 


358 


conditions  in  contracts  than  in  other  states,  and  they  have  generally  held 
the  parties  strictly  to  them.1 

It  is  sometimes  held  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  superintendent  and  the 
execution  of  his  certificate  are  a  condition  precedent  to  contractor's  right  of 
action;  and  he  cannot  recover  until  the  occurrence  of  such  condition  prece- 
dent, even  though  the  superintendent  withheld  his  satisfaction  and  certifi- 
cate obstinately,  or  from  prejudice,  or  in  bad  faith.' 

416.  A  Condition  Precedent  Must  be  Expressed;  It  will  Not  be  Implied. 
— To  have  the  condition  precedent  attach  to  any  obligation  it  must  be 
clearly  expressed;  it  cannot  be  connected  with  agreements  or  promises  by 
implication.  Therefore  where  by  the  contract  the  balance  of  the  contract 
price  is  made  payable  on  the  completion  of  the  works,  and  when  the  archi- 
tect shall  have  given  his  final  certificate  of  approval,  and  it  is  further 
agreed  that  the  decision  of  the  architect  shall  be  final  and  without  appeal 
with  respect  to  the  quality  and  state  of  the  works  executed,  and  to  the  time 
within  which  they  shall  have  been  executed,  it  was  held  that  the  decision 
and  certificate  of  the  architect  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  com- 
pany right  to  retain  a  certain  amount  per  day  for  delay  in  completion,  as 
liquidating  damages  pursuant  to  the  contract,  even  though  the  delay  was 
caused  by  additions  and  alterations  ordered  by  the  architect,  according  to 
contract.' 

A  provision  in  reference  to  manner  of  performance,  by  which  the  con- 
tractor covenanted  "to  furnish  and  perform  in  a  complete  manner,  and 
in  accordance  with  tin  specifications,  *  *  *  and  to  the  entire  satisfac- 
tion of  H.  &  S.,  superintendents,  *  *  *  the  entire/'  etc.  The  specifi- 
cations provided  that  the  contractor  should  be  held  strictly  to  execute  the 
work,  use  the  materials  described,  submit,  as  to  the  character  of  material 
and  work,  to  the  judgment  of  the  superintendents,  and  replace  any  material 
not,  in  their  judgment,  in  accordance  with  the  specifications,  was  held  not 
to  require  the  contractor  to  prove  acceptance  by  the  superintendents  of  the 
work  done  and  materials  furnished  as  a  condition  precedent  to  a  recovery 
on  the  contract.4 

The  production  of  the  engineer's  certificate  has  been  held  not  a  condi- 


1 1  Amer.  AEng.  Ency.  Law  671;  O'Reilly 
u.  Kerns,  53  Pa.  St.  214:  Reynolds  «.  Cald- 
well, 51  Ph.  St.  298;  Snoclgrass  v.  Gavit, 
28  Pa.  St.  221;  Faunce  v.  Burke,  16  Pa.  St. 
469;  Monongabela  Nav.  Co.  v.  Fenlon,  4 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  205;  Pox  «.  The  Rail- 
road.  8  Wall.  Jr.  (U.  8.)  248. 

9  Hudson  and  another  «.  McCartney,  88 
Wis.  881  [18781;  Milner  v.  Field.  SExcli. 
829;  Clarke  v.  Watson,  18C.  B.  (N.  8.)  278; 
Batterbnry  v.  Vyse,  2  Huns  &  Colt  42: 
Morgan  «.  Biraie,  9  Bing.  672;  Grafton  t>. 
Eastern  Counties  R.  R  Co.,  8  Exch.  699 
Langdell's  Cases  on  Contracts  589,  598, 
850,  508,  550;  Werslen  «.  Wood,  6  Term 


R  710;  Glen  v.  Leith,  22  Eng.  L.  &  E.  489; 
Butler  «.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  447;  Canal  «. 
Dubois,  15  Wend.  80.  90,  92;  Smith  v. 
Brady,  17  N.  Y.  178.  175-6;  McOairen  v. 
McNulty,  7  Gray  189:  United  Stntes  «. 
Robenson.  9  Pet.  819;  McAvoy  fl.  Long,  18 
111.  147,  1  Hiilinrd  on  Con.  127,  128;  and 
gee  Thomas  v.  Fleury,  26  N.  Y.  26;  Kerns 
e.  O'Reilly,  Leg.  Int.  (Aug.  81.  1866]. 

"Jones  v.  St.  John's  College,  L.  R.  6  Q. 
B.  115  [18*311;  and  see  Memphis  R.  Co.  v. 
Wilcox.  48  Pa.  St.  161. 

4  Guhbins  v.  Lautenschlnger  (C.  C.)  74 
Fed.  Rep.  160;  Kevin  v.  Craig  (Minn.),  66 
N.  W.  Rep.  86. 
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tion  precedent  to  recovery  on  a  collateral  contract  or  guarantee  by  the* 
owner  to  pay  a  third  party  a  sum  advanced  by  him  to  the  contractor  "on 
the  completion  of  the  houses  in  accordance  with  the  contract/'  although 
the  contract  referred  to  does  require  the  certificate  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  contractor's  recovery.1 

417.    Bight   to    Require   Engineer's   Certificate   may  be  Waived.* — 
Although  it  is  well  settled  that  when  the  architect's  or  engineer's  certificate 
or  award  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  by  the  company,  the 
company  is  not  obliged  to  accept  or  pay  for  work  done  until  the  condition 
is  performed,"  yet  it  may  waive  the  privilege  of  requiring  it,*  and  the  fact 
that  the  agreement  is  under  seal  does  not  prevent  its  being  waived  by  parol, 
or  even  by  a  party's  acts  and  behavior.4  f     Such  a  clause  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  owner  or  company,  and  may  be  waived  at  his  or  its  option.     Other 
proofs  of  the  required  fact  may  be  accepted/    If  one  possessed  of  a  right 
conferred  either  by  law  or  contract,  knowing  his  rights  and  all  the  attend- 
ant facts,  does  not  forbear  to  do  something  inconsistent  with  the  existence 
of  the  right,  or  of  his  intention  to  rely  upon  it,  he  is  said  to  have  waived  it. 
No  man  is  compelled  to  stand  on  a  right  which  the  law  or  his  contract  givea 
him.    Parties  have  the  same  right  to  add  to,  or  vary  a  contract,  after  it  is 
made  that  they  had  to  make  it  originally.     The  burden  is  on  the  party 
asserting  a  waiver,  or  any  modification  or  alteration  of  a  contract,  to  prove 
it.    It  is  not  necessary  to  show  an  express  agreement  for  the  waiver  or  modi- 
fication, but,  like  any  other  fact,  it  may  be  proved  by  circumstances,  such 
as  the  acts  or  language  of  the  parties,  which,  of  course,  includes  their  cor- 
respondence, and  any  other  facts  which  throw  light  on  the  question."    The 
waiver  may  be  expressed  or  proved  by  acts  and  conduct  of  the  party  entitled 
to  demand  it,  and  less  evidence  of  waiver  will   be  required  when  it  clearly 
appears  that  the  contract  has  been  more  fully  performed  than  would  be 
otherwise/ 

As  to  what  acts  and  conduct  will  amount  to  a  waiver  may  be  illustrated 
by  a  few  cases.  The  mere  taking  possession  by  the  owner  after  the  con- 
tractor has  quit  does  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  the  condition  requiring  the 
engineer's  certificate  before  payment/  An  acceptance  of  the  building  so 
far  as  completed  by  the  owner  and  architect,  and  an  unconditional  promise 
to  pay  the  balance  when  house  is  completed,  by  the  owner,  in  consideration 

1  Lewis  v.  Honre,  44  L.  T.  66T1881].  •  Texas,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  «.  Rust  (Ark),  lfr 

*Phe1an  «.  Mayor,  66  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Fed.  Rep.  239. 

523  [18891  *  Byrne  c.  Sisters  of  Charity,  45  N.  J. 

«  Clarke  «.  Pope,  70  111.  128  [1878].  Law  213  [18881,  and  case*  cited  ;  tee  Sin- 

♦Randel  v.  Chesapeake  &  De.   Canal,  1  clairt*.  Tallmadffe.  85  Barb.  602  [1861]. 

Harrington    (Del.)  283   [1833];  Byrne  «.  BHanley  v.  Walker  (Mich.),  45  N.  W. 

Sisters   of   Charity,   45   N.   J.   Law   218  Rep.  57  [1890];  Smith  «.  Brady.  17  N.  Y. 

[1883].  178  [1858]:  nor  is  a  taking  possession  be- 

*B!ethen  v.  Blake,  44  Cal.  117  [1872];  fore  completion,  Bradley  Currier  Co.  •* 

Estell  *.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R  Co.,  56  Mo.  282  Bernz  (N.  J.  Ch.),  85  Atl.  Rep.  882. 
[1874]. 

•  8e$  Sees.  701,  721,  and  726,  infra,      f  See  Sees.  122-181,  $uprat  and  560-568,  infra. 
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of  the  contractor's  permitting  him  to  occupy  it  by  a  tenant,  has  been  heW  a 
waiver  of  the  architect's  final  certificate  on  the  part  of  the  owner.'  If  the 
contractor  be  prevented  from  completing  his  contract,  then  the  right  to 
demand  a  certificate  from  the  engineer  that  the  work  has  been  completed  is 
waived.'  * 

When  more'  than  one-half  of  the  contract  prioe  of  a  job  has  been  paid 
without  requiring  the  production  of  the  architect's  certificates,  as  stipulated 
for  in  the  contract,  and  the  final  certificate  for  the  residue  of  the  work  had 
not  been  demanded,  it  was  held  that  the  right  to  demand  the  production  of 
such  certificates  had  been  waived.'  An  acceptance  of  a  building  as  under  a 
completed  contract  was  held  such  a  waiver  as  entitled  the  contractor  to 
recover,  though  no  certificate  had  been  given,  and  even  though  the  architect 
was  not  satisfied/  Where  installments  had  been  paid  without  a  demand 
of  certificates,  and  after  the  work  was  finished  the  owner  paid  without  ob- 
jection three-quarters  of  the  contract  price,  and  it  was  proved  that  when 
the  builder  made  application  for  the  payment  of  the  balance,  the  owner 
asks  "  Does  that  settle  up  everything  ?"  to  which  the  builder  replied,  "  No; 
there  is  that  $1000/'  referring  to  a  loan  he  had  made  to  the  owner  in  cash; 
and  the  owner  then  said,  "  Oh,  if  you  are  going  to  ask  for  that  $1000  I  will 
throw  the  whole  thing  into  my  architect's  hands,"  it  was  held  sufficient 
evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  certificate  to  submit  the  question  to  a  jury/ 
Payment  of  some  of  the  installments  for  work  without  requiring  the  produc- 
tion of  the  architect's  certificates,  of  itself  has  been  held  not  to  operate  as 
a  waiver  of  the  final  certificate  upon  the  completion  of  the  work.0  Partial 
payments  on  certificates  signed  by  the  architect's  assistant  are  not  a  waiver 
of  the  right  under  the  contract  to  a  final  certificate  signed  by  the  architect 
himself/ 

If  the  company  will  make  use  of  the  protection  of  the  condition  it  must 
be  pleaded,  or  the  company  may  be  held  to  have  waived  it.  If  the  case 
be  allowed  to  go  to  trial  and  before  the  jury,  on  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy and  on  the  issues  presented,  without  insisting  on  the  decision  of  the 
architect,  and  without  raising  any  objection  to  plaintiff's  testimony,  the 


>Duell  v.  McCraw.  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  528: 
see  also  Coon  v.  Citizens'  Water  Co.  (Pa.), 
23  Atl.  Rep.  505. 

9  Justice  v.  Elwert  (Oreg.),  43  Pac.  Rep. 
649;  and  see  Velaor  v.  Eatou  (Sup.),  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  467. 

8  Bannister  v.  Patty's  Exec'rs,  85  Wis. 
217  [1874]  ;  Vermont  St.  Ch.  t>.  Brose,  104 
111.  206;  Goldsmith  v.  Hand,  26  Ohio  St. 
101. 

«  Smith  t>.  Alker,  102  N.  Y.  87  [18861 ; 
o'tinj  1  Russell  on  Arb.  115:  Morse  on 
Arb.  99 ;  Evans  «.  Ives,  15  Phila.  (Pn.), 
6:13 ;  Dickinson  «.  Railroad,  7  W.  Vn.  890; 
see  also  Katz  «.  Bedford  (Cal.),  19  Pac. 


Rep  523  [18891;  Mitchell  v.  WiscottaLand 
Co..  8  Iowa  209. 

6  Haden  v.  Coleman,  73  N.  Y.  667  [1 878 J. 

•  Barton  v.  Herman,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.) 
878  [1872]  ;  Bradley  Currier  Co.  v.  Beinz 
(N.  J.  Ch.),  85  All.  Rep.  8:32  ;  and  see 
Flaherty  v.  Miner,  128  N.  Y.  382  :  Texas, 
etc..  R.  Co.  v.  Rusi,  19  Fed  Rep.  289; 
Haden  v.  Coleman,  42  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
256  [1877]  ;  Brown  v.  Wine  Hill  (Wash.), 
28  Pac.  Rep.  1037  ;  and  see  Hattin  v.  Chase, 
88  Me.  287. 

'  McEntyre  *.  Tucker  (Com.  PI.),  25  N. 
Y.  Supp.  95. 


*  See  Sec.  897,  supra. 
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right  to  an  adjustment  of  the  differences  by  the  architect  will  have  been 
waived.1  It  is  not  always  necessary  to  allege  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion precedent  on  the  part  of  the  contractor.9 

Acceptance  of  monthly  payments  by  the  contractor,  according  to  en- 
gineer's estimate,  and  giving  a  receipt  in  full,  precludes  the  contractor  from 
obtaining  further  compensation  even  though  be  did  dispute*  its  correctness 
at  the  time  it  was  rendered/  An  action  by  the  contractor  on  an  award  of 
an  engineer  will  affirm  its  validity,  and  he  cannot  thereafter  make  a  de- 
fense that  the  exact  terms  of  a  stipulation  were  not  complied  with.4 

1  Sununerlin  v.  Thompson,  81  Flo.  869.  Hennegan  t.  United  Slates,  17  Ct.  of  CI. 

*  Wilcox  v.  Stepheuson  (Flu.),   11  So.  273. 

Rep.  659.  4  SembU.  Anderson  v.  Miller  (Ala.),  19 

'  Case  v.  United  States,  11  Ct.  of  CI.  So.  Rep.  803. 
378 ;  and  see  Qreen  v.  Jackson,  66  Go.  250; 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

RECOVERY    BY    CONTRACTOR    WITHOUT     PRODUCING    ENGINEER'S 

CERTIFICATE. 

OOKDITIOK  PRECEDENT  EXCUSED. 

418.  Provision  that  the  Engineer's  Decision,  Determination,  or  Estimates 
shall  Hot  be  Questioned  or  Impeached  upon  Any  Ground  Whatsoever. 

Clause:  "It  is  hereby  further  agreed  and  understood  that  the  direc- 
tions, decisions,  admeasurements,  valuations,  certificates,  orders,  and 
awards  of  the  engineer  which  may  be  made  from  time  to  time  shall 
not  be  set  aside,  nor  be  attempted  to  be  set  aside,  nor  be  objected  to  on 
account  of  any  technical  or  legal  defects  or  errors  therein,  or  in  the 
specifications,  or  in  the  contract  founded  thereon,  or  on  account  of  any 
informality,  omission,  delay,  or  error  of  proceeding,  in  or  about  the 
same,  or  any  of  them,  or  in  relation  thereto,  or  on  any  other  ground, 
or  for  any  other  reason,  or  for  any  pretense,  suggestion,  charges,  or 
insinuation  of  fraud  or  collusion,  or  confederacy,  or  otherwise  howso- 
ever; and  it  shall  not  be  competent  for  the  contractors  or  the  company 
to  except  to  any  hearing  or  determination  before  or  of  the  engineer,  nor 
of  any  certificate,  order,  or  award  had,  proposed,  made,  or  executed  by 
the  engineer,  on  the  ground  of  any  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  excess  of 
authority,  or  irregularity  of  proceeding,  or  otherwise  howsoever;  but 
any  and  all  matters  made  the  subject  of  any  such  hearing  or  determine* 
tion,  or  included  in  any  certificate,  order,  or  award,  and  whether  of 
retrospective  or  prospective  operation  or  effect,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  properly  submitted  to  the  engineer,  and  to  be  taken  to  have  been 
properly  adjudicated  upon." 

419.  The  Contract  must  Not  Be  an  Instrument  of  Fraud. — The  adoption 
of  such  a  clause  as  that  given  is  unusual,  it  having  been  taken  from  an  early 
English  contract.  The  reasons  for  inserting  such  a  stipulation  will  be  found 
in  the  following  sections,  but  the  propriety  of  inserting  it  may  be  doubted. 
If  the  clause  is  intended  to  waive  any  and  all  kinds  of  injustice,  such  as 
frauds,  conspiracies,  and  impositions,  it  may  well  be  doubted  if  it  would 
be  worth  the  writing.  The  courts  arc  not  disposed  to  allow  a  man  to  be 
made  a  fool,  or  to  sacrifice  or  forfeit  certain  inalienable  rights  which  his  citi- 
zenship and  the  constitution  of  the  state  and  of  the  United  States  guarantee 
him.  Such  an  express  waiver  is  in  itself  evidence  of  imposition  and  fraud 
which  a  court  could  not  well  overlook.  However,  ar  late  as  1892  an  English 
court  held  that  such  a  clause  as  that  given  was  not  contrary  to  public  policy, 
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in  the  absence  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  that 
the  parties  could  agree  not  to  raise  any  question  as  to  the  arbitrator.1  An 
American  court  has  held  a  stipulation  in  a  contract  that  false  representations 
or  fraudulent  practices  employed  in  procuring  it  shall  not  affect  its  validity 
is  itself  invalid.' 

420.  Tinder  what  Circumstaaoet  may  Contractor  Recover  without  Procur- 
ing Engineer's  Certificate. — It  being  settled  that  such  a  condition  precedent 
will  be  upheld  by  the  courts,  and  is  obligatory  upon  the  parties  according  to 
the  terms  of  their  contract,'  *  it  remains  to  inquire  under  what  circumstances, 
if  ever,  the  contractor  can  recover  payment  for  his  work  without  first  pro* 
ducing  the  engineer's  certificate,  or  showing  performance  to  his  satisfaction. 
Of  course  the  right  to  require  a  certificate  as  a  condition  precedent  may  be 
waived  by  the  owner,f  but  there  are  certain  circumstances  which,  if  alleged 
in  the  contractor's  claim  and  fully  set  forth  in  his  declaration,  will  entitle 
him  to  come  into  court  and  to  bring  suit  for  the  recovery  for  his  work. 

421.  Company  or  Owner  must  Furnish  Competent  and  Honest  Engineers. 
— Every  contract  should  be  read  as  a  whole,  and  the  intentions  expressed 
and  the  obligations  assumed  by  the  parties  should  be  gathered  from  all  the 
parts  taken  together.4  In  construing  a  contract,  a  material  clause  cannot 
be  disregarded/  From  every  engineering  or  architectural  contract  it  may 
be  clearly  understood  that  when  certain  important  questions  and  matters  are 
left  to  the  determination  or  decision  of  the  engineer  or  architect,  they  are 
left  to  his  best  judgment,  skill,  and  integrity,  and  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
both  parties  contracted  with  reference  to  an  7wnestt  if  not  an  impartial, 
determination  of  the  questions  submitted.9  When  this  is  the  evident  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  it  should  be  and  is  considered  with  the  fact  that  the  engi- 
neer's decision,  determination,  or  certificate  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to 
recovery  by  the  contractor.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  parties;  ever 
intended  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  a  dishonest,  fraudulent,  or  even 
ignorant  engineer,9  or  that  they  assumed  obligations  and  undertook  tasks 
which  might  be  rendered  nugatory  by  the  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  refusal 
of  the  engineer  to  act,  or  by  insuperable  difficulties  that  might  intervene. 
Courts  have  therefore  given  these  conditions  and  stipulations  a  liberal  con- 
struction, and  have  held  that  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company  to 
pay  for  work  which  their  engineer  should  certify  as  having  been  done  was  a 
covenant  by  the  company  that  their  engineer  should  make  the  certificates;  * 


1  Tul list.  Jackson,  3  Cb.  441  [1892] 
•  Hoffliu  v.  Moss  (C.  0.  A.),  67 Fed  Rep. 
440. 

•McMahon  v.  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R  Co.,  30 
N.  Y.  468T1859]  ;  Sweeney  v.  United 
Slates,  109  U.  8.  818  [18881 ;  Marfinsburg 
6  P.  li.  Co.  v.  March,  114  U.  8.  549 ;  many 
cotes  collected  in  29  Amcr.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Uw929. 

*  See  caeee  died.  See.  414,  eupra. 


«8tnrkey  v.  De  Graff,  32  Minn.  431; 
Wall  is  Iron  Works  t>.  Monmouth  Park 
Ass'n  (N.  J.).  36  Atl.  Rep.  140. 

s  World's  Fair  Hotel  v.  Oourlright,  57 
111.  App.  381. 

•  Atlanta  &  R.  Ry.  Co.  «.  Manghan,  49 
Ga.  26611873]. 

'Randel  v.  Ches.  A  Del.  C,  1  Hnrring. 
ton  (Del.),  338  [1333] ;  accord,  B.  &  O.  By. 

\8ee  Sees.  418  and  417,  eupra. 
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that  an  agreement  that  some  competent  engineer,  to  be  selected  by  the  com- 
pany, should  inspect,  estimate,  etc.,  the  work,  which  estimates,  etc.,  should 
be  final  and  conclusive,  was  a  covenant  by  the  company  to  select  an  engi- 
neer, and  that  he  should  inspect,  estimate,  etc.,  the  work; '  that  whenever 
it  was  mutually  agreed  between  the  contractor  and  company  that  such  arbi- 
trary and  extended  powers  should  be  given  to  the  engiueer  of  the  company, 
such  as  inspecting,  superintendence,  and  the  determination  of  quantity, 
quality,  and  classification  of  work  and  materials,  there  was  an  implied  under- 
taking or  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  such  engineer  should 
be  competent,  honest,  and  reasonably  careful;1  that  he  should  be  free  to 
exercise  a  sound,  disinterested,  and  impartial  judgment,  and  that  the  com- 
pany* should  see  to  it  that  the  engineers  employed  by  it  performed  the 
eervice  expected  of  them  at  a  proper  time  and  in  a  proper  manner; 4  that  if 
false  quantities  and  classifications  are  returned  by  an  engineer  whom  the 
company  has  clothed  with  authority  to  make  the  classifications  and  calculate 
the  quantities,  and  either  the  contractor  or  the  company  must  suffer  for  his 
errors,  the  loss  should  fall  upon  the  company  who  has  placed  it  in  the 
power  of  the  engineer  to  make  the  mistake/  "  There  is,"  says  the  court  in 
another  case,  "more  reason  for  holding  a  company  responsible  for  the 
mistakes  and  bad  faith  of  its  own  officers  [engineer],  than  there  is  for 
making  the  contractor  suffer  for  the  fraud  or  error  of  the  engineer,  over 
whom  he  has  no  control  or  direction,  and  who  is  an  entire  stranger  to  the 
contract."* 

In  sympathy  with  these  views  and  circumstances  the  courts  undertake 
to  watch  with  zealous  care  the  exercise  of  the  engineer's  approval,  and  con- 
sider it  their  duty  to  scrutinize  his  estimates  with  great  care,  and  require  on 
his  part  the  utmost  diligence  and  good  faith.7  Under  such  reasonable  con- 
structions of  the  stipulations  of  a  contract  the  oases  are  numerous  in  which 
the  full  performance  of  conditions  precedent  has  been  dispensed  with.  If 
the  company  has  not  performed  its  part  of  the  agreement,  or  if  the  implied 
undertaking  on  its  part  to  furnish  honest  and  skillful  engineers  has  not 


Co.  v.  Polly  Woods  Co.,  14  Gratt.  448 
[1856] ;  Eistler  «.  Ind.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  18 
Amer.  A  Eng.  Ry.  Cas.  814. 

1  Randel  v.  dies.  &  Del.  C,  1  Harring. 
ton  (Del.)  288  [1838]  ;  accord  B.  &  O.  Ry. 
Co.  *  Polly  Woods  Co.  (Va.),  14  Gratt  448 
117581  ;  Guidet  v  Mtiyor,  36  N.  Y.  Supr. 
Ct.  557  [1878]  :  Ruskfng  v.  Union  Pipe  A 
C.  Co.  (Sup.),  89  N.  Y  Supp.  216;  accord 
McMiilion  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  468; 
Combe  t>.  Greene,  2  Dowl.  (N.  S.)  1028 ;  St. 
Louis  &  P.  R  Co.  «.  Kerr  (111),  88  N.  E. 
Rep.  638;  but  gee  Green  v.  State,  8  Ohio 
310. 

•Price  9.  C.  S.  P.  A  C.  Ry.  Co.,  88  Fed. 
Rep.  807  [1889]  ;  Louisville  E.  &  St.  L. 
Ry.  Co.  v.  Donnegan  find.),  12  N.  E.  Rep. 
153  [1887] :  Smith  «.  B.  C.  A  M.  Ry.,  86 


N.  H.  459  H858]  ;  see  alio  Merril  v.  Ithaca 
«&  Oswego  R.  Co.,  16  Wend.  586;  and  see 
Pauly  Co.  v.  Hemphill  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  62 
Fed.  Rep.  698. 

'  Mansfield,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  e.  Veeder,  17 
Ohio  385. 

♦Herrick  •.  Belknap,  27  Vt.  678  [1854]; 
Louisville,  E.  A  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Donne- 
gan (Ind.).  12  N.  E.  Rep.  158  [1887]; 
accord,  Chismv.  Schipper,  51  N.  J.  Lawl 
[1888]. 

*  Price  f>.  Chicago,  S.  F.  A  C.  Ry.  Co., 
38  Fed.  Rep.  807  [1889]. 

4  Reynolds  v.  Caldwell,  51  Pa.  St.  808 ; 
and  see  Lynn  v.  B.  A  O.  R.  Co.,  60  Md. 
404. 

'  Wood  t>.  C.  S.  F.  A  C.  R  Co.,  89  Fed. 
Rep.  52 ;  Pierce  on  Railroads,  882. 
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been  performed,  or  if  the  conditions  under  which  both  parties  have  con- 
tracted do  not  exist,  then  the  performance  of  the  condition  precedent  may 
be  excused,  and  the  contractor  be  permitted  to  recover  without  furnishing 
the  required  certificate.1 

422.  Circumstances  which  may  Excuse  the  Contractor  from  Producing- 
Engineer's  Certificate. — The  reasons  usually  assigned  for  relieving  a  con- 
tractor from  producing  the  engineer's  or  architect's  certificate  are  those 
enumerated  below,  which  are  arranged  in  the  order  of  frequency  in  which 
the  crises  occur  in  the  books.  The  same  order  will  be  followed  in  discuss- 
ing  them  in  this  work.  They  are:  (1)  Fraud,  collusion,  bad  faith,  or  gross 
error  amounting  to  bad  faith  ; '  (2)  impossibility  of  performance  rendered 
by  time  or  accident  or  measures  beyond  control;*  (3)  hioderance  or  pre- 
vention by  the  company;  (4)  secret  interests  of,  or  inducements  to,  the 
engineer;  (5)  refusal  to  act  on  part  of  the  engineer.4  Each  and  all  of  these 
reasons  have  been  declared  sufficient  to  excuse  the  contractor  from  per- 
formance of  the  condition  precedent  to  his  recovery. 

423.  Decision  is  Hot  Final  and  Ho  Certificate  is  Required  if  there 
Has  Been  Fraud  and  Collusion. — Fraud  and  collusion  between  the  com- 
pany and  its  engineer  or  an  owner  and  his  architect  will  relieve  the  con- 
tractor from  producing  the  certificate,  or  from  showing  that  it  was  done  to 
their  satisfaction,  in  all  cases.* 

424.  Fraud  Without  Connivance  or  Collusion  of  Owner  or  Company. — 
There  has  been  some  doubt  expressed,  in  the  cases,  whether  fraud  of  the 
engineer  alone  without  procurement,  collusion,  or  connivance  of  the  com- 
pany or  owner  would  be  sufficient  excuse  for  the  nonperformance  of  the  con- 
dition and  to  allow  recovery  by  the  contractor  by  an  action  in  a  court  of  law, 
and  contrary  decisions  have  been  rendered  ;-  but  it  is  well  settled  that  a  court 
of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  in  case  of  fraud  of  the  engineer  alone,  and 
will  give  relief  to  the  contractor/ 

425.  Courts  of  Equity  Have  Jurisdiction  where  Fraud  Alone  It 
Alleged,  and  in  Some  States  Courts  of  Law  Have  Jurisdiction.— In  states 
where  courts  of  law  and  courts  of  equity  exist  independently  it  may  be 
doubted  if  fraud  alone  would  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  in  a  court  of 
law.     It  is  believed  not  generally  ;  not  if  the  final  estimate  and  certificate 


1  Chtsm  «.  Schipper,  51  N.  J.  Law  1 
[1888] ;  B.  A  O.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Pollv  Woods 
Co.,  14  Gratt.  448  [1858];  Godefroi  and 
Short  on  Ry  Cas.  94. 

•  See  Hanley  v.  Walker  (Micb.),  45  N. 
W.  Rep  57  [1890]. 

«  See  Wolf  v.  Howes,  20N.Y.  197  [1859]; 
Jones  v.  Judd,  4  Comstock  (N.  Y.)  412 
[1850], 

4  See  Phelan  «.  Mayor,  56  N.  Y.  Supr. 
Ot  528  [1889]. 

•  Kid  well  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Gratt. 


876 ;  Clark  t>.  Watson,  18  C.  B.  (N.  8.) 
378;  Downey  v  O'Donnell,  92  111.  559; 
coms  in  29  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  930 
and  985. 

•  Leake's  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Cod  tracts, 
640;  Barker  «,  Belkunp,  27  Vt.  700 
1855]  ;  but  tee  centra,  Bannister  v.  Patty's 
Bxc're,  85  Wis.  215  [1874]. 

T  Scott  v.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  8  D. 
&  J.  834 :  and  ere  Price  «.  Chicago,  etc., 
Ry.  Co.,  88  Fed.  Rep.  808  [18891 ;  earn  fe 
29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  935. 
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be  considered  an  award.1     The  suit  should  be  in  equity  by  a  bill  in  order  to 
obtain  relief  on  ground  of  fraud  and  corruption  alone.* 

It  has  been  held  that  an  engineer's  estimate  was  not  strictly  an  award;  * 
that  the  analogy  was  not  complete  because  the  engineer  was  not  an  indif- 
ferent and  disinterested  person,  but  an  officer  and  agent  of  the  company, 
and  that  a  company  could  not  take  advantage  of  its  agent's  wrong,  though 
it  did  not  participate  in  its  perpetration.  In  case  of  award  the  cause  of 
action  is  supposed  to  exist  already,  which  is  referred  to  the  decision  of  arbi- 
trators instead  of  a  court,  and  the  decision  is  like  a  judgment;  while  in  the 
case  of  a  certificate  or  final  estimate  the  estimate  itself  is  a  part  of  the  cause 
of  action,  the  performance  or  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  nonperformance  of 
which  must  be  proved  by  the  contractors  to  maintain  the  action.  Furthermore, 
the  performance  of  the  condition  precedent  devolves  upon  the  company  or 
its  agent,  not  on  the  contractor;  it  is  only  necessary  that  he  create  the  obli- 
gation. If  the  company's  engineer  has  made  a  fraudulent  certificate  or 
final  estimate  it  is  not  a  good  performance,  and  is  therefore  legally  insuf- 
ficient. The  question  of  the  engineer's  fraud  should  be  left  to  the  jury  for 
its  determination/  "  The  complaint  is  not  that  something  has  been  done  and 
done  wrongfully,  but  that  there  has  been  an  improper  refusal  to  do  that 
which  ought  to  have  been  done/'  said  a  judge  in  answer  to  an  averment 
that  the  action  could  not  be  brought  in  a  court  of  law.4 

426.  Difficulties  Met  in  on  Action  at  Law. — The  question  as  to  whether 
an  action  should  be  allowed  in  a  court  of  law  is  taken  up  and  discussed  at 
great  length  in  a  New  Jersey  case  in  a  court  of  law  *  by  the  chief  justice, 
associate  justice  (dissenting),  and  the  attorneys.  The  action  was  on  the  con- 
tract^ and,  after  a  general  review  of  pretty  nearly  all  the  decisions  for  and 
against  a  recovery  at  law,  judgment  was  given  to  the  contractor.  The  diffi-t 
culties  presented  were  numerous,  and  the  case  seeme  to  have  been  decided 
more  upon  the  principles  of  justice  and  equity  than  those  of  common-law 
pleading  and  practice.  The  element  of  agency  was  not  brought  out,  but  the 
engineer  was  regarded  as  an  arbiter  between  the  parties. 

When  fraud  alone  is  charged,  and  collusion  of  the  company  is  not 
alleged,  one  serious  difficulty  presents  itself  in  pleading  The  contractor 
then  seeks  to  recover  against  the  company  for  the  fraud  of  the  engineer 
without  offering  to  show  the  company's  participation  ;  and  the  difficulty  is, 
how  can  he  be  allowed  to  recover  against  one  person  [company]  and  charge 

1  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.  v  Polly  Woods  Co.  482 -,  Nf xon  e.  Taff  Vale  R.  Co. ,  7  Hare 

(Va),  14  Gralt.  459.  186  ;  M'lntosb  v.  Midland  Cos.  Ry.  Co.,  14 

*  Wood  v  Chicago,  8.  P.  &  C.  R.  Co.  ,89  M.  &  W.  548. 

Fed.   Rep.   52;    Alton,  etc..    R.    Co.    «.  *  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Polly  Woods  Co., 

Northcott,  15  111.  49 ;  Herrick  v.  Vt.  Cent  14  Gratt.  4">9  ;  Andorson  v.  Iuihoff  (Neb.), 

R.   Co.,  27  Vt.  678  ;    B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  51  N.  W.  Rep.  854  [18021. 

Polly  Woods  Co.,   14  Gratt.  459  ;  In  re  4  Batterby  «.  Vyse,  2  H.  &  C.  42. 

Waosbeck  Ry.   Co.,  L   R.  1  C.  P.  269;  *  Chism  «   Sc  hip  per,  51  N.  J.  Law  1 

Waring  v.  Manchester  Ry.  Co.,  7  Hare  [1888]. 

•  See  Sees.  848,  408,  tupra,  485.  521  and  525,  infra. 
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the  fraud  of  another  person  [the  engineer],  who  is  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  unless  the  engineer  is  regarded  as  the  company's  agent  and  servant, 
and  the  company  responsible  for  his  acts. 

Either  collusion  must  be  charged  or  the  engineer  must  be  regarded  as 
the  agent  of  the  company.1  Many  actions  are  maintained  at  law  without 
alleging  and  proving  collusion  of  the  company  upon  the  ground  of  agency; 
the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  engineer  being  charged  to  the  company,  the 
courts  holding  that  the  relations  between  the  parties  imposes  upon  the  com- 
pany an  implied  contract  that  the  engineer  will  do  his  duty  and  act  fairly.*  * 

The  New  York  courts  have  declared  that  a  contractor  might  recover 
upon  giving  proof  of  performance  of  the  work  and  proving  bad  faith 
and  an  unreasonable  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  to  give  his  certifi- 
cate, as  well  upon  an  action  of  contract  as  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  It 
seems  to  have  been  put  upon  the  ground  of  justice,  and  the  judge  declared 
that  "  to  defeat  a  recovery  in  such  a  case,  because  of  the  nouproduction  of 
the  architect's  certificate  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  the  contractor  and 
a  reproach  to  the  law."*  The  fact  that  in  New  York  the  "  code  practice 
and  pleading"  prevails  may  account  for  the  decision,  for  it  ia  not  always 
followed  in  other  jurisdictions.1 

Another  argument  against  recovery  at  law  without  the  certificate  stipu- 
lated for,  is  that  the  contractor  has  other  remedies.  He  can,  by  bill  in 
equity,  compel  the  engineer  to  deliver  the  certificate.*  Mandamus  will  lie 
to  compel  9  surveyor,  appointed  to  superintend  work  on  a  ditch  under  the 
Indiana  Drainage  Act,  to  issue  certificates  for  work  done  by  the  con- 
tractor,9 but  not  until  he  has  completed  his  contract  according  to  specifica- 
tions and  within  the  time  limit/  or  he  may  sue  the  engineer  for  damages 
caused  by  his  fraud.8 

It  must  be  answered  on  behalf  of  the  contractor  that  both  these  remedies 
are  impracticable.  First,  because  a  court  of  equity  requires  the  most 
convincing  proofs  of  corruption  and  fraud  to  decree  a  specific  performance 
of  an  act  requiring  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  of  the  engineer,  which,  as 
every  contractor  knows,  are  almost  impossible  to  obtain ;  and  secondly,  that 
though  an  action  against  the  engineer  or  architect  might  give  him  a  judg- 
ment for  damages,  that  is  not  what  the  contractor  seeks ;  for  judgments 


1  Byrne  t.  Bisters  of  St.  E.,  10  Vroom. 
213 

*Batterby«.  Vyse,  2  H.  &  C.  42;  An- 
derson v.  Imlioff  (Neb),  51  N.  W.  Rep. 
864  [1892]. 

» Thomas  v.  Flurry,  26  New  York  20.     . 

« Bvron  *.  Low  (N.  Y.),  16  N.  E.  Rep. 
45  [1888]. 

5  Slinrpe  v.  S*n  P.  Ry.  Co.,  8  Ch.  App. 
606;  and  see  Wren  v.  Indianapolis,  96  III. 
206;  and  see  also  Indianapolis  v.  Patterson, 


88  Ind.  157. 

•  State  v.  Bever  (Ind.),  41  N.  E.  Rep. 
802. 

1  State  t>.  Bever  (Ind.\  supra.  Man- 
damus lies  to  compel  a  city  engineer  to 
furnish  lines  and  levels  in  accordance  with 
a  contract  entered  into  with  with  relator 
by  the  city,  Stnte  v.  Bell  (La.),  21  So. 
Rep.  724. 

*  Randnl «.  Trimen,  18  Common  Beuca, 
786  [1856]. 


•  See  Sec.  488,  infra. 
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against  engineers    with  such   corrupt  and    fraudulent    records  are    uot 
likely  to  prove  much  satisfaction  for  the  performance  of  engineering  works. 

On  the  other  hand,  permitting  the  contractor  to  recover  at  law  in  one 
action  prevents  a  multiplicity  of  suits  and  cross-actions  which  is  in  keeping 
with  the  policy  of  the  American  jurisprudence.  The  New  Jersey  case  cited 
bears  out  this  assertion,  which  proceeded  upon  the  view  that  the  engineer's 
certificate  was  an  award,  and  yet  sustains  the  contractor's  right  to  recover  in 
a  court  of  law  without  the  production  of  the  certificate.  The  opinion  con- 
cludes by  saying  that  "the  awards  authorized  by  the  parties  will  for  all 
useful  purposes  be  in  truth  finalities;  they  cannot  be  impeached  for  lack  of 
skill  or  want  of  knowedge  of  the  arbiter  [engineer],  nor  on  the  ground 
that  his  judgments  do  uot  square  [agree]  with  the  judgments  of  other  per- 
sons; such  awards  can  be  vitiated  by  fraud  alone,  which  must  be  proved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  a  jury  under  a  watchful  judicial  supervision;''  and  fin- 
ishes by  expressing  the  opinion  "that  such  a  construction  rests  upon  tho 
triple  ground  of  legal  principle,  authority,  and  public  policy." ' 

Though  courts  of  law  frequently  assume  jurisdiction  over  such  cases  when 
the  engineer  is  in  the  employ  of  one  of  the  parties,  yet  it  is  submitted  that 
they  would  not  if  the  engineer  were  a  professional  man,  as  a  consulting 
engineer  acting  strictly  in  the  capacity  of  an  arbitrator,  but  the  contractor 
would  then  have  to  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity.  The  position  that  courts  of 
law  take  depends  often  upon  whether  they  regard  the  estimate  and  certifi- 
cate of  the  engineer  an  award,  or  whether  they  merely  regard  it  as  the  per- 
formance of  an  obligation  by  the  eompany  by  or  through  its  agent  upon  the 
completion  of  the  work  by  the  contractor,  the  honest  and  faithful  execution 
of  which  devolves  upon  the  company. 

In  New  Jersey,*  New  York,*  Massachusetts,4  Vermont,*  New  Hampshire/ 
Georgia/  Missouri/  and  in  other  jurisdictions  recovery  has  been  allowed  in 
courts  of  law,  but  in  a  recent  case  in  tho  circuit  court  of  Illinois  it  was 
held  that  on  general  principles  whether  the  estimates  and  certificate  were, 
or  were  not,  technical  awards,  courts  of  equity  alone  had  authority  to  vacate 
them  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  fraud,  or  gross  error  amounting  to  fraud 
when  such  estimates  have  been  made  in  pursuance  of  contract  provisions; 
but  that  if  the  engineer  failed  to  act,  and  make  his  deoision  and  estimate, 
that  a  suit  at  law  might  be  maintained  on  the  contract  tp  recover  what  was 
dne/    The  judge  said:  "When  the  gist  of  the  cause  of  action  is  the  fraud 

1  Chtsm  v.  Schipper,   51  N.  J.  Law  1  'Smith  t.  B.  0.  6  M    By.,  80  K.  H. 

[18881;  but  tee  also  the  dissenting  opinion;  469  [1858]  -,  Britton  v.  Turner,  6  N.  H. 

accord.    Wolf  v.   Hawes,  20  N.  Y.   197  481  [1884]. 

[1859.1  » Atlanta  &  B.  A.  L.  Go.  t.  Manghaa,  49 

*  Chism  v.  Bchlpper,  $upra.  Ga.  266. 

1  Thomas  «.  Flurry,  26  N.  T.  26;  Wolf         *  Williams  «.  Chicago,  etc.  B.  Co.,  112 
«.  Hawes.  20  N.  Y.  197  [1859].  Mo.  468  [1892]. 

4  Cleary  «.  Softer,  120* Mass.  210  [1876].         9  Stnrkey  «.  De  Graff,  22  Minn.  481 ;  tm 

•  Herrick  «.  Vermont  O.  B.  Co.,  27  Vu      also  B.&O.  By.  Co.  •.  Felly  Woods  Co., 

14  Gratt.  459. 
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or  mistake  of  the  engineer,  the  question  whether  such  errors  exist  in  the 
estimates  and  their  probable  amount,  and  whether  the  estimate  ought  to  be 
disregarded,  are  questions  for  the  chancellor  and  not  for  a  jury."1 

In  another  case  decided  by  the  Illinois  supreme  court  may  be  found  a 
somewhat  different  statement  of  the  law.  This  case  holds  that  fraud  in  an 
Sward  may  be  shown  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  but  that  mistake  is  cogniz- 
able only  in  chancery;  and  the  court  goes  on  to  say  that  "even  if  mis- 
take could  be  corrected  in  an  action  at  law,  it  would  have  to  appear  that 
the  engineer  in  making  the  mistake  had  been  misled,  deluded,  or  mis- 
apprehended the  facts."  * 

426.  Courts  of  Equity  Will  Grant  Relief  in  Case  of  Fraud  or  Col- 
lusion.— A  court  of  equity  will  not  hesitate  to  take  hold  of  a  case  where 
there  is  fraud  or  collusion  f  between  the  company  and  the  engineer  to 
injure  the  contractor,  or  where  the  accounts  are  too  complicated  to  be  taken 
at  law.  In  England  an  equity  court  will  give  relief  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
the  engineer  has  wrongfully  withheld  or  deferred  the  granting  of  certifi- 
cates for  work  actually  done  according  to  the  contract.4  An  English  court 
has  even  gone  so  far  as  to  declare  that  when  a  contractor's  inability  to 
obtain  adequate  relief  at  law  has  arisen  from  the  acts  of  the  company  or  its 
engineer,  whether  such  acts  arose  originally  from  a  fraudulent  motive  or 
not,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  permit  such  acts  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the 
contractor/  In  this  case  the  company  had  agreed  to  advance  money  to  con- 
tractor as  work  progressed,  such  progress  to  be  certified  by  the  engineer. 

Whatever  doubt  may  exist  as  to  the  recovery  of  the  contractor  in  a  court 
at  law,  there  1b  no  doubt  but  that  the  condition  precedent  is  as  good 
a  bar  to  an  action  at  law  as  it  is  to  a  suit  in  equity,  and  on  that  ground . 
courts  of  equity  have  refused  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  contractor  from 
bringing  an  action  at  law.6  They  have  also,  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation 
of  fraud,  refused  an  order  for  payment  and  an  accounting  of  the  amount 
due  the  contractor  on  the  ground  that  there  was  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.1 

427.  Fraud  and  Collusion  must  Be  Alleged  and  Proven.— The  fraud  and 
collusion  must  be  specifically  alleged  in  the  declaration  or  complaint,  and 
the  contractor  must  be  prepared  to  prove  his  allegations.8  If  they  are  not 
set  forth  in  the  complaint,  evidence  cannot  be  introduced  of  fraud  or  mis- 
take of  the  architect  or  engineer  in  an  action  on  the  contract,9  or  to  show 
the  amount  of  work  done.10    The  fraud,  misconduct,  or  mistake  must  be 

1  Wood  v.  C.  S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co  ,  89  Fed.  819  [1851]. 

Rep.  5*2  [1889].  •  Baron  de  Worms  «.  Mellier,  16  Equity 

•Newluii  v.  Dunham,  60  IU.  283.  554  [1878]. 

■  Tetz  v.  Buiterfield,  54  Wis  242  [1882]  ;  '  Bonis  v.  Marcus  Sayre  Co.  (N.  J.),  80 

Herrlck  t>.   Belknnp.  27  Vt.    678  fl854];  Atl.  Rep.  21. 

M' In  tosh  p.  Great  Western  Ry.,  2  Mac.  A  ■  Piu-ci  v.  Barnsev,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  875 

G.  71 ;  s.  c,  14  Jur  819 ;  Bibs  v.  Smith,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1099. 

34  Bitivan  508  [1865].  •  Hudson    v.   McCnrtuey,   83  Wis    831 

4  Goflefroi  and  Short  on  Ry.  Cas.  94,  and  £1873]  ;  Perkins  c.  Gilo,  58  Barb.   :*42  • 

cases  cited.  Wolf  v.  Michaulfa  27  111.  App.  836  [18881 

, »  M'lntoih  «  Gt.  Western  Ry.,  14  Jur  «•  Trustees  of  Canal  Co.  t>.  Lynch,  10  111 
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pleaded  even  to  set  aside  an  appraisal  of  lands  made  by  appraisers.1  Gen- 
eral allegations  are  not  sufficient  ;  the  facts  should  be  specifically  set  forth 
as  well  as  the  grounds  on  which  the  award  is  to  be  set  aside.*  The  fraud 
must  be  proved  like  any  other  fact  alleged.*  To  set  aside  an  award  the 
contractor  must  not  only  show  mistake  or  fraud,  and  that  he  was  prejudiced 
thereby,  but  also  that,  but  for  it,  the  award  would  have  been  different.4 

It  has  been  held  that  an  allegation  "  that  the  engineer  had  failed  to 
measure  the  work,  full  compliance  with  the  contract  on  part  of  a  contractor, 
and  an  offer  of  proofs  of  these,  with  the  amount  and  value  of  the  work/' 
were  sufficient  to  admit  evideqce  showing  that  the  engineer  had  miscon- 
strued the  contract,  and  had  not  measured  the  work  according  to  it,  and 
that  no  allegation  of  fraud  was  necessary/ 

The  fraud,  or  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  as  would  neces- 
sarily imply  fraud,  must  be  specifically  charged  in  the  contractor's  declara- 
tion, though  a  charge  that  the  engineer  "  had  unfairly,  improperly,  and 
contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  said  contract,  and  had  so  negli- 
gently, in  collusion  with  the  company  and  by  their  procurement/'  was  hold 
to  be  a  sufficient  declaration  ot  fraud.  The  term  collusion  was  defined  as 
a  secret  agreement  for  fraudulent  purposes,  which  saved  the  declaration/ 
And  in  another  recent  case  it  was  held  that  a  declaration  which  charged  the 
conduct  of  the  engineer  as  being  "  arbitrary,  unreasonable,  wrongful,  and 
in  bad  faith,"  was  sufficient  to  include  a  charge  of  fraud/ 

Equity  will  entertain  a  bill  which  alleges  an  acceptance  by  the  owner  of 
an  order  by  the  contractor  subject  to  the  following  condition:  "If  the 
work  should  be  approved  by  myself  and  the  architect/'  and  alleging  further 
that  the  contractor  left  the  work  unfinished,  and  departed  from  the  state; 
that  his  whereabouts  were  unknown;  that  the  work  necessary  to  complete 
the  building  was  slight;  that  complainant  urged  the  owner  to  complete  the 
same  according  to  contract,  and  pay  the  balance  into  court,  but  that  he 
had  failed  to  do  so;  that  such  conduct  amounted  to  a  fraud  on  complain* 
ant.  The  con  tract,  provided  that,  if  the  contractor  at  any  time  refused  to 
supply  material  or  workmen,  the  owner  could  supply  the  same  and  complete 
the  work  according  to  the  contract.  It  was  held  to  sufficiently  allege  the 
fraudulent  conduct  of  the  owner/    It  was  also  held  that  the  bill  was  not 


521 ;  Dunaherg.  etc,  By.  Co.  t>.  Hopkins, 
86  L.  T.  738  ;  but  $ee  Mansfield  v.  Doolin, 
4  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  17.  and  Adams  v.  New  York, 
4  Duer  295.  1  Hilt  888. 

1  Guild  v.  Atchison,  etc,  R.  Co.  (Knns. 
Sup).  45  Pac.  Rep.  83;  and  eee  Williams 
r>.  The  Chicago,  etc,  R.  Co.,  112  Mo.  463 
[1892]. 

*  Bowdeu  v.  Crow  (Tex.),  21  8.  W.  Rep. 
612. 

•  Burton  v.  Willen,  6  Del.  Ch.  408  ;  $em- 
Ue,  Robertson  v.  Lion  Ins.  Co  (C.  C.),  78 
Fed.  Rep.  928;  Fowler  v.;Deakman,  84 
UL180. 


4  Tank  v.  Rohweder  (Iowa),  67  N.  W. 
Rep.  106. 

•Williams  «.  Chlcngo,  etc.,  Ry.  Co. 
(Mo.),  20  S.  W.  Rep.  631,  but  eee  name  case 
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Stephenson.  80  Fla.  877. 
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venson v.  Watson,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  D.  148 ; 
see  aleo  Johnson  v.  While  (Tex.).  27  S.  W. 
Rep.  174. 

1  Fletcher  v.  New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R. 
Co.  (La.).  19  Fed.  Rep.  781  [18841. 

•  Marcus  Sayre  Co.  e.  Bernz  (K.  J.  Ch.), 
26  All.  Rep.  911. 
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defective  because  it  failed  to  allege  that  the  building*  were  completed  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  architect.  An  allegation  by  the  contractor  that  he  de- 
manded the  certificates  from  the  architect,  who  fraudulently  refused  to  give 
them,  and  that  the  building  had  been  completed  in  strict  accordance  with 
the  specifications,.are  sufficient,  if  sustained  by  proof,  to  relieve  the  con- 
tractor from  procuring  the  architect's  certificate.1 

The  fact,  however,  that  the  above  allegations  sufficed  in  those  cases  is  no 
positive  criterion  that  they  will  get  the  same  liberal  construction  in  all 
courts.  It  is  essential  that  the  fraud  or  impossibility,  which  is  the  excuse 
for  the  nonperformance  of  the  condition  precedent,  be  clearly  and  fully  de- 
clared. Thus  a  declaration  that  a  building  had  been  •completed  according 
to  the  contract,  and  that  the  owner  or  company  had  accepted  it,  but  that  the 
architect  had  arbitrarily,  unreasonably,  and  wrongfully  refused  to  give  his 
certificate,  without  alleging  fraud  or  collusion,  or  that  the  owner  had  re- 
ceived •and  accepted  it  as  a  full  performance  of  the  contract,  was  held  to 
show  no  right  of  an  action,  and  the  contractor  was  nonsuited.'  When 
the  certificate  of  the  architect  has  been  made  a  condition  precedent,  it  has 
been  held  an  error  to  charge  that  the  jury  niight  find  the  withholding  of 
the  certificate  fraudulent,  notwithstanding  material  variations  from  the 
contract,  if  such  variations  did  not  afford  a  substantial  reason  for  its  with- 
holding.* It  is  error  to  submit  the  question  of  amount  of  work  done  or 
materials  furnished  to  the  jury,  unless  bad  faith  or  palpable  mistake  on 
the  part  of  the  engineer  is  shown.4 

Many  cases  might  be  cited  for  an<f  against  a  recovery  at  law  for  the 
fraud  of  the  engineer  or  architect,  but  they  are  decided  frequently  upon 
rules  of  practice,  which  are  different  in  the  several  states,  and  are  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  book.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  there  is  a  remedy,  and  it  is 
well  settled  that  fraud  in  the  engineer  will  dispense  with  the  certificate,  and 
that  the  contractor  can  recover  without  its  production.  As  to  how  he 
may  recover,  and  in  what  court,  is  a  question  to  be  learned  from  a  careful 
study  of  the  decisions  and  rules  of  practice  of  each  state. 

428.  When  Contractor  may  Recover  Without  the  Engineer's  Certif- 
icate.— What  will  prevent  or  permit  a  contractor's  reoovery  is  best  given  in 
the  language  of  the  courts,  which  is  given  briefly  in  the  cases  cited  below. 
Thus  if  the  certificate  has  been  withheld  by  fraud  and  collusion  between 
the  company  and  its  engineer,  or  the  owner  and  its  architect,  the  contractor 
may  recover  without  it,*  or  if  fraud  or  bad  faith  be  shown.* 


1  Michaelis  t>.  Wolf  ail.),  26  N.  B  Rep. 
884  [1891]. 

*  flchenke  «.  Rowell  7  Daly  286  [1877) ; 
Clarke  v.  Watson.  18  C.  B.  (N.  B.)  278 ; 
but  $es,  contra,  Lewis  «.  Hoar,  44  L.  T.  66 
[1881] 

*  Bradner  v.  RofEsell  (N.  J  Err.  &  App.), 
81  Atl.  Rep.  387. 

«  Smith  v.  City  of  New  York  (Bup.),  48 


N.  T.  Supp.  522. 

5  In  a  court  of  law,  Batterby  «.  Vyae, 
2  H.  &  C.  42;  Kemp  v.  Rose,  1  Giff.  258; 
Kimberly  v.  Dick,  L.  R.  13  £q.  1;  Hart- 
ford P.  L.  Co.  v.  Bonner  Mer.  Co.,  66  Fed. 
Rep.  878;  in  equity,  Mlntosh  «.  Gt.  W. 
Ry. ,  2  Mao.  A  G.  74;  Wood  t>.  Chic,  8.  F.t 
etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  89  Fed.  Rep.  68  [18891 

•Lynn  v.  B.  &  O.  R  Co.,  60  Md.  404; 
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It  is  more  frequently  stated  conversely,  viz.,  that  no  recovery  can  be  had 
without  the  engineer's  certificate  or  in  excess  of  his  estimates,  "unless," 
"only  when,"  "except,"  " until"  it  is  shown  that  there  was  fraud  or  collu- 
sion.1 *  The  cases  are  far  more  numerous  in  which  it  has  been  declared  that 
the  performance  of  the  condition  precedent  could  be  avoided  only  for 
fraud,  collusion,  bad  faith,  etc.,  of  the  engineer,  or  that  its  performance 
had  become  impossible,  than  they  are  frequent  in  which  the  certificate  lias 
been  actually  dispensed  with.f 

The  same  general  principles  of  fraud,  or  what  is  equivalent  to  fraud, 
have  been  set  forth  by  the  courts  in  their  opinion  in  all  the  cases  in  language 
whose  phraseology  has  been  as  varied  as  the  facts  and  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  cases,  and  many  of  these  it  is  believed  are  best  given  in  the  language 
of  the  justices  who  delivered  them.  Thus  a  common  exception  made  in 
several  cases  in  the  United  States  courts  is  "  unless  there  is  fraud  or  such 
gross  mistake  as  would  necessarily  imply  bad  faith  or  a  failure  to  exercise 
an  honest  judgment,"'  or  "unless  fraud  or  mistake  or  undue  influence  or 
want  of  good  faith  such  as  is  the  subject  of  relief  by  the  ordinary  principles 
of  equity,1  or  "without  the  most  irrefragiblo  proof  of  mistaken  fact  or 
corruption  in  the  engineer  or  positive  fraud  in  the  company  in  procuring  a 
wrong  estimate," 4  or  "  unless  there  is  fraud,  bad  faith,  or  clear  evidence 


Chism  t>.  Schipper,  supra;  B.  &  O.  R. 
Co.  v.  Polly  Woods  Co.t  14  Gratt.  (Va.) 
447;  Bannister  v.  Patty's  Exrs.,  85  Wis. 
215  [18741;  Wilson  «.  York,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
11  G.  &  J.  53;  B.  &  O.  R    Co.  v.  Resley, 

7  Md.  297;  Hudson  v.  McCartney,  88  Wis. 
831  [1873];  Tetz  v.  Butterfleld.  54  Wis. 
242;  Hauley  *.  Walker,  79  Mich.  607; 
Srhenke  v.  Row  ell,  7  Daly  286;  Snell  v. 
Brown,  71  111.  183:  Whiteman  «.  Miyor, 
etc..  21  Huu  117  [18801;  see  also  Williams 
*  Chicigo,  eic,  R.  Co  (Mo.),  20  8.  W. 
Rep.  631;  Smith  v.  White,  5  Neb.  408; 
Dorwiu  v.  West  brook,  33  N.  Y.  Supp. 
449;  Michaelis  ©.  Wolf,  136111.  68;  Sweeny 
«.  U.  S.,  109  U.  S.,  618;  School  Dist.  v. 
Randall,  5  Neb.  408;  Dabs  «.  Nugent.  13 
L.  T.  N.  8.  396;  M'lmosh  v.  Gt.  Western 
R,  18  Jur.  92,  14  Jur.  819;  Mercer  «. 
Harris,  4  Neb.  77;  Waring  t>  Manchester, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Hare  482 ;  affirmed  in  2  H. 
A  Tw.  289. 

1  Iu  equity,  Scott  v.  Corporation  of  L. , 

8  D.  &  J.  334;  and  see  Grofton  v.  E.  L.  R. 
Co.,  8  Exch.  699;  Monongnhela  Nav.  Co. 
9.  Fenlon  (Pa.),  4  W.  AS.  205  [1842] ; 
Lnngdon  v.  Northfleld,  44  N.  W.  Rep.  984 
£1890];  Gay  t>.  H  ask  ins,  30  N.  Y.  Supp. 
191. 

*  Kirchlberg  t>.  United  States,  97  U.  S 
898;  Sweeney  v.  United  States.  109  U.  8. 
618;  s.  c,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  344;  Martinshurg 
&  P.  R.  Co.  v.  March,  114  U.  S.  549  [1884]  ; 


'Hot  Springs  Ry.  Co.  v.  Maher,  48  Ark. 
522 ;  St.  P.  &  N.  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Bradbury 
(Minn.),  44  N.  W.  Rep.  1;  Wilcox  «. 
Stepbauson  (Fla.),  11  So.  Rep.  659;  Mem- 
phis U.  Co.  t>.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St.  161  [1864]; 
G  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Henrv,  65  Tex. 
685  [1886];  Williams  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 
Co.,  20  S.  W.  Rep.  631;  112  Mo.  468 [1892]} 
Monongnhela  Nav.  Co.  «.  Fenlon  (Pa.),  4 
W.  &  S.  205  [1842];  Ellioit  v.  Missouri.  K. 
&  T.  Ry.  Co.  (C.  O.  A.),  74  Fed.  Rep.  707; 
Mnckler  v.  Mississippi,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  62  Mo. 
App.  677 ;  Northwest  Baptist  Ch.  9.  Doe 
(Tex.),  85  S.W.  Rep.  145;  Snailh  «.  Smith, 
27  N.  Y.  Supp.  379;  semble,  Wyckoff  *. 
Meyers,  44  N.  Y.  145;  Schmidt  t>.  North 
Yakima  (Wash.),  40  P«c.  Rep.  790;  Oirden 
v.  United  States,  60  Fed.  Rep.  725:'  Mc- 
Malen  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R  Co.,  20  NY. 
463;  Howard  v.  Alleghany  Val.  R.  C<>..  69 
Pa.  St.  489;  Fox  v.  Jiailroad  Co.,  8  Wall. 
243;  and  19  Amer.  &Eng.  Encv.  Law  874; 
Grant  v.  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Ga. 
848. 

•Mansfield,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Veeder,  17 
Ohio  885;  E.  Tenn.,  V.  A  G.  Ry.  Co.  «. 
Cent.  Lumb.  M.  Co.  (Tenn.),  32  S.  W.  Rep. 
685. 

4  McCauley  v.  Keller  (Pa.),  18  Atl.  Rep. 
607  ["1889] ;  Vanderwerker  «.  V.  C.  Ry .  Co., 
27  Vt.  130  [1854];  Hostetter  *.  Pittsburgh, 
107  Pa.  St.  488. 


Many  other  cases  cited  in  Sees.  436-448.  infra.  \8ee  Sees.  429-431,  infra. 


368    ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  428. 


»  t 


of  mistake  or  the  estimate  is  palpably  perverse,  oppressive,  and  unjust, 
or  "except  in  case  of  fraud  or  plain  and  palpable  mistake,"*  "in  the 
absence  of  f raud," *" unless  fraudulently  made,"*  "or  fraudulently  with- 
held,"* "in  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake/' •  or  fraud,  gross  error,  or  mis- 
take.,"7 or  "unless  fraud  or  mistake  is  alleged  and  proved," ■  or  "fraud 
or  intentional  misconduct,"*  "corruption,  partiality,  or  misconduct,"  *• 
or  "  misbehavior," ll  or  "misconduct  or  prejudice,"  "  or  " fraud,  partiality, 
or   willful    misconduct," "    or  "  unless    unfair    conduct  be  alleged    and 


'Hudson  0.  McCartney,  83  Wis.  881 
[18781;  Batten  v.  Behr.  7  Wis.  518. 

• Fauuce  v.  Burke.  18  Pu.  St.  489;  Adams 
v.  The  Mayor,  4  Duer  (N.  Y.)  295  [1855]; 
Deuvcr,  8.  P.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Riley,  7 
Colo.  494  [1884],  and  mc  8  Colo.  801;  alio 
D.  &  N.  O.  Const'u  Co.  ©.  Stout,  8  Colo. 
61  [18841;  and  Sewer  Cominrs.  v.  Sullivan 

(Sup.).  &N.  Y.  Supp.  358. 

•Mundy©.  LouUville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  67 
Fed.  Rep.  633;  Zimmerman  t>.  German 
Church,  8i  N.  Y.  Supp.  845;  Palmer  «. 
Clark,  106  Mass.  873;  Guihal  t>.  Gow 
(Mich.),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  442;  Sharpe  v.  Ban 
Pnulti  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R. 8,Ch.  App.  597118781; 
Butler  v.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  449  ;  WyckofT 
«.  Meyers,  44  N.  Y.  143;  Byron  v.  Low,. 
109  N.  Y.  291;  Phelan  v.  Mayor,  119  N.Y. 
86;  D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.  «.  Penna.  Canal  Co., 
50  N.  Y.  266;  Messner  t>.  Lancaster  Co.,  28 
Pa.  St.  291:  Dorwin  «.  Wcstbrook,  86  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  868;  Darnell*.  Keller  (Ind.  App.), 
45  N.  E.  Rep.  676;  Zuleskie  v.  Clark.  44 
Conn. 218; Gibson©.  Cranage,  89 Mich.  219; 
but  $ee  Leech  v.  Caldwell,  Leg.  Int.  Not. 
16,  1866. 

4  Ross  v.  McArthur  (la.),  52  N.  W.  Rep. 
125. 

•Brndner  v.  Roffsell  (N.  J.),  29  Atl. 
Rep  817  [1894] ;  B.  o  ,  81  Atl.  Rep.  887. 

•Kidwell  «>.  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.),  11 
Gratt.  676;  Edwards  v.  Louisa  Co  (la),  56 
N.  W.  Rep.  656;  Brady  v.  New  York  (N. 
Y.  App.),  80  N.  E.  Rep.  757;  Sheffield, 
etc.,  Co.  v.  Gordon.  151  U.  S.  285;  other 
case$  in  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  940. 

1  Lewis  «.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  Fed. 
Ren  708-714.  Wood  «.  Chicago  8.  F.  & 
C.  K.  Co.,  89  Fed.  Rep.  52. 

» Taylor  v.  Renn,  79  111.  181  {18751;  Coe* 
v.  Lehman,  79  111.  178  [1875];  Baasen  v. 
Baehr,  7  Wis.  517  [1859];  Leonard  v. 
House,  15  Ga.  473;  Jeob  t>.  McKiernan, 
Moody  &  Malk  840;  Reynolds  v.  Cald- 
well, 51  Me.  298;  Prest.,  etc..  Canal  Co.  v. 
Pa.  C.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.,  250;  Korf  t>.  Lull, 
70  111.  420:  Downey  v.  ODonnell.  86  111. 
49;  fi  c,  92  III.  559;  Dingley  v.  Green,  54 
Cal.  833;  Snell  «.  Brown,  71  111.  133;  Fin- 
ney v.  Conden,  86  III.  76;  United  States  v. 
Ellis  (Ariz.).   14  Pac.   Rep.    800   [1887]; 


Anderson  *.  Maislahn,  12  Daly  149; 
Wyckoff  v.  Meyers,  44  N.  Y.  145;  Butler 
«>.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  449;  8mith 
©.  Brady,  17  N.  Y.  175;  Stewart  v.  Keteltas, 
86  N.  Y.  888;  Glaucius  «..  Black,  50  N.  Y. 
151;  Beecher  v.  Shuback,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
604;  McAuley  v.  Carter,  22  111.  Rep.  58 
[1859];  Trustees  of  Canal  Co.  *  Lyuch, 
10  111.  521;  Sheffield,  etc.,  Coal  Co.  v. 
Gordon,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  848;  Barton  «. 
Herman,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.),  878;  Hender- 
son Bdge.  Co.  t.  O'Connor  (Ky.).  11  S.  W. 
Rep.  957;  accord,  Tetz  v.  Butlertield,  54 
Wis.  242;  Crumlish  v.  Wilmington  &  W. 
R.  Co.,  5  Del.  Ch.  270  [18791;  Classen  v. 
Davidson,  57  111.  App.  106;  Moore  «.  Kerr, 
65Cal.519;Chapman  v. Kansas Citv,  etc.,R. 
Co.,  114  Mo.  542;  Fowler  v.  Deakman,  84 
111.  130;  Badger  v.  Kerber,  61  111.  328;  ac- 
cord, Summers  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co..  49 
Fed.  Rep.  714;  Robinson  v.  Fiske.  25  Me. 
401;  Oakes  v.  Moore,  24  Me.  214;  Green  v. 
Jackson.  66  Ga.  250;  Thurber  v.  Ryan,  12 
Kans.  458;  Bryan  t>.  BA\  (Oomp.  PI.),  10 
N.  Y.  Supp.  693;  Patterson  t.  Crowther, 
70  Md.  124;  Bd.  of  Ed.  «.  Shaw,  15  Kans. 
83. 

The  fraud  or  mistake  need  only  be 
shown  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
B.  &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Scholes  (Ind.),  48 
N.  E.  Rep.  156. 

•  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Polly  Woods,  14 
Gratt.  448  [1858];  Scott  v.  Corp'n  of  Lon- 
don, 1  Gifford  216  f  1858]. 

10  Boston  W.  P.  Co.  «.  Gray.  6  Met.  169 
[1848];  Hosteller  v.  City  of  Pittsburg,  107 
Pa.  St.  419  [1884];  McKinnis  t.  Freeman, 
88  Iowa  864  [1874];  Sweet  v.  Morrison, 
116  N.  Y.  19  £18891;  Kirk  «.  Th  •  E  A  W. 
India  Dock  Co.,  55  L.  T.  R.  (N.  8.)  245 
[1886];  O'Brien  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  189  N. 

'"  Smith  v.  Smith.  28  PI.  56  [1862]. 

11  Combe  v.  Schulters,  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas, 
Dec.  1871;  accord,  Buckwalt  r  v.  Russell 
(Pa.),  18  Atl.  Rep.  810  [18881;  Sewer 
Commrs.  *.  Sullivan  (Sup.),  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  858. 

"Anderson  «.  Imhoif  (Neb.),  51  N.  W. 
Rep.  854  [18921;  citing  Raud  v.  Redington, 
13  N.  BL  72;  Torrence  v.  Amsden,  8  Mo- 
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proved, ol  or  "that  the  engineer  was  guilty  of  unfairness  or  partiality/' * 
or  "that  the  engineer's  estimate  was  not  fairly  made/"  or  "not  fairly 
and  impartially  made/'  *  or  "  unfairness  or  fraud/'  *  or  "  failure  to  exercise 
an  honest  judgment/' *  or  "unless  it  is  arbitrary  or  dishonestly  with- 
held/" or  "capriciously  or  fraudulently,"1  or  "arbitrarily,  capriciously, 
and  unreasonably,"'  or  "wrongfully,  arbitrarily,  and  in  bad  faith,"10  or 
"  fraud  and  bad  faith," ,!  or  in  the^absence  of  "  dishonesty,  fraud,  or  sinister. 
motive/'1'  "dishonest  or  arbitrary  action,"1*  or  of  "accident,  fraud,  or 
mistake  or  illegality,"14  or  "in  the  absence  of  collusion,"1*  or  "in  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  collusion."  " 

Allegations,  charges,  or  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  "the  engineer 
erred  in  deciding  questions  submitted  to  him,"  ,T  or  "that  his  estimate  is 
erroneous  and  too  low,"  '•  or  "  that  the  engineer  knew  his  award  to  be 
grossly  unjust  when  he  made  it,  that  he  was  hostile  to  the  contractor,  and 
was  receiving  a  salary  from  the  city,"  ■•  or  "  that  he  had  notice  that  the 
work  was  not  done  according  to  contract,  and  refused  to  take  notice  of  the 
information,"  "  or  "that  the  engineer  has  ignored  all  contracts  and  written 
evidence  of  the  contractor,  that  he  has  accepted  as  true  the  loose  and  false 
statements  of  the  adverse  party,  that  he  examined  no  witnesses  under  oath, 
and  that  the  award  is  full  of  mistakes,"  "  or  "that  the  estimates  were  less 


Lean  500;  Smith  v.  Cooley,  5  Daly  401; 
Newland  v.  Douglass,  2  Johns.  01;  Under- 
bill ©.  Van  Cortlandt,  2  Johns.  Oh.  880; 
Lee  v.  Patillo,  4  Leigh  486;  Flaharty  v. 
Beatty,  22  W.  Va.  608;  Dickinson  «.  R. 
Co.,  7  W.  Va.  800;  Spear  v.  Bidwell,  44 
Pa.  St.  23;  Paul  t>  Cunningham,  0  Pa.  St. 
106;  Emerson  v.  Udall,  18  Vt.  477;  Eaton 
«.  Eaton,  8  Ired.  Eq.  102;  Hyeronimus  v. 
Allison,  52  Mo.  102;  Coiirad  v.  Ins.  Co.,  4 
Allen  120;  Strong  t>.  Strong,  0  Cush.  560; 
Brown  v.  Bellows,  4  Pick.  (Mass.),  170; 
Bean  t>.  Macomber,  83  Mich.  127;  Sisk  v. 
Garey,  27  Md.  401;  Cleland  v.  Hedly,  5 
R.  I.  163;  Bash  v.  Christian,  77  Ind.  200; 
Cothran  v.  Enox,  13  S.  C.  406;  and  see  1 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  707,  and  cases 
cited. 

1  Pawley  v.  Turnbull,  8  Gilford  70 
[1861]. 

'  Ormes  v.  Beadle,  2  Gift.  166,  206  [I860]. 

•Smith  v.  B.  C.  A  M.  Ry.,  86  N.  H. 
450,  and  eases  cited. 

♦  Ormes  v.  Beadle,  supra. 

8B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Polly  Woods,  14 
Gratt.  448  [1858].  B.  &  O.  K.  Co.  v.  Laf- 
fertys,  14  Gratt.  478;  Reus  v.  Grand  Rapids 
(Mich.),  41  N.  W.  Rep.  263  [1880]. 

•M.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  March,  114  U.  S. 
640 

'Bently  v  Davidson,  74  Wis.  420  [1880]. 

•Badger  v.  Kerber,  61  111.  828  [1871  J; 


Fowler  t>.  Deakman,  84  111.  180. 

*  Chapman  v.  Lowell,  4  Cush.  587;  N. 
T.  &  N.  H.  Sprinkler  Co.  v.  Andrews,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  008. 

10  Fletcher  v.  N.  O.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  19 
Fed.  Rep.  731  [1884]. 

11  Guthal  v.  Gow,  55  N.  W.  Rep.  442. 
"Sharpe  t>.  San  Paulo  R.  Co.,  8  Chano. 

App.  606 

»  Wendt  v.  Vogel,  87  Wis.  462. 

14  Atlanta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  .  Manghan,  49 
Ga.  266  [1873]. 

"Johnson  v.  White  (Tex.),  27  S.  W. 
Rep.  174/  see  also  M'Intosh  t>.  Gt.  West- 
ernRy.,  14  Jur.  810. 

11  Hanley  v.  Walker  (Mich.),  45  N.  W. 
Rep.  57;  Anderson  v.  Imboff  (Neb.),  51 
N.  W  Rep.  854  [1802]  ;  accord,  Vermont 
St.  M.  E.  Church  t>.  Brose,  104  111.  206; 
and  see  Scott  v.  Liverpool,  8  De  G.  &  J. 
834;  Bliss  v.  Smith,  84  Beav.  508. 

."  Wbiteman  v.  Mayor,  21  Hun  117 
[1880]  ;  Perkins  «.  Giles,  50  N.  Y.  228. 

18  Baasen  v.  Behr,  7  Wis.  516  [18501.  and 
cases  cited;  Hot  Springs  Ry.  Co.  v.  Maber, 
48  Ark  522 

lf  Hartupee  t>.  City  of  Pifsburg,  107  Pa. 
St.  410  [1884]. 

*  Darnell  f>.  Keller  (Ind.  App),  45  N.  JL 
Rep.  676. 

«  Thornton  t>.  McOormtek  (la.),  89  N. 
W.  Rep.  502  [18881 
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than  the  actual  work  done,  by  mistake,  or  that  they  were  intentionally  made 
so/'  *  or  "  that  the  estimates  were  erroneous  and  too  low," '  or  "  that  the 
award  re  excessive,"  *  or  "  that  the  court  or  either  party  disagrees  with  the 
architect,"  *  are  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  engineer's  estimates  or  to  excuse 
the  production  of  his  certificate/  Yet  each  of  these  conditions  may  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  the  bias,  prejudice,  dishonesty,  or  fraud  of  an  engi- 
neer or  architect;  and  while  perhaps  no  one  of  the  allegations  cited  would 
be  sufficient  to  avoid  an  engineer's  estimate,  yet  a  combination  of  circum- 
stances similar  to  those  cited  might  be  very  strong  evidence  of  fraud  if  the 
case  were  allowed  to  go  to  a  jury.  The  inadequacy  of  an  award  may  be 
considered  in  determining  the  bias  of  an  arbitrator." 

Therefore,  where  the  contract  provided  that  if  any  discrepancies  should 
be  found  to  exist  between  the  plans,  working  drawings,  and  specifications, 
the  decision  of  the  architects  as  to  their  meaning  should  be  final,  the  fact 
that  the  architects  drew  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  were  to  receive  as 
their  compensation  five  per  cent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  building,  does  not 
warrant  an  inference  of  fraud  in  their  decision  as  to  discrepancies  found  to 
exist/ 

429.  Mistake  of  Engineer  in  his  Decision  or  Estimate  an  Element  of 
Fraud* — Another  ground  upon  which  the  estimates  and  certificates  of  an 
engineer  are  sometimes  attacked  is  that  of  mistake,  and  there  are  many 
dicta  to  the  effect  that  it  is  sufficient  excuse  to  avoid  the  engineer's  esti- 
mates and  decisions,  but  cases  in  which  recovery  has  been  given  for  mistake 
pure  aud  simple  are  uot  to  be  found  in  the  books.  The  ground  or  theory 
upon  which  relief  is  promised  in  case  of  mistake  is  usually  the  same  as  for 
fraud,  and  many  cases  hold  that  the  mistake  must  be  so  gross  as  to  imply 
fraud  or  dishonesty.8*  In  the  language  of  the  United  States  courts,  which 
has  been  quoted  and  followed  in  many  cases  in  the  state  courts,  "  the  deci- 
sions of  the  engineer  are  conclusive  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  such  gross 
mistake  as  would  necessarily  imply  bad  faith  or  a  failure  to  exercise  an 
honest  judgment;9  and  in  the  supreme  court  of  Arkansas  it  was  held  an 
error  for  a  judge  to  instruct  that  the  engineer's  estimates  were  not  binding 
if  there  were  mistakes  in  them,  the  supreme  court  holding  that  the  errors 


1  Baker*.  Belknap,  etc.,  27  Vt.  700. 
'  Baasen  v.  Baehr,  7  Wis   516  [1859], 
citing  many  eases. 

•  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  v.  Canton  Co.,70Md.  405 
4  Phoenix  Iron  Co.  «.  The  Richmond,  6 

Mackey's  R    180 ;  Gilmore  v.   Courtney 
(111.).  41  N.  E.  Rep.  1028. 

*  But  see  Davidson  ©.  Provost,  85  111. 
App.  126 ;  and  Johnson  v.  White  (Tex.), 
27  S.  W.  Rep.  174  [1894];  andQlaucus  v. 
Black,  50  N.  Y.  145. 

•Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Parlin  &  O.  Co. 
(Tex.),  84  8.  W.  Rep.  401. 


7  Kelly  v  Public  Schools  of  Muskegon 
(Mich.),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  282 

8  Sweeuey  «.  United  States,  109  U.  S. 
618  [1888] ;  Kehlberg  v.  United  States,  97 
U.  S.  898  [1878];  Martinsbure  &  Pac.  R. 
Co.  v.  March.  114  U.  8.  549 ;  Hot  Springs 
Ry.  Co.  v.  Maher,  48  Ark.  522 :  Hartford 
F.  L  Co.  v.  Bonner  Mer.  Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep. 
878;  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Mass.  378; 
Montgomery  v.  New  York,  29  N.  T.  Supp. 
687. 

9  Monon  Nav.  Co.  «.  Fenlon,  4  Watts  & 
Sergeant  205  [1842]. 


*  See  Cases  Sec.  428,  supra. 
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or  mistakes  must  be  so  gross  or  of  such  a  nature  as  to  necessarily  imply  bad 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  engineer,1  and  averments  that  the  engineer's  esti- 
mates "  were  erroneous  and  too  low/'  or  "  were  only  about  one-half  what 
they  should  hare  beeu,"*  or  "  were  less  than  the  measurement  of  the  work 
actually  done,"  ■  or  the  fact  that  they  were  *  excessiTe," 4  or  that  in  other 
places  excavations  of  similar  materials  and  of  the  same  character  had  been 
classified  differently/  is  not  sufficient  to  imply  fraud  or  bad  faith,  or  to 
prevent  a  recovery  of  more  than  the  amount  of  the  estimate.9  The  engi- 
neer's estimate  is  conclusive  upon  questions  of  count,  measurement,  or  dis- 
tance, even  though  these  questions  are  capable  of  accurate  measurement/ 
In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misbehavior  the  courts  will  not  inquire  whether 
the  award  of  arbitrators  is  warranted  by  the  evidence  submitted/ 

What  is  required,  is,  that  the  engineer  shall  have  exercised  an  honest 
judgment.  That  is  what  the  parties  contracted  with  regard  to,  and  only 
that  will  fulfil  the  implied,  if  not  the  express,  conditions  of  their  contract. 
The  decisions  are  unanimous  that  "estimates  are  conclusive  when  an  honest 
discretion  has  been  exercised  and  no  fraud  appears/' •  or  that  "an  engineer's 
certificate  cannot  be  impeached  for  mere  errors  of  judgment,  but  only  for 
fraud  or  such  mistakes  as  show  that  he  failed  to  exercise  his  judgment  on 
the  subject-matter."  "  If  he  has  exercised  an  honest  discretion  and  decided 
according  to  his  best  judgment,  the  fact  that  he  has  erred/1  or  that  his  esti- 
mate is  too  low,"  or  is  inadequate  and  unjust/1  or  that  the  engineer  disagrees 
with  the  court/4  or  "that  in  the  opinion  of  others  his  decision  is  erro- 
neous," **  or  that  he  was  not  qualified/*  or  "  that  mistakes  have  arisen  from 
inadvertence  and  undue  haste," ,T  or  "  that  because  his  hearing  was  defective 
he  did  not  hear  and  understand  the  evidence  offered,"  |8  will  furnish  no 
excuse  for  the  non-production  of  the  estimate  or  certificate  when  they  have 
been  made  a  condition  precedent  by  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

1  Hot  Springs  Ry.  Co.  v.  Maker,  48  Ark.  kins  «.  Giles,  50  N.  Y.  228;  Crumlish  v. 

532.  Wilmington,  etc.,  It.  Co.,  5  Del.  Ch.  270 

'Ripley  Co.  «.  Hill  (Ind  ),  16  N.  £.  Rep.  [18791;  and  see  Moore  t>.  Jones  (Tex).  25 

156  [1888].  8.  W.  Rep.  98;  Russell  c.  Seery  (Kans.), 

1  Snell  e.  Brown,  71  111.  133  [1878];  ae-  35  Pac.  Rep.  812;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 

card.  McCoy  t>.  Able  (Ind.),  31  N.  E.  Rep.  Price.  138  U.  S.  185. 
453.  "  Whiteman  «.  Mayor,  etc.,  21  Hun  117 

4  Hartford  F.  L.  Co.  v.  Bonner  Mer.  Co.,  [18801. 

56  Fed.  Rep.  378.  "  Baasen  v.  Baehr,  supra. 

5  Dorwin  c  Westbrook,  86  Hun  (N.  Y.)  "  Haiiupee  v    City  of  Pittsburgh,  181 
868.                                                                     Pa.  Si.  535  [1889]. 

•  Baasen  v.  Baehr,  7  Wis.  516  [1859];  B.  "  Phoenix  Iron  Co.  t>.  The  Richmond,  6 
&  O.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Canton,  supra;  see  Oil-      Mackey's  R.  180. 

more  t>.  Courtney  (111.),  41  N  E.  Rep.  1028.  16  Gillmore  t>.  Courtney  (111.),  41  N.  E. 

T  Elliott  t>.  M.  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  Rep.   1028 ;   Zimmerman  v.  Germ.  Luth. 

74  Fed.  Rep.  707.  Ch.,  11  Misc  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  49. 

8  Huckestein  v.  Kaufman  (Pa.).  83  Atl.  "  Pauly  Jail  Co.  t>.  Hemphill  County,  62 

Rep.  1028;  semble.  Bank  v.   Webb  (Ky.),  Fed.  Rep.  698 

38  S.  W.  Rep.  1 109.  "  Patton  v.  Garrett  (N.  C. ),  21  S.  E.  Rep. 

•  Mitchcl  *.  Cavanaugh.   88  Iowa  286  679. 
1874],  citing  many  eases;  Bnasen  v.  Baehr,  >•  McMillan  «.  Allen  (Ga.),  25  8.  E.  Rep. 

Wis.  516,  and  ease*  cited  505. 

14  Palmer  e.  Clark,  106  Mass.  378;  Per- 


* 
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430.  If  Engineer  has  Aoted  Honestly  and  has  Exercised  his  Best  Judg- 
ment, His  Decision  will  Hold. — To  ignore  the  engineer's  estimate  and  accept 
any  other  proof  of  the  completion  of  the  work,  or  of  the  materials  or  quan- 
tities employed,  would  require  the  court  to  make  for  the  parties  a  contract, 
which  they  themselves  did  not  choose  to  make.  For  when  neither  party 
has  reserved  the  right  to  review  and  revise  the  engineer's  determination  for 
mere  errors  or  mistakes  upon  his  part,  it  is  presumed  that  both  parties  had 
in  mind  the  possibility  that  the  engineer  might  err,  but  that  they  chose  to- 
risk  his  estimates  and  to  rely  upon  his  judgments,  depending  upon  the  right 
to  demand  that  the  engineer  shall  at  all  times  and  in  respect  of  every  matter 
submitted  to  his  determination  exercise  an  honest  judgment,  and  commit 
no  such  mistakes  as  under  all  the  circumstances  would  imply  bad  faith.' 

It  was  therefore  held  wrong  and  an  error  for  a  judge  to  instruct  a  jary 
that  if  they  fouud  the  price  and  value  fixed  and  returned  by  the  engineer 
was  inadequate  and  unjust  to  the  contractor,  they  might  presume  fraud  and 
disregard  the  prices  fixed  by  the  engineer;8  and  by  the  same  precept  in- 
structions that  mistakes  in  an  engineer's  estimate  as  to  the  amount  and 
character  of  work  done  would  render  them  not  binding,  were  held  to  mis- 
lead the  jury  and  to  be  sufficient  cause  to  remand  the  case  for  a  new  trial.9 

If  no  fraud  nor  gross  mistake  that  will  necessarily  impute  fraud  can  be 
proven,  and  the  engineer  refuses  his  certificate  of  completion  or  underesti- 
mates the  work  or  materials,  it  would  seem  by  these  cases  that  no  recovery 
can  be  had  on  the  contract.4  As  to  recovery  on  a  quantum  meruit,  it  is  a 
question/  The  engineer's  determination  is  like  an  award  of  an  arbitrator 
and  cannot  be  set  aside  for  mistakes.  Whether  the  measurements  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  engineer  are  fraudulent  are  for  the  court  and  jury  to  deter- 
mine. The  only  question  open  is  whether  the  engineer  has  acted  honestly 
and  in  the  usual  way.  If  he  has,  his  decisions  are  conclusive  whether  he 
has  made  mistakes  or  not,  and  whether  the  mistakes  are  on  one  side  or  on 
the  other  side.6  The  fact  that  the  engineer  has^  failed  to  decide  according 
to  his  best  judgment,  but  has  been  prevailed  upon  to  decide  otherwise  by 
his  employer,  has  been  held  not  sufficient  proof  of  fraud  when  the  engineer 
has  allowed  all  that  the  contract  authorized.7 

431.  Few  Cases  in  whioh  Courts  have  Allowed  a  Becovery  on  Account 
of  a  Pure  Mistake. — All  the  courts  have  not  employed  the  same  technical 


1  MartiDsburg  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  March,  114 
U.  8.  549;  Elliott  v.  M.  K.  &  T.  By.  Co., 
74  Fed.  Rep  707;  United  State*  v.  N. 
Amer.  Com.  Co.  (C.  C).  74  Fed.  Rep.  145 ; 
and  see  Dallam  v.  King,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  105. 

*  Martinsburg  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  March,  114 
U.  8.  549;  see  Cooper  v.  Uttoxeter  Bur. 
Bd.,  11  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  565. 

*  Hot  Springs  By.  Co.  v.  Maher,  48  Ark. 
522. 

«  Sweeney  t>.  United  States,  109  U.  S. 


618  [1883]. 

8  See  Cummings  v.  Bradford  (Ky.),  22  8. 
W.  Rep.  548  ;  recovery  was  allowed.  And 
see  also  Anderson  v.  Burcuet,  29  Pac.  Rep. 
315,  where  incompetency  was  claimed,  but 
held  to  have  waived  right  to  object.  And 
seo  Norfolk  <&  W.  R.  Co.  «.  Mills  (Va.),  22 
8.  £.  Rep.  556. 

*  Palmer  t>.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878;  8nell 
o.  Brown,  71111   188  f  1878]. 

1  O'Brien  t>.  New  York,  189  N.  Y.  548. 
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phraseology  in  deciding  what  sort  of  a  mistake  will  avoid  an  engineer's  esti- 
mate or  excuse  the  production  of  his  certificate.  The  courts  employ  differ- 
ent language  when  deciding  what  may  avoid  the  estimate  and  what  will 
permit  a  recovery  from  what  they  use  in  stating  conditions  that  will  not 
avoid  the  determinations  of  the  engineer,  or  in  specifying  such  conditions 
only  as  will  permit  a  recovery  without  the  estimate.  Thus  dicta  by  courts 
that  "  unless  fraud  or  mistake  or  undue  influence  or  want  of  good  faith  are 
proved,"  '  or  "unless  in  case  of  mistake,  fraud,  or  gross  error,"  *  or  "in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  fraud,  mistake,  or  unfair  dealing/'9  the  determination 
of  the  engineer  is  final  and  conclusive  is  not  a  statement  of  the  converse, 
that  in  case  there  is  a  mistake  his  estimates  and  decisions  will  not  be  con- 
clusive. Such  a  conclusion  would  be  dangerous,  and  it  is  4he  taking  of 
such  rules  for  granted  that  brings  so  many  cases  into  the  lower  oourts  to  be 
oorrected  by  the  higher  courts. 

432.  Fraud  or  a  Failure  to  Exercise  a  Fair  and  Sound  Judgment,  Alone 
will  Dispense  with  Certificate. — There  must  be  fraud  or  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  engineer  to  exercise  his  judgment.  It  must  be  shown  that  the 
engineer  has  failed  to  exercise  a  fair  and  sound  judgment  in  making  his 
estimate  or  certificate.4  If  he  has  exercised  an  honest  discretion/  his  cer- 
tificate cannot  be  impeached  for  any  errors  of  judgement,  whether  of  fact 
or  fancy."  If  mistake  alone  is  sufficient  to  dispense  with  the  certificate,  it 
must  be  such  a  mistake  as  has  prevented  the  exercise  of  an  honest  judg- 
ment.7 

A  mistake  alone  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud,  but  an  apparent 
error  may  be  evidence,  of  greater  or  less  weight,  according  to  the  circum- 
stances, in  support  of  fraud  or  partiality.8  The  fact  that  more  work  was 
done  than  the  certificate  gives  credit  for  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of 
fraud,  though  it  may  be  shown  as  a  circumstance  tending  in  some  degree 
to  establish  fraud.  To  prove  fraud  the  evidence  must  show  that  the 
engineer  knowingly  and  willfully  disregarded  his  duty,  and  rejected  or  con- 
demned work  which  he  knew,  or  at  least  should  have  known,  fully  con- 
formed in  all  respects  to  the  contract.9  Another  court  says  the  mistake 
must  be  an  unintentional  misapprehension,  or  ignorance  of  some  material 


1  Mansfield,  etc.,  By.  Co.  t>.  Veeder,  17 
Ohio  885;  United  States  v.  Ellis  (Ariz.),  14 
Pac.  Rep.  800  [1887];  Downey  «.  O'Don- 
nell.  93  III.  559. 

■  Wood  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Fed. 
Rep.  52. 

1  Tetz  v.  Butterfleld,  54  Wis.  242  [1882]; 
Kid  well  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  11  Gratt.  675. 

4  Palmer  «.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878. 

*Mitchel  v.  CnvaDaugh,  88  Iowa  286 
[1874]. 

*  Perkins  v.  Giles,  50  N.  T.  228;  Bnell  v. 
Brown,  71111.  188  [18781 

1  Baasen  «.  Baehr,  7  Wis.   516;  Vander- 


werker  ».V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  27  Vt.  180 [18541; 
Sweeny  «.  United  States,  97  U.  8.  402 ; 
Crumlish  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co., 
5  Del.  Ch.  270  [1897] ;  Palmer  c.  Clark, 
106  Mass  878;  Trustees  of  I.  &  M.  Canal 
9.  Lynch,  10  111.  521;  Lewis  v.  Chicago, 
etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  708;  Camp- 
bell 9.  Weston,  8  Paige  124  [1882]. 

•Goddard  v.  King  (Minn.),  41  N.  W. 
Rep.  659  [1889]. 

'Snell  «.  Brown,  71  111.  188  [1878];  m 
also  Stose  t>.  Heisler,  120  111.  489,  and 
Palmer  t>.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878. 


374      ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  43a 

fact,  which  must  be  clearly  shown,  and  be  so  palpable  as  to  amount  to  dis- 
honest and  arbitrary  action.1  The  burden  of  proving  the  mistake,  or  of  dis- 
proving the  correctness  of  the  engineer's  estimate,  is  on  the  contractor,  who 
may  deny  its  accuracy.* 

433.  Mistake  alone  Kay  Be  a  Cause  for  Correcting  an  Estimate,  or  for 
Beqniring  a  Hew  One  to  be  Hade — Mistake  that  will  Set  Aside  the  Engi- 
neer's Determination  Defined. — It  having  been  agreed  to  submit  to  the 
judgment  of  a  skilled  arbitrator  or  engineer  the  question  whether  the  work 
conforms  to  the  contract,  neither  party  can  avoid  his  decision  if  he  has 
exercised  his  discretion,  nor  can  the  judgment  of  a  jury  be  substituted. 
They  contracted  for  the  fair  and  honest  judgment  of  a  particular  person,  or 
class  of  persons,  and  if  that  has  been  had  and  exercised  according  to  their 
intentions,  they  cannot  alter  its  obligations  or  escape  its  hardships.9  The 
mistake  must  therefore  be  one  which  shows  that  the  engineer  has  been  mis- 
led, deluded,  or  so  far  misapprehended  the  case  or  questions  to  be  deter- 
mined that  the  parties  have  not  received  the  benefit  of  his  skill  and  judg- 
ment,4 with  reference  to  which  they  have  contracted.  The  most  familiar 
illustration  is  the  use  of  a  false  measure,  or  of  a  false  weight,  believing  them 
to.be  correct. 

It  is  obvious  that  to  allow  every  mistake  in  fact  to  avoid  an  engineer's 
decisions,  if  clearly  proved,  would  be  in  effect  to  examine  the  original  con- 
troversy upon  its  merits,  and  thus  render  such  stipulations  nugatory.  For 
that  reason  it  has  been  held  that  no  mistakes  in  matters  of  fact  depending 
upon  the  misjudgment  of  the  engineer,  whether  in  weighing  evidence,  or 
the  construction  of  contracts,  or  written  admissions,  were  of  any  avail/  The 
earlier  cases  went  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  estimate  was  not  effected  by  the 
inadequacy  of  the  amount  or  the  neglect  of  the  engineer  to  employ  the  usual 
and  proper  means  of  informing  himself  upon  the  subject,  provided  his  con- 
duct was  in  good  faith,  a  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  that  [gross] 
negligence  did  not,  in  the  construction  of  the  law,  amount  to  fraud  or  the 
want  of  good  faith.8  Neither  can  avoid  the  engineer's  decision  by  showing 
merely  that  he  was  negligent  and  made  mistakes.7 

The  decision,  to  be  conclusive,  must  be  a  result  of  the  deliberate  and  fair 
judgment  of  the  engineer.  To  avoid  its  binding  effect  the  mistake  must  be 
in  a  matter  of  fact  by  which  the  engineer  is  led  to  a  false  conclusion,  a  mis- 
take in  some  fact,  inadvertently  assumed  and  believed,  which  can  be  shown 
to  be  otherwise.     Such  would  be  the  use  of  a  false  measure,  as  a  tape  or 

>  Wendt  v.  Vogel,  87  Wis.  462.  *  Vanderwerker  «.  V.  C.  R.  Co.,  27  Vr. 

'Puccln.  Barnsey  (City  Ct.)f  20  K.  Y.  180;  2  Amer.  &  Eug.   Ency.   Law  (2d. 

Supp.  375:  s. c.  21N.  Y.  Supp.  lm.andsee  Ed.)  779. 

Wiiz*.  Tregallas  (Md.)(  88  Atl.  Rep.  718.  •  Wilson   «    York  &  M.  L.  R.  Co..  11 

8  Hudson  v.  McCartney,  33  Wis.  881.  Gill  &  J.  58  [18391:  citing  D.  &  H.  Cannl 

♦Roloson  v.  Carson,  8  Md.  208  [18551;  Co.  v.  Dubois,  15  Wend.  90 

May  v.  Miller.  59  Vt.  577:  Boston  W.  P.  *  Bowman  t.  Stewart  (Pa.).  80  Atl.  Rep. 

Co.  v.  Gray,  6  Met.  169  [1848];  Newlan  *.  988;  §ee  also  Stubbing  v.  McGreeor  (Wis.). 

Dunham,  60  111.  233.  56  N.  W.  Rep.  641. 
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chain,  believing  it  to  be  correct,  or  the  use  of  diagrams  or  tables  that  are 
erroneous.  Another  illustration  would  be  the  use  of  a  compass  to  ascertain 
bearings,  the  needle  of  which  had  by  some  accident,  or  by  fraud,  been  dis- 
turbed so  that  its  action  was  not  free  and  natural,  and  which  circumstance 
was  wholly  unknown  to  the  surveyor.  It  is  not  a  fact  or  an  inference  of  fact 
upon  which  any  judgment  has  been  exercised,  but  a  pure  mistake,  by  which 
the  surveyor's  judgment,  as  well  as  the  needle,  had  been  swerved  from  the 
true  direction  which  it  would  have  taken  had  it  followed  the  true  law  under- 
stood to  govern  it.  The  mistake  must  be  of  a  fact  upon  which  the  judgment 
has  not  passed  as  a  part  of  his  judicial  investigation;  one  of  such  a  nature 
and  so  proved  as  would  lead  to  a  reasonable  belief  that  he  was  misled  and 
deceived  by  it,  and  that  if  he  had  known  the  truth  he  would  have  come  to  a 
different  result.1 

The  theory  cannot  be  better  explained  than  by  Justice  Shaw's  own 
words  and  illustrations,  viz.:  "That  courts  will  not  set  aside  an  award  for 
mistakes  of  the  arbitrator  [or  engineer]  where  the  facts  were  before  him  and 
he  was  competent  to  judge.  The  mistake  or  accident  therefore  must  be  of 
some  fact  which  deceived  and  misled  the  arbitrator  [or  engineer],  and  not  a 
mistake  in  drawing  conclusions  of  fact  from  evidence  or  observation,  or 
mistake  in  adopting  erroneous  rules  of  law  or  theories  of  philosophy. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  it  were  referred  to  an  arbitrator  [or  engineer]  to 
measure  a  large  area,  where  it  was  necessary  to  run  lines  through  woods 
by  the  aid  of  compass,  and  suppose  that  through  fraud  or  accident  the 
regular  action  of  the  needle  of  the  compass  was  disturbed  by  the  presence 
of  a  piece  of  steel/  and  this  was  wholly  unknown  to  the  arbitrator 
[engineer],  who  was  thus  led  to  adopt  false  courses  as  true  ones  as  the  basis 
of  his  computations."  If  this  fact  could  have  been  afterwards  proved,  the 
court  thought  it  would  be  good  grounds  to  set  aside  the  award.  "  But/* 
continued  the  justice,  "if  the  arbitrator  [or  engineer]  had  adopted  a  theory 
of  magnetism  in  regard  to  the  actual  variations  of  the  needle,  alleged  to  be 
erroneous  and  leading  to  the  adoption  of  a  similar  erroneous  series  of 
courses,  although  it  should  be  pronounced  erroneous  by  other  philosophers, 
conversant  with  all  that  is  known  of  the  science  of  magnetism,  whatever 
might  be  their  number  or  weight  of  authority,  it  could  not  be  heard  by  a 
court  and  jury,  because  it  would  not  tend  to  prove  the  kind  of  error  or 
mistake  which  had  misled  the  constituted  judge  in  the  case,  but  would  be 
an  appeal  from  his  decision  in  a  case  where  he  has  exercised  his  judgment. 

"So,  to  put  another  instance,  suppose  in  making  mathematical  com- 
putations the  engineer  has  used  a  table  of  logarithms,  believing  them  to  be 
correct,  which  are  afterwards  shown  to  be  erroneous ;  it  would  be  a  mis- 

1  Boston   Water  Power  Co.   v.  Gray,  6  *  Query  if  the  effect  of  the  surveyor's 

Met.  169T1843];  Vnndewerker  v  V.  C.  liy.  steel  spectacles  or  the  steel  rim  of   his 

Co..  27  Yt.  130  [18541;  Roloson  «.  Carson,  derby  hat  would  be  a  ground  for  attacking 

8  Md.  208  [1855];  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  his  estimates  or  decision. 
Mass.  873. 
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take  that  misled  him.  Bat,  if  he  has  purposely  and  deliberately  adopted  a 
process  of  mathematical  reasoning  which  he  believed  to  be  correct,  his 
award  or  estimates  could  not  be  impugned  by  the  testimony  of  other 
mathematicians  tending  to  show  it  was  erroneous."  ' 

In  an  earlier  Vermont  case  the  same  rules  are  laid  down:  "That 
reports  of  referees  will  be  set  aside  only  when  they  have  adopted  a  rule  of 
action  and  misapplied  it,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  be  a  rule  of  law,  or 
of  equity,  or  of  arithmetic,  circumstantial  errors  are  not  sufficient  to  avoid 
their  decisions " 

434.  A  Pure  Mistake  does  not  Bender  Award  or  Estimate  Void,  but  Sub- 
ject to  Correction. — Errors  in  awards  or  estimates  due  to  a  mistake  in  com- 
putations, and  which  can  be  made  certain  by  mathematical  calculations,  do 
not  render  the  award  or  estimate  void,*  nor  do  mistakes  in  charging  interest 
furnish  a  ground  for  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere/  for  an  award  cannot  be 
attacked  on  the  ground  of  an  error  in  computing  the  amount  found  due/ 
An  error  of  ten  (10)  feet  in  the  height  of  a  "  bench  mark  "  on  the  line  of  a 
railroad,  by  which  erroneous  "bench"  the  excavations  had  been  computed, 
was  held  to  be  such  a  mistake  in  the  engineer's  estimates  as  a  court  of 
equity  would  correct  and  relieve  against/ 

Another  case  has  held  that  a  court  would  relieve  from  an  oversight  to 
measure  or  estimate  a  particular  part  of  the  work,  or  from  a  wrong  con- 
struction put  upon  the  provisions  of  the  contract  by  the  engineer/  The 
cases  in  which  a  contractor  has  been  allowed  to  recover  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  engineer's  estimate  or  has  been  excused  from  the  production 
of  the  engineer's  certificate  on  the  ground  of  mistake  are  extremely  rare. 
Thousands  of  cases  mention  mistake  as  one  of  the  things  that  will  avoid 
his  decisions,  but  the  cases  where  actual  recover  has  been  had  are  rare 
indeed. 

435.  Cases  where  Contractor  hat  Recovered  for  Extra  Work  Required 
by  Reason  of  Engineer's  Mistakes,* — The  following  cases  come  the  nearest 
to  such  a  decision,  but  as  will  be  seen,  other  circumstances  enter  into  the 
cases.  In  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  a  finding  by  the  jury  that  in  many 
instances  the  estimates  were  incorrect  owing  to  the  negligence,  carelessness, 
incompetency,  and  mistakes  of  the  company's  engineers  was  entirely  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  contractors  to  recover  what  was  due  them,  notwithstanding 
such  estimates/ 

1  Justice  Shaw,  in  Boston  Water  Power      $ee  Swift  r.  New  York.  89  N.  Y.  52 ;  Lewis 
Co    r    Gray.  6  Met    169  [1843J.     See  aUo         ~* '  -------       — 


Goddard  r.  King  (Minn.),  41  >.  W.  Rep. 

659  T 1889].  .                           

•  Learned  ».  Bellows.  8  Vt.  79  [1836].  York  N.  Y.  (App),  35  N.  E.  Rep.  823.  139 
1  Clement  r.  FoMt-r,  69  Me.  31b  [1879].  N.  Y.  543. 

4  3  Jim  s  Eq.  463.  •  Louisville  E.  &  St.  L.  Rv.  Co.  r  Don- 

•  Mnv  r  Miller.  59  Vt.  577.  negan  (Ind  ).  12  X.  E.  Rep.  153  [1887]  ; 

•  Herrick  v.  Belknap,  27  Vt.  673:  and  ciUng  102  Ind.  962  and  104  Ind.  133;  but 

•  8m  8ec.  587.  infra. 
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If  the  architect  who  is  to  superintendent  and  direct  the  work  and  who 
is  made  the  arbitrator  as  to  its  proper  performance,  delay  the  contractor 
unreasonably  in  his  work  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  or  other  contractors, 
-  «nd  by  allowing  other  contractors  to  obstruct  the  work  renders  it  necessary 
for  the  contractor  to  do  it  in  an  unusual  manner,  which  adds  largely  to  its 
cost,  the  owner  will  be  liable  to  the  contractor  for  the  loss  resulting.1 

An  early  New  York  case  is  authority  for  the  following  dictum:  That  if 
•a  contractor  is  required  by  his  contract  to  work  under  the  direction  and 
constant  supervision  of  the  company's  engineer,  to  follow  his  lines  and 
levels,  and  the  engineer  makes  a  mistake  or  by  error  is  misled  so  that  work 
is  done  that  is  unnecessary  and  unexpected,  it  would  work  great  hard- 
ship  on  the  contractor  if  he  could  not  recover  for  such  extra  work  because 
the  engineer  refused  to  include  it  in  his  estimate.  For  example,  in  a  tunnel 
Mhhere  the  work  is  to  be  so  executed  as  to  conform  to  the  lines  and  levels 
and  sections  of  the  engineer  and  under  his  direction,  supervision,  and  con- 
trol, it  cannot  be  disputed  that  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  rely  upon  the 
engineer's  surveys.  If  the  lines  and  levels  of  the  company's  engineer  are 
incorrect,  the  loss  ought  not  to  fall  upon  the  contractor,  but  upon  the  com- 
pany whose  agent  he  is.*  "  It  cannot,"  said  the  court,  "be  argued  that  the 
engineer  is  the  agent  of  the  contractor  as  well  as  of  the  company."  The 
engineer  is  the  special  agent  of  the  company,  whose  directions  the  con- 
tractor is  bound  to  follow  and  obey.  The  engineer's  science,  skill,  and 
training  are  supposed  to  furnish  safe  guides  to  the  contractor.  He  cannot 
safely  question  the  correctness  of  the  engineer's  operations  or  measurements, 
and  when  a  clause  is  inserted  in  the  contract  "  that  if  in  any  event  or  from 
any  oversight  or  other  cause  the  contractor  shall  excavate  any  greater 
quantity  than  he  has  undertaken  by  this  agreement,  without  the  written 
consent,  etc.,"  it  must  be  construed  to  mean  that  if  in  any  case  the  con- 
tractor, by  oversight  neglecting  the  instruction  of  the  engineer  or  working 
without  them  or  other  like  cause,  makes  a  greater  excavation  than  is  called 
for  by  the  contract,  he  shall  bear  the  loss.  It  cannot  properly  be  called  an 
oversight  if  the  contractor  is  led  astray  by  the  erroneous  working  directions 
of  the  engineer.* 

A  city  has  been  held  liable  for  extra  work  on  a  public  improvement 
which  was  made  necessary  by  the  mistake  of  the  city  engineer.1  Such  a 
case  might  be  sustained  under  the  term  "gross  mistake,"  as  distinguished 


*ee  comments  by  the  court  on  the  loose 
nnd  confused  mass  of  evidence,  which  the 
Supreme  Court  declined  to  search  through 
for  errors  on  appeal. 

1  Genoveset*.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  (Sup.), 
48  N.  T.  Supp.  8 

*  Seymour  v.  Long  Dock  Co.,  20  N.  J. 
2£q.  3v6. 

«  McCann  v   City  of  Albany  (Sup.),  42 


N.  Y.  Supp.  94  ;  but  see  Murphy  t>.  Liberty 
Natl.  Bk.  (Pa.  Sup.),  86  Atl.  Rep.  288. 
There  can  be  no  recovery  in  such  a  case  if 
the  terms  of  the  act  authorizing  the  work 
expressly  limit  the  liability  of  the  city  to 
the  contract  price  :  O'Brien  «.  Mayor,  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  520  [1801];  s.  c.  189  N.  Y. 
543,  142  N.  Y.  671. 


*  But  %ee  Sees.  236-242,  supra. 
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from  the  ordinary  mistakes  that  may  creep  into  computations  of  earth- 
works or  that  result  from  the  ordinary  operations  of  engineering  in  the  field 
or  the  office.  Although  the  element  of  fraud  is  not  brought  out,  there  ia 
no  question  vi  such  rank  injustice  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  as  to  require 
the  contractor  to  meet  the  expenses  attending  his  errors  in  his  calculations 
would  not  be  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  and  bad  faith  to  come  within  the 
regular  rule.1 

This  was  made  the  ground  of  a  recent  decision  under  a  contract  for  the 
excavation  of  a  tunnel,  which  provided  that  the  compensation  should  be 
$1.75  per  cubic  yard,  unless  a  coal  vein-running  through  the  tunnel  was,  in 
any  section  of  the  tunnel,  less  than  four  feet  wide,  in  which  case  the  com- 
pensation should  be  $3.50,  and  which  also  provided  that  payments  should 
be  made  monthly  on  estimates  of  the  company's  engineer,  whose  decision 
should  be  final.  It  was  held  that  the  mistake  of  the  engineer  in  allowing 
only  $1.75  per  cubic  yard  of  excavation  in  sections  where  the  vein  of  coal 
entirely  disappeared,  was  such  a  violation  of  the  contract  as  to  amount  to  & 
fraud,  and  that  consequently  his  finding  and  estimate  were  not  conclusive.1 

436.  Decision  of  Engineer  When  he  Has  Hade  a  Mistake  of  Law. — It  is 
sometimes  popularly  stated  that  a  mistake  as  to  a  question  of  law  will  be  cor- 
rected by  the  courts.  There  is  a  little  ground  for  this  assertion.  If  no. 
reservation  is  made  in  the  submission  of  questions  to  the  referee  [engineer], 
the  parties  are  presumed  to  agree  that  everything  as  to  law  and  fact  neces- 
sary for  the  decision  is  included  in  the  reference.  Under  a  general  submis- 
sion the  referees  have  rightfully  the  power  to  decide  questions  of  law  and 
those  of  fact,  and  they  are  not  bound  to  award  on  dry  principles  of  law,  but 
they  may  award  according  to  equity  and  good  conscience.* 

A  general  submission  constitutes  the  arbitrator  a  final  judge  of  questions 
of  law  and  fact,4  and  his  award  cannot  be  set  aside  for  mere  errors  of  judg- 
ment as  to  the  law  or  facts  of  the  case  submitted  to  him.* 

The  settlement  of  controversies  by  arbitration  is  looked  upon  with  great 
favor  by  the  courts,  and  ordinarily,  if  the  award  be  within  the  power  of  the 
arbitrators  and  unaffected  by  fraud,  mistake,  or  irregularity,  the  judge  has 
no  power  over  it,  except  to  make  it  a  rule  of  the  court  and  enforce  it  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  court.  "  The  referees  are  a  law  unto  themselves, 
and  may  decide  according  to  their  own  notions  of  justice  and  without  giv- 


1  Louisville  E.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Don- 
negau  (Iud.),  Ill  Ind.  179. 

^Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mills  (Va.), 
92  S.  E.  Rep.  556. 

3  Klein  v.  Catara.  2  Gallison  C.  C.  61 
[1814]  ;  Kirk  &  Randall  «.  The  E.  &  W. 
India  Dock  Co.,  55  L.  T.  Hep.  (N.  S. )  245 
[1886]  ;  Morse  on  Arbitration  296:  Hall  t>. 
Norwalk  F.  Ius.  Co.  (Conn.)  17  Atl.  Rep. 
356. 

4  Morse  on  JArMi  ration  296  ;  contra  Jen- 
nings v.  Gray,  29  Iowa  587. 


■Masury  t>.  Whiton,  111  N.  Y.  679 
[1888]  ;  Hall  «.  Norwalk  P.I.  Co.  (Conn.), 
17  Atl.  Rep.  856;  Kirk  &  Randall  v.  E.  & 
W.  Iudia  Dock  Co..  55  L.  T.  Rep.  (N.  S.) 
245  [1886]  ;  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.  Y. 
19  [1889] ;  Porter  v.  Buckfield  R.  R.,  32 
Me.  559 ;  Perkins  v.  Giles,  50  N.  Y.  228  ; 
and  see  15  111.  72,  412,  461  ;  aembU  Byron 
v.  Low.  109  N  Y.  291;  Phelnn  t.  Mnyor, 
119  N.  Y.  86  ;  D  &  H.  Canal  Co.  t .  Pcuna, 
Coal  Co. .  50  N.  Y.  266  ;  Stewan  r.  Grier 
(Del.)7Houst.  878. 
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ing  any  reasons  therefor/9  "Even  where  they  decide  erroneously,  the 
error  will  not  vitiate  the  award  unless  it  appears  that  they  intended  to  decide 
according  to  law  "  and  failed  in  the  attempt.1 

Arbitrators,  referees,  and  engineers  are  not  usually  required  to  find  a 
statement  of  facts  or  conclusions  of  law.  Unless  their  award  contains  (is 
based  upon)  erroneous  views  of  the  law  as  a  basis  of  the  award,  their  deci- 
sion in  the  absence  of  fraud  will  not  be  reviewed.1  The  mode  or  manner  of 
making  an  estimate  or  of  investigating  a  case  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  it 
aside  unless  corruption  or  partiality  is  shown.3 

Certainly  no  mistakes  in  matters  of  fact  depending  upon  the  misjudg- 
ment  of  the  engineer  whether  in  weighing  evidence  or  the  ponstruction  of 
contract  or  of  written  admissions  are  of  any  avail  to  avoid  his  award.4  Mis- 
takes in  drawing  incorrect  inferences  or  forming  erroneous  judgments  or 
conclusions  of  fact  will  not  vitiate  his  award.9 

If,  however,  a  point  of  law  be  referred  to  the  court  by  spreading  it  on  the 
award,  and  the  referee  mistakes  the  law,  the  award  will  be  set  aside.  If  he 
admits  the  law,  but  decide  contrary  thereto  upon  principles  of  equity  and 
good  conscience,  although  such  intent  appear  on  the  face  of  the  award,  it  is 
no  ground  to  set  it  aside.* 

When  the  decision  of  matters  by  the  engineer  is  not  confined  to  the  con- 
tract merely,  but  comprehends  all  matters  in  controversy  between  the  parties, 
thus  leaving  the  existence  of  the  contract,  as  well  as  its  terms  and  construc- 
tion, to  be  determined,  and  the  award  does  not  undertake  to  identify  the 
contract  or  construe  its  provisions,  but  simply  declares  that  there  is  so  much 
due  on  the  contract,  a  court  has  no  power  to  modify  the  award  so  as  to  make 
it  conform  to  the  contract,  unless  it  clearly  appears  from  the  award  that  the 
arbitrators  intended  to  decide  according  to  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  not  according  to  their  own  ideas. T  "  Unless  the  certificate  itself  discloses 
an  intention  to  decide  according  to  law,  such  intention  can  be  shown  in  no 
other  way."8  To  avoid  an  award  on  the  ground  of  a  mistake  of  law,  the 
mistake  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  award;9  and  even  when  arbitrators 
are  required  to  decide  according  to  the  strict  rules  of  law,  if  the  error  com- 
plained of  is  not  plain,  or  if  the  point  of  law  is  doubtful,  their  decision  will 
not  be  interfered  with  on  account  of  error  in  law.10 


»Wyatt  v.  Lynchburg  &  D.  R.  Co.  (N. 
0.),  14  S.  £.  Rep.  688  [1892]  ;  citing,  Lusk 
t>.  Clayton,  70  N.  C.  184  ;  Jones  «.  Frazier, 
1  Hawks  879  ;  Hurdle  v.  Stallings,  109  N. 
0.  6;  Leach  v.  Harris.  69  N.  C  532. 

•  Smith  t>.  Eron  (N.  C),  18  S.  £.  Rep.  889. 

•  Hartford  F.  L.  Co.  v.  Bonner  Mer.  Co. 
06  Fed.  Rep.  878. 

•  Vanderwerker  «.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  27  Vt. 
180T1854]. 

•  Roloson  «.  Canon.  8  Hd.  208  [18551 ; 
McCahan  9.  Reamy,  88  Pa.  St.  585  [1859]  ; 
but  me  Arnold  t>.  Mason,  11  R.  I.  288  [1877], 
where  it  was  held  that  a  material  mistake 


of  fact  was  a  good  ground  for  setting  aside 
an  award. 

•  Klein  v.  Catara,  2  Gallison  C.  C.  61 
[1814]  ;  and  see  Kirk  &  Randall  t>.  TheE. 
&  W.  India  Dock  Co.,  12  App  Cas.  788. 

'Wyattfl.  Lynchburg,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (N. 
C.)  14  8.  E.  Rep.  688  [1892]. 

•  Wyatt  t>.  Lynchburg  &  D.  R.  Co.  (K. 
C.),  14  S.  E.  Rep.  688  [1892]  ;  citing y  Ryan 
v.  Blount,  1  Dev.  Eq  882. 

»  Witz  t>.  T regal  las  (Md.\  88  At).  Rep. 
718 

10 School  Dist.  v.  Sage  (Wash.),  43  Pac. 
Rep.  841. 
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Where  engineers  and  architects  make  a  mistake,  is  in  seeking  to  substan 
tiate  their  decisions  by  proofs.  This  is  not  vainglory  in  imitation  of  chief 
justices,  bat  comes  from  the  technical  training  which  engineers  undergo 
from  their  earliest  studies.  As  students  at  the  blackboard,  and  throughout 
their  apprenticeship,  they  have  had  to  demonstrate  the  truths  and  principles 
on  which  they  work  and  by  which  they  have  judged,  and  it  is  the  most 
natural,  and  at  the  same  time  dangerous,  thing  to  undertake,  to  uphold  their 
position  in  the  eyes  of  a  prejudiced  and  perhaps  ignorant  contractor,  or  upon 
legal  principles  about  which  they  know  so  little.  As  has  been  said  in  so 
many  times  in  this  work,  an  engineer  should  be  non-committal;  it  were  well, 
in  many  places,. to  be  dumb;  usually  the  least  said  the  better.  He  should  i  n  his 
estimates  justify  his  every  act  and  conclusion,  and  fortify  his  every  decision 
and  judgment  against  every  attack,  but  the  place  for  such  records,  notes,  and 
comments  is,  like  a  physician's  or  lawyer's,  in  his  diary,  note-books,  and  office, 
and  not  spread  upon  a  certificate,  estimate,  or  award,  which  is  for  results  and 
conclusions  only.  If  an  engineer  will  have  his  award  enforced,  no  references 
to  points  of  law,  to  circumstances,  or  to  facts  should  be  made,  unless  the  con- 
tract requires  them.  If  an  engineer  gives  the  legal  grounds  and  current  of 
events  by  which  he  has  arrived  at  his  decision,  and  it  is  apparent  that  his 
groundwork  was  false,  then  his  conclusions  must  be  wrong,  even  though  he 
has  exercised  an  honest  judgment,  an(P  his  certificate  may  be  impeached. 

437.  Disoovery  and  Proof  of  Fraud  on  Part  of  Engineer  Renders  Certifi- 
cate Unnecessary. — When  fraud  is  discovered  and  a  contractor  seeks  to 
recover  for  what  he  has  done  without  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  or  a 
final  estimate,  two  questions  arise:  First,  whether  the  engineer's  fraud  ren- 
tiers the  estimate  legally  insufficient  and  unnecessary?  or  secondly,  whether 
it  is  incumbent  on  the  contractor  to  demand  of  the  company,  or  use  proper 
exertions  to  procure,  a  sufficient  final  estimate  ?  The  importance  of  having 
a  final  estimate  by  a  competent  engineer  in  charge  of  the  execution  of  the 
work,  and  the  fact  that  the  contract  expressly  requires  it,  renders  it  im- 
proper to  deprive  the  company  of  the  benefit  of  such  an  estimate,  unless  it 
be  very  clear  that  it  has  been  forfeited  by  the  company's  own  acts  or  default. 
By  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  final  estimate  is  usually  to  be  made  by 
the  engineer  having  charge  of  the  work.  By  its  terms,  then,  he  is  the  only 
one  who  will  answer  that  description.  If  to  be  made  by  the  incumbent  of 
an  office  it  might  be  different.  His  final  estimate  being  fraudulent  it  would 
be  unjust  to  require  the  contractor  to  submit  to  another,  which  may  be  as 
unreliable  as  the  first  one.  He  is  wholly  unfit  to  make  another,  and  it  is  the 
fault  or  misfortune  of  the  company  who  have  selected  him  to  have  a  fraud- 
ulent engineer.1  When  the  reference  is  to  arbitrators  by  name,  and  their 
award  is  set  aside  for  misconduct,  it  is  proper  to  try  the  cause  in  the  regular 
course  of  the  business  of  the  court,  unless  other  arbitrators  are  agreed  upon.* 

1  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Polly  Woods  Co.,  14      Meyers  c.  Pac.  Const.  Co.,  20  Oreg.  608. 
Grau  448  [1858]  ;  §ee  also  Price  v.  C.  8.  •  Robinson  «.   Shanks  (Ind.),  20  N.  E. 

F.  &  C.  Ry  Co..  38  Fed  Rep.  307  [1889];      Rep.  713  [1889]. 
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So  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  contractor  has  proved  that  the  final  estimate 
made  by  the  engineer  was  fraudulent,  he  might  recover  without  further 
proof  that  he  was  unable  to  procure  such  final  estimate.1*  If  the  engineer 
has  fraudulently  underestimated  the  work,  or  wrongly  classified  it  in  his 
monthly  estimates,  it  seems  the  contractor  can  bring  suit  without  alleging 
that  the  questions  have  been  referred  to  the  engineer,  no  hearing  having 
been  expressly  provided  for.* 

Fraud  terminates  the  engineer's  authority  and  divests  him  of  his  powers 
as  umpire,  and  opens  the  doors  of  the  courts  for  the  contractor.  It  must 
be  apparent  to  the  reader  that  an  overzealous  engineer,  or  one  with  more 
zeal  than  principle,  could,  by  his  own  imprudence,  render  the  most  vital 
part  of  the  contract  null  and  without  effect.  Such  a  consequence  might  be 
more  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  his  company  than  what  he  could  ever 
have  filched  from  the  contractor  by  nefarious  practices.  The  case  once  in 
court,  it  gives  the  determination  of  questions  of  the  most  technical  character,, 
of  facts  difficult  in  the  extreme,  of  things  concealed  and  known  only  to  the 
parties  and  to  the  engineer,  of  mathematical  operations  requiring  peculiar 
preparations  and  skill,  to  a  jury  indifferently  selected,  and  to  judges  ap- 
pointed or  elected  without  any  consideration  of  their  fitness  to  pass  judg- 
ment upon  such  questions  ;  a  misfortune  which  almost  every  clause  of  the 
contract  seeks  to  avert,  and  to  prevent  which  the  engineer  was  employed* 
Whatever  hardships  result,  the  justice  of  these  decisions  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. The  owuer  or  company  having  employed  and  trusted  the  engineer,  it 
is  in  as  good,  if  not  a  better,  position  to  detect  and  know  his  disposition  and 
character,  and  it  is  a  sound  principle  of  agency  that  if  a  third  person  or  the 
principal  must  suffer  from  the  acts  of-  an  agent,  it  should  be  the  principal  who 
has  employed,  retained,  and  trusted  the  agent. 

438.  Other  Instances  in  whioh  Engineers'  Certificates  have  been  Dis- 
pensed With. — Other  circumstances  have  been  mentioned  in  cases  as  a  possi- 
ble excuse  for  the  nonproduction  of  the  certificate,  or  the  performance  of 
the  condition,  but  the  cases  are  rare  in  which  actual  recovery  has  been 
allowed  without  it.  It  is  often  asserted  that  if  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition precedent  has  been  rendered  impossible  by  time  or  accident  or  agen- 
cies beyond  the  control  of  the  contractor,  its  performance  may  be  excused. 

The  author  is  aware  that  there  is  a  rule  to  the  contrary,  that  a  condition 
precedent  will  not  be  excused  fpr  the  above  reasons,  in  a  court  of  law, 
though  the  performance  of  the  act  necessary  to  recover  would  be  excused  if 
it  were  regarded  as  a  covenant  or  a  promise  instead  of  a  condition  precedent ;' 
but  in  practice  to-day  the  sharp  distinction  between  law  and  equity  does  not 

1  Byron  v.Bell  (Com.   PI.),   10  N.   Y.  B  293  ;  and  McMahom>.  New  York,  etc., 

Supp.  698.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  463. 

*  Meyers  u.   Pac.  Const.   Co.,  20  On«g.  •  Langdell's    Summary    of    Contracts* 

608  ;  and  set  Phillips  v.  Foxal),  41  L  J.  Q  1075. 

*  See  Sections  414,  427-428.  supra. 
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exist,  in  many  states,  and  courts  of  law  hare  adopted  the  principles  of 
courts  of  equity  so  far  as  their  procedure  will  admit,  and  recovery  is  fre- 
quently allowed  in  courts  of  law  if  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  perform 
does  not  go  to  the  essence  of  the  contract.1 

It  has  been  held  under  some  circumstances,1  *  where  performance  is  pre- 
vented by  inevitable  accident,  as  the  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract,  the  performance  will  be  excused.9  f  If  the  completion  of  the 
work  is  prevented  by  the  engineer,  by  authority  bestowed  by  the  contract,4  or 
is  prevented  by  authority  of  the  state  •  or  city,*  or  by  an  act  of  the  law/  or  by 
accident,  fraud,  or  some  unavoidable  cause,8  or  by  condition  over  which  the 
contractor  has  no  control/  but  which  are  entirely  within  the  control  of  the 
owner,1*  the  certificate  that  the  contract  has  been  entirely  performed  is  no 
longer  necessary  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  contractor's  recovery.11 

In  rendering  the  certificate  or  making  the  final  estimate,  the  engineer 
should  consider  the  contract  obligations  assumed  by  the  parties  only,  and 
the  objects  to  be  accomplished  by  it.  The  interference  of  a  third  party 
should  not  be  considered.  It  was  therefore  held  that  an  injunction  duly 
issued  by  a  court  in  a  suit  by  a  third  party  against  the  company  or  city 
afforded  no  excuse  for  the  refusal  of  the  certificate;  that  if  the  certificate 
was  to  be  given  when  the  contract  was  beyond  all  question  completed,  its 
refusal  after  completion  was  unreasonable,  and  that  the  contractor  might 
recover  without  it."  If  the  work  is  to  be  performed  to  the  satisfaction  of  an 
engineer  or  architect  named,  or  to  be  paid  for  only  upon  the  presentation 
of  his  certificate,  the  approval,  certificate,  or  estimate  will  be  excused  in 
case  of  the  engineer's  death  or  prolonged  absence.1*    In  another  case  the 


1  This  does  not  seem  to  be  true  of  ex- 
press couditlons  precedent,  Langdell's 
Summary  1077 ;  and  see  Cliism  v.  Scbip- 
per,  51 N.  J.  Law  1  [1888].  That  a  court  of 
equity  will  give  relief  by  grantinean  ac- 
count, M'luiosh  v.  Great  Western  Ky.  Co., 
2  De.  G.  &  Sin.  764 ;  Waring  e.  M.  S.  & 
L.  Hy.  Co.,  7  Hare  482 ;  Johnson  c.  8.  A 
B.  Ry.  Co.,  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  914  :  Munro 
v.  W.  &  B.  Ry.  Co.,  18  Wend.  880 ;  Gode- 
froi  &  Shortt  Ry.  Cas.  94 ;  Scott  t>.  Rai- 
ment, L.  R.  7  Eq.  112  ;  Fry's  Specific 
Performance  of  Contracts,  §  827,  p.  866. 

*  For  which  see  cases  cited,  and  Lang- 
dell's Summary  of  Contracts,  pp.  1074-1089. 
The  size  of  this  book  will  not  permit  an 
exhaustive  treatment  of  the  subject  of 
conditions  and  their  performance,  which 
may  be  found  in  any  of  the  standard  works 
on  contracts. 

*  Lord  t>.  Wheeler,  1  Gray,  282  [1854] ; 
Cleary  v.  Sohier.  120  Mass.  210  [1876]; 
Niblo  t>.  Buisse,  8  Abb.  App.  Dec.  875 
£1865];  Ruwsou  «.  Clark,  70  III.  656  [1873]; 

*  But  $ee  Sees  674  et  eeq. ,  infra. 


but  see  Brumby  v.  Smith,  8  Ala.  123  [1841]. 
4  Devlin  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.,  44  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  81  [1865], 

*  Jones  v.  Judd,  8  Comstock  (N.  Y.)  412 
[1850]. 

*  Theobald  v.  Burleigh  (N.  H.)  28  Atl. 
Rep.  867. 

*  Kingsley  v.  Brooklyn.  78  N.  Y.   216 


[1?U 


8  Mills  t>.  Weeks,  21  111.  561. 

•  Brown  v.  Overbury,  11  Exch.  715. 

10  N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  A.  Sprinkler  Co.  t>. 
Andrews,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  998. 

11  &«Buckman  v.  Landers  (Cal.),  48  Pac. 
Rep.  1125  ;  Byron  v.  New  York,  54  N.  Y. 
Super  Ct.  411,  and  Whelane.  Boyd,  5 
Cent.  Rep.  651. 

"  Bowery  National  B'k  v.  Mayor,  63  N. 
Y.  336  [1875] ;  tee  also  Union  Cera.  Ass'n 
f>.  Buffalo  (N.  Y.  App.),  26  N.  E.  Rep.  330 
[1891]. 

18  Schenke  v.  Rowell,  7  Daly  286  [1877]  ; 
Quigley  t>.  DeHass,  82  Pa.  St.  267 ;  Firth 
v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R  20  Eq.  100. 

\8*>al$o  Sees.  669-680,  infra. 
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eonrt  declined  to  reyeree  a  judgment  on  account  of  errors,  beoause  the  archi- 
tect was  dead  and  the  court  said  it  would  do  no  good.1 

It  is  submitted  that  this  will  hold  only  in  cases  where  the  decision  was 
to  be  rendered  by  a  particular  person.  If  referred  to  the  engineer  of  the 
company  for  the  time  being  or  to  the  incumbent  of  an  office,  death  will  not 
excuse  the  certificate  unless  the  company  neglects  or  refuses  to  appoint 
another.1  If  another  be  appointed  by  the  owner  and  accepted  by  the  con- 
tractor the  certificate  of  the  newly-appointed  engineer  must  be  obtained  as 
u  condition  precedent  to  recovery  by  the  contractor.*  Probably  no  formal 
acceptance  in  terms  by  the  contractor  would  be  necessary;  acceptance  would 
be  implied  by  the  court  if  the  work  was  continued  under  the  engineer's 
measurements  and  directions.  If  another  engineer  be  not  selected  or 
agreed  upon  the  contractor  may  sue  upon  his  contract.4  If  no  architect 
has  been  appointed  the  work,  of  course,  cannot  hare  been  completed  to 
one's  satisfaction,  and  the  appointment  of  the  architect  is  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  performance  of  tbu  contractor's  covenant  to  complete  the 
works,  notwithstanding  that  they  were  to  be  completed  by  or  upon  the  day 
named/ 

If  the  work  undertaken  by  the  contractor  is  of  such  a  character  that  he 
has  been  selected  on  account  of  his  peculiar  skill,  knowledge,  or  ability, 
there  are  cases  in  which  the  death  of  the  contractor  will  excuse  the  comple- 
tion of  the  work,  and  in  some  jurisdictions  enable  his  representatives  to 
recover  for  what  he  has  done.9 

439.  Performance  of  Condition  Precedent  Prevented  by  Failure  or 
Refusal  of  Engineer  to  do  His  Part. — If  no  estimate  has  been  made  by  or 
through  the  neglect,  fault,  or  unreasonable  refusal  of  the  engineer  or  of  the 
party  who  employs  him,  the  "contractor  can  probably  recover  without  the 
-engineer's  estimate  or  certificate  for  the  work  he  has  performed,7  if  there 


1  County  of  F.  t>.  Laing,  127  Pa.  St.  119 
[1889]. 

•  Schenke  v.  Rowell.  7  Daly  286  [18771. 
«  Beechcr  t>.  Shuback  (Com.  PI.).  23  N. 

T.  Supp.  604;  Wallis  Iron  W'ks«.  Mon- 
mouth Pk.  Ass'n  (N.  J.),  26  Atl.  Rep.  140. 
4  Pretzf elder  v.  Merchants'  Ins  Co.  (N. 
C),  21  8.  E.  Rep.  802;  Griffith  t>.  Hnppers- 
berger,  86  Cal.  605 ;  N.  Lebanon  R.  Co.  v. 
McGrann,  83  Pa.  St.,  530;  Ranger  v  Gt. 
Western  R  Co..  27  En*.  Law  &  Eq.  35. 

•  Hunt  t>.  Bishop,  8  Exch.  675  [18581. 

•  Wolfe  v.  Hawc  s  20  N.  T.  197  [1859]; 
but  see  as  to  excusing  performance  of  con- 
ditions precedent,  Langdell's  Summary 
1075-1079;  and  see  Chism  v.  Schipper,  51 
N.  J.  Law  1  [1888]. 

1  Schenke  t>.  Rowell,  7  Daly  286  [1877]; 
Heine  v.  Meyer,  61  N.  Y.  171T1874];  Snell 
t>.  Cottingham,  72  111.  161  [18741;  Wood  v. 
Chicago,  etc..  Ry.  Co.,  89  Fed,  Rep.  52; 
Byron  t>.  Mayor,  54  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  411 


[1887];  Thomas  t>.  Fleury,  26  N.  Y.  26; 
Barton  v.  Hermann,  11  Ab.  Pr.  (N.  8.) 
882  ;  Flaherty  f.  Miner,  128  N.Y.  382;  Will- 
iams v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  112  Mo.  468; 
Van  Keuren  v.  Miller.  71  Hun  (N.  Y.)  68; 
Marcus  Say  re  Co.  v.  Bernz  (N.  J.  Ch.)  26 
All  Rep.  911;  Ormesi?.  Beadle,  2  Giff.  166 
[1866]. 

So  held  in  a  case  between  materialman 
and  contractor;  certificate  refused  as  un- 
necessary :  Murphy  v.  Jones  (Sup.),  38  N. 
Y.  Supp.  461. 

Can  have  an  action  at  law.  Sharpe  v. 
San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  8  Chanc.  App.  607; 
McMahon  v.  The  N.  Y.  &  E.  Ry.  Co.,  20 
N  Y.  468  [1859];  Herrick  v.  Belknap,  27 
Vt.  678  [1854],  can  recover  at  law;  Merril 
t>  Ithaca  &  O.  R  R..  16  Wend.  586;  Nolan 
v.  Whitney,  13  Rep'tr  601,  and  eases  cited, 
B.  a.  88  ft.  Y.  648  [1882];  Starkey  v.  De 
Graff,  22  Minn.  481;  Langdell's  Summary 
1068;  Bently  «.  Davidson  (Wis.),  48  N.W. 
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has  beeu  a  substantial  compliance  with  all  the  terms  of  the  contract  and 
nothing  remains  to  be  done  in  relation  thereto  which  is  practicable  and  rea- 
son ble  to  complete  the  job.1  Even  though  the  building  contract  provides  for 
payments  only  on  certificates  of  the  architects,  it  does  not  prevent  recoveiy 
by  the  builder  if  he  has  fully  performed  the  contract  aud  the  architect 
refuses  his  certificate  without  sufficient  cause.'  If  the  contractor  baa 
returned  the  final  certificate  of  the  architect  as  not  being  satisfactory,  and 
the  architect  afterwards  refuses  another  or  to  redeliver  the  same  one,  the 
contractor  may  recover  without  it.* 

If  the  contractor  prove  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  perform  the 
condition  precedent,  but  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  act  of  the 
owner,  he  will  be  discharged  from  further  performance  and  may  recover  on 
a  quantum  meruit  or  in  an  action  on  the  contract.4  The  contractor  may 
recover  a  reasonable  sum  for  work  and  labor  done,  money  expended  in  the 
performance  of  the  contract,  aud  materials  furnished,  and  in  addition  an 
equivalent  sum  for  the  profits  which  he  would  have  realized  from  the  per- 
formance.** The  owner  cannot  insist  on  a  condition  precedent  when  he 
himself  has  defeated  a  strict  performance.' 

A  refusal  to  make  the  estimate  at  once  when  the  work  has  been  stopped 
because  the  appropriations  have  been  exhausted,  but  which  estimate  was. 
made  within  five  weeks  thereafter,  was  held  not  such  a  refusal  as  would 
enable  the  contractor  to  avoid  the  engineer's  estimate.7  It  should  be  made- 
within  a  reasonable  time.8  A  delay  of  a  year  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to 
determine  damages  due  to  a  failure  to  perform  to  the  satisfaction  of  an 
architect  was  held  fatal  to  the  claim  for  any  damages.9     If  the  engineer's 

Rep  139  [1889];  and  see  Devlin  v  N.  Y.  &  4  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  922;  eases 

E.  Ry  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  463;  Beecuer  r.  Shu-  cited,   Planche  v.   Col  burn,   8  Biiig    14; 

back,  23  N.Y.  Supp.  604  ;  Sweeny  v.  U.  S.,  Goodman  v.  Pocock,  L  It.  15  Q  B  576; 

15  Ct.  of  CI.  400;  Rurieo.  Mitehol  (Mo.).  Coit  r.  Ambergate  It.  Co.,  L,  R.  17  Q.  B. 

11  S.  W.  Rep.  225  (1889] ;  Jenks  p.  Rob-  127 ;    Hall    v.    Rupley.    10    Pa.    St.   231  ; 

ertson,  12  Alb.  L.  J.  57;  Smith  v.  Smith.  Moultou   c.  Trask,  9  Mete.  (Mass.),  577; 

45  Vt.  433;    and  Weeks  v.  O'Brien,  141  Wheleu  v.  Boyd,  114  Pa.  St.  228;  Hoag- 

N.  Y.  199  :  and  see  also  Nueimn  v.  Dono  land  p.  Moore,  2Blackf  (did.)  167  ;  Wool- 

ghue,  50  Mo.  493,  where  only  one  member  ner  r.  Hill,  93  N.  Y.  576  ;  United  States  v. 

of  a  committee  of  three  examined  the  work  Behan,  110  U.  S.  339  ;  Bannister  r.  Rend, 

and  accepted  it.     The  contract  »r  whs  per-  1  Oilman  (111.)  92;  Selhy  v.  Huschiuson. 

milted  to  recover.  4  Gil  man  (111.)  319  ;  Websier  v.  Enfield,  5 

1  Craig  v.  Geddis  (Wash  ),  30  Puc.  Rep.  Gilman  (111.)  298  :  Derby   t\  Johnson.  21 

396  ;  accord,  Bently  v.  Davidson  .  Wis  ),  43  Vt  17  ;  Clark  v.  Mnrsiglia.  1  Denio(N.  Y.) 

N.  W.  Rep.  139  [1889];  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  317. 

N.  Y.176 ;  Thomas  v.  Fleury,  26  N.Y.  26  ;  i  Kendnll  Bank  Note  Co.  v.  Comm'rs  of 

Wyckoff  v.  Meyers.  44  N.  Y.  145  ;  Nolan  Silking  Fund,  79  Va.  563  ;  Cent.  Lunatic 

v.  Whitney.  88  N.  Y.  648 ;  U.  S.  v.  Robe-  Asylum  v.  Flanagan,  80  Va.  116. 

son,  9  Pet.  328  ;  Smith  v.  Wright,  4  Him  •  Butler  v.  Tucker,  24  Wend.  449  ;  Doll 

652  ;  Whiteman  v.  Mayor,  21  Huu  121.  v.  Noble  (N.  Y.),  22  N.  E.  Rep.  406  (1889]; 

8  Vau  Keuren  v.  Miller  (Sup  ),  24  N  Y.  see  McKone  v.  Williams,  37  111.  App.  591. 

Supp.  580  ;  Bd.  of  Ed.  v.  First  Nat.  B'k  '  Dhrew  v.  City  of  Altoona.  121  Pa.  401 

(Sup),  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  392;  Marcus  Sayrc  [1888];  8.  c,  15  Atl.  Rep  636. 

Co.  v.  Beniz  (N  J.  Ch.),  26  Atl.  Rep  911.  8  Soderberg  v.  Crockett,  17  Nev.  410. 

•  Arnold  v.  Bouriuque,  144  111.  132,  re-  •  Baumister  v.  Patty's  Exec'rs,  85  Wis* 
versing  44  111.  App.  199. 

*  See  Sees.  440  and  690-696,  infra. 
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certificate  be  filed  before  the  commencement  of  an  action  (three  months 
after  work  was  completed)  the  contractor  cannot  allege  the  absence  of  such 
certificate  or  proceed  as  if  there  were  none,  even  though  there  has  been 
unreasonable  delay  in  filing  it.1 

If  the  contractor  demand  an  estimate  of  work  done  and  receives  an 
unqualified  refusal,  or  is  indefinitely  put  off  or  it  is  not  done  with  reason- 
able dispatch,  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  bring  suit  and  to  prove  the  value 
of  his  work  by  other  means.1  The  contractor  may  have  the  work  estimated 
by  other  engineers,  whose  evidence  of  the  quantities  is  admissible.*  If  the 
engineer  be  designated  as  the  officer  of  a  certain  bureau,  and  he  refuses  to 
act,  it  cannot  be  shown  by  the  owner  that  the  work  done  does  not  conform 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  of  such  bureau.4  When  the  architect  declared 
that  he  refused  the  certificate  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  had  not  been 
complied  with,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  had  admitted  that  the  contract  was 
substantially  performed,  but  that  he  neglected  to  give  the  certificate  because 
"  the  owner  had  told  him  not  to  give  it,  and  that  he  could  not  do  because 
the  owner  was  a  friend  of  his,  and  that  to  give  it  would  break  friendship 
with  him,"  it  was  held  that  the  certificate  was  unreasonably  and  in  bad 
faith  refused,  and  that  the  contractor  might  recover  the  balance  of  the  con- 
tract price,  less  an  allowance  for  damages  on  account  of  omissions  and  devia- 
tions/ Another  case  held  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  certificate  was  unreasonably  withheld/ 

The*contractor  must  have  asked  for  a  certificate,  or  have  offered  to  refer 
disputes  to  the  engineer's  determination/  Some  cases  hold  that  the  con- 
tractor must  make  a  demand  for  the  certificate,  and  it  has  been  held  that 
an  inquiry  as  "  whether  the  returns  are  in  " — u  e.,  whether  the  estimates  and 
measurements  of  the  division  engineer  have  been  returned  to  the  chief  engi- 
neer so  that  he  can  make  his  final  estimate — is  not  a  demand  of  the  chief 
engineer  for  a  certificate  of  work  done/  * 


217  [1874]  ;  four  months,  Preston  v.  Syracuse 
(Sup. ),  86  N.  Y.  Supp  716. 

1  O'Brien  v.  City  of  New  York  (N.  Y. 
App.)f  85  N.  E.  Rep.  323,  189  N.  Y.  543. 

8  Dtarew  v.  Altoona  City,  121  Pa.  St. 
419 ;  McMahon  v.  N.Y.&E.  R.  Co.,  20 
N.  Y.  463 ;  Herrick  v.  Belkuap,  27  Vt 
673 ;  Downey  v.  O'Donnell,  92  111.  559  ; 
Grant  v.  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Ga. 
348 ;  Atlanta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Manghan,  49 
Ga.  266  ;  Milnor  v.  Georgia  R.  Co..  4  Ga. 
385  :  Lewis  v.  Hoar,  15  Am.  Law  Review 
239  [1881] ;  Trustees  of  I.  &  M.  Canal  v. 
Lynch,  10  111.  521  :  see  Thomas  v.  Fleury, 
26  N.  Y.  26  [1862] ;  N.  Y.  N.  H.  A. 
Sprinkler  Co.  v.  Andrews,  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 
998;  McFadden  t?  O'Donnell,  18  Cal.  160 
[1861];  A.  J.  Anderson  Elec.  Co.  v.  Cle- 
burne Co.  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  504 
[1894];  Bucher  v.  Schuback  (Com.  PI.)  23 


*  See  Sec.  417,  supra. 


N.  Y.  Supp  604 ;  Wilson  v.  York  &  Md. 
R.  Co.,  9  Peters  237;  Williams  v.  Chicago,, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  112  Mo.  463;  Guidet  «.  Mayor, 
86  N.  Y.  Super.  CU  557  [1873]  ;  and  see 
21  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  79 ;  see  also- 
United  States  v.  Robeson,  9  Pet.  319-827; 
Devlin  d.  2d  Ave.  R.  R.,  44  Barb.  81; 
Jenks  v.  Robertson,  12  Alb.  L.  J.  57 ; 
Smith  v.  Smith,  45  Vt.  438. 

8  Crawford  d.  Wolf,  29  Iowa  567  [1870]; 
McFadden  v.  O'Donnell,  supra. 

4  A.  J.  A.  Electric  Co.  t?.  Cleburne,  etc., 
Co.  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  504. 

5  Anderson  v.  Meislabn,  12  Daly  150 
[18831. 

•  Gibbons  t>.  Russell,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  879. 

1  Hartupee  t>.  Pittsburg,  97  Pa.  St.  107 
[1881]. 

8  Byron  v.  Low  (N.  Y.),  16  N.  E.  Rep. 
45  [1888];  and  see  Wilson  «.  York  &  MiL 
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The  fact  that  the  contractor  does  not  know  the  address  of  the  engineer 
and  could  not  obtain  it  from  the  company,  who  failed  to  assist  him  in  get- 
ting an  estimate  from  the  engineer,  will  excuse  the  demand  and  production 
of  it  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  engineer  disapproved  the  work  done.1 
The  duty  to  submit  questions  to  the  engineer  or  architect  is  mutual,  and 
neither  party  can  take  advantage  of  its  own  neglect  to  do  so.1 

440.  Inspection  and  Estimate  Bendered  Impossible  by  Act  of  Owner  or 
Company.* — If  the  certificate  is  withheld  not  because  the  work  has  not  been 
well  and  properly  completed  according  to  the  contract,  but  by  order  or 
request  of  the  owner  of  the  building  or  of  the  company,  the  builder  may 
recover  without  the  certificate.* 

When  the  contract  contained  a  provision  that  the  certificate  of  perform- 
ance shall  be  given  "agreeable  to  the  drawings  and  specifications  made  by 
architects  and  signed  by  the  parties  thereto,  and  the  drawings  and  specifica- 
tions have  been  returned  to  the  architect/'  and  no  drawings  and  specifica- 
tions were  ever  prepared,  the  failure  to  procure  the  architect's  certificate 
was  held  no  bar  to  recovery  and  its  production  unnecessary.4  A  failure  on 
the  part  of  the  company  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract  has  been  held 
to  be  sufficient  cause  for  the  contractor  to  rescind  the  contract  and  to  sue 
for  labor  and  materials  furnished,  in  which  case  the  part  requiring  an 
acceptance  by  the  architect  would  not  be  in  force,  and  the  company  could 
not  claim  the  benefit  of  it.  If  this  were  not  the  law  the  company  could  pre- 
vent the  contractor  from  completing  the  job,  and  thus  prevent  him  from 
doing  that  which  was  necessary  to  be  done  before  he  could  procure  the 
acceptance  or  a  certificate  of  the  architect.* 

If  the  owner  refuses  to  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  and  com- 
plete the  work,  the  provision  "that  all  disputes  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
work  shall  be  settled  by  the  architect,  and  all  disputes  as  to  the  value  of 
extra  work,  and  omitted  work,  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration/'  ceases  to  be 
operative,  and  the  contractor  may  bring  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  work 
he  has  done  and  materials  he  has  furnished,  without  the  architect's 
certificate/  f 

R.  Co.,  9  Peters  827;  Williams  v.  Chicago,  t>.  Leggett,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  255 

etc.  R.  Co.  (Mo.),  20  8.  W.  Rep.  681.  Anderson  t>.  Meislahn,  12  Daly  150  [18881 

1  Union  Stove  Works  v.  Aruoux,  26  N.  United  States  v.   Robeson,  9   Pet.    819 

Y.  Supp.  83.  Brunsdcn  *.  Bcresford.  1   C.   &  E.  125; 

•  County  nf  Payette  «. Laing,  127  Pa.  St.  Mlntosh  v.  Great  Western  Ry.,  2  Hall  & 

119  [1  y89] :  McPadden  v.  O*  Donnell.  18  Cal.  T.  250,  in  a  court  of  equity. 
160[1861J;  Downey  tJ.O'Donnell, 92111.559.  4  Phoenix  Iron  Co.  v.  The  Richmond,  6 

»  Whelen    v.    Boyd,   114   Pa.    St.    228  Maekey's  R.  180  [1887]. 


i 


1886];    Crawford  «.   Wolf.  C.   &  A.  29  *  Bonnett  v.  Glnttfeldt,  120  111.  175; 

owa  567:  Kingsley  v.  Brooklyn,  78  N.  Y.  Linch  t>.  Paris  Lumb.  Co.,  80  Tex.  28;  and 

216  [1879];  3  Amer.  &Eng.  Eucy.  Law  932,  Gillen  v.  Hubbard.  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  803. 

wnd  eases  cited;  Guidet  v.  Mayor,  86  N.  Y.  •  Velsor  v.  Eaton,  14  N,  Y.  Supp.  467 

Sup.  Ci.  557  [1873];  Mills  v.  Paul  (Tex.).  [1891];  Kinsley  v.  Brooklyn,  78N.  Y.  216 

80  S.  W.  Rep.  558;  St.  Louis  &  P.  R.  Co.  [1879];  Markcy  v.  City  of  M.  (Wis.),  45  N, 

«.  Kerr  (111.),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  638;  Martin  W.  Rep  28  [1890]. 

*  See  Sees.  823-826,  supra,  and  439-40  and  689,  infra. 
t  See  Sees.  323-326,  supra,  and  670  and  689,  infra. 
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If  the  company  has  rendered  the  inspection,  and  therefore  the  estimate 
and  certificate,  impossible  by  its  own  act,  by  concealing,  undoing  or  destroy* 
ing  the  work  that  has  been  done,  it  has  been  held  that  the  contractor  might 
recover  without  the  certificate.1  When  the  performance  of  the  work  has 
been  arrested  by  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the  company,  the  contractor  may 
have  his  election  either  to  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded  and  recover  for 
what  the  work  is  reasonably  worth,  or  to  so  much  as  he  is  justly  entitled,  or 
he  may  sue  upon  the  agreement  to  recover  for  the  work  completed  accord* 
ing  to  the  contract  and  to  recover  damages  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of 
the  refusal  to  permit  the  contractor  to  perform  the  contract;  which  include 
his  loss  of  profits.1  *  When  the  performance  has  been  prevented  by  circum- 
stances not  under  the  control  of  either  party,  then  neither  party  is  in  default 
and  no  profits  can  be  recovered.*  f  The  contractor's  recovery  will  be  for 
work  actually  performed  according  to  the  rate  established  by  the  contract, 
for  if  the  contractor  assumes  the  risks,  he  should  be  entitled  to  the  advan- 
tages resulting  from  them ;  and  the  fact  that  he  has  done  the  easier  part  of 
the  work  first,  is  no  reason  why  they  should  not  recover  per  the  contract 
rate,  for  they  could  not  have  recovered  more  than  the  contract  price  if  the 
more  expensive  parts  of  the  work  had  been  undertaken  and  performed 
first. 

The  English  courts  have  entertained  suits  for  damages  by  the  contractor 
against  the  architect  and  owner,  either  jointly  or  severally,  when  through 
fraud  or  collusion  they  have  withheld  or  refused  a  certificate.4  The  fraud 
or  collusion  must  be  alleged,'  for  he  cannot  be  subject  to  an  action  for  errors 
of  judgment  and  skill,  nor  for  refusing  to  reconsider  such  alleged  mistakes, 
his  duties  involving  discretion  and  judgment.'  The  owner  it  seems  is  not 
liable  for  the  acts  of  his  architect  or  engineer  in  withholding  the  certificate.' 

441.  Some  Courts  allow  Contractor  to  Recover  on  a  Substantial  Per- 
formance of  his  Contract. — The  approval  of  the  architect  may  be  presumed 
from  the  presence  of  the  architect  at  the  time  the  work  was  done  and  his 
failure  to  make  any  objections.*  If  the  architect,  acting  in  good  faith,  fails 
and  refuses  to  approve  the  work  in  any  form,  the  general  rule  is,  without 
doubt,  that  the  contractor  cannot  recover.  If  the  owner  approves  the  work, 
such  approval  by  the  architect  is  dispensed  with;  and  when  a  contractor  has 
fairly  endeavored  to  perform  his  contract  and  has,  in  fact,  substantially  per- 


1  Doyne  v.  Ebbsen,  73  Wis.  284  [1888]. 

*  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  Comstock  (N.  Y.)  412 
[1850]:  Boyd  t>.  Meighan,  48  N.  J.  Law 
404  [18861;  Hal)  v.  Bennett,  48  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  802;  Langd ell's  Summary  of  Contracts 
1077. 

*  Jones  v.  Judd,  supra.  This  decision 
was  not  without  disseution  and  was  rend- 
ered on  a  vole  of  four  to  three,  those  vot- 
ing in  the  negative  maintaining  that  dam- 
ages should    have   been   included.    The 

•  See  Sees.  690-696,  infra. 


work  was  excavation  and  embankment  of 
earthworks. 

4Batterbury  t>.  Vyse,  2  H.  &  C.  42; 
Ludbrook  v.  Barrett.  86  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  616. 

•  Stevenson  v.  Watson,  4  O.  P.  D.  148. 

•  Stevenson  v.  Watson,  supra. 

'  Clarke  v.  Watson,  18  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  278. 

•  Wright  v.  Meyer  (Tex.).  25  8.  W. 
Rep.  1122;  Coon  v.  Citizens'  VV.  Co.,  152 
Pa.  St.  644. 

t  See  Sees.  669-680,  infra. 
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formed  it.  many  courts  will  permit  him  to  recover  if  they  can  find  any 
plausible  ground  or  pretext  to  support  such  a  decision.1  * 

442.  Instances  in  Which  Contractor  has  Been  Allowed  to  Recover, 
Without  Complete  Performance,  and  Without  Seeming  Engineer's  Certifi- 
cate.— Some  courts*  seem  to  hare  been  more  lenient  with  contractors  and 
more  ready  to  permit  a  recovery  without  a  strict  performance  of  the  con* 
tract  or  of  its  conditions  than  other  courts  of  certain  states  or  of  England  or 
of  Canada.  In  New  York  this  is  due  to  several  causes,  and  among  others  it 
may  be  attributed  to  the  code  practice  in  vogue,  which  gives  jurisdiction  of 
equity  courts,  and  to  the  fact  that  the  courts  have  been  divided  on  this  ques- 
tion. In  the  United  States,  usually  a  substantial  performance  of  a  contract  in 
good  faith  will  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  for  his  work  notwithstand- 
ing slight  or  trivial  defects  and  omissions  in  its  performance,  for  which 
allowance  may  be  made  from  the  contract  price.  A  refusal  by  the  engineer 
to  give  his  certificate  because  of  small  and  unimportant  defects  and  omis- 
sions has  been  held  unreasonable,  and  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  it, 
even  though  the  contractor  had  intentionally  furnished  slightly  defective, 
work,  in  the  performance  of  his  contract.*  f  Where  an  owner  with  his  archi- 
tect has  accompanied  the  contractor  on  a  tour  of  inspection  through  the 
building  and  they  have  pointed  out  what  is  necessary  to  complete  the  entire 
job,  which  finishing  touches  have  been  made  and  done,  and  the  architect 
afterwards  called  the  attention  of  the  contractor  to  a  few  little  odd  jobs  and 
repairs  to  the  amount  of  $30,  which  he  insisted  should  be  done  before  he 
would  grant  his  certificate,  refusing  the  certificate  until  they  were  done, 
thereby  keeping  some  $2,700  from  the  contractor;  the  court  regarded  these 
little  items  of  work  "as  items  hatched  up  as  deficiencies  by  the  owner  and 
his  architect "  to  avoid  paying  the  contractor,  and  sufficient  evidence  of 
unreasonableness  and  bad  faith  to  dispense  with  the  condition  precedent4 
This  New  York  case  must  be  taken  as  probably  very  near  the  line,  and  the 
least  evidence  of  fraud  and  bad  faith  that  would  suffice.  It  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  court  was  pretty  well  satisfied  of  the  owner's  and  architect's 
intentions,  and  that  the  contractor  had  been  the  victim  of  their  collusion, 
but  the  bare  fact  of  their  insisting  on  these  odd  jobs  and  repairs  being  done 
would  hardly  justify  such  a  conclusion.  It  is  true  that  the  architect  might 
have  given  his  certificate  for  the  bulk  of  the  money  due  and  have  deducted 


1  Kane  v.  Ohio  Stone  Co..  39  Ohio  St.  1 

I 1QQQ1 

9  Nolan  t>.  Whitney,  88 N.  Y.  648  [1882]: 
citing  numerous  eases;  Keener's  Quasi-Con- 
tract  Cases,  pp.  113-139. 

*  Demarest  v.  Haide,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
398  [18851;  accord,  Bradley  v.  B re n nick, 
N.  Y.  C.  P.,  Dec.  1878;  Heckman  v.  Pink- 
ney,  81  N.  Y.  211. 

1  Thomas  v.  Fleurry,  26  N.  Y.  26;  at- 

#  See  Sees.  700-702,  infra. 


cord,  Bradner  e.  RoftVel  (N.  J.),  29  Atl. 
Rep.  817  [1894  h_ but  see  Hauhy  «.  Walker 
(Mich.),  45  N.  W.  Rep.  57  [1890],  which 
held  that  though  the  architect  had  been 
through  the  building  and  pointed  out  de- 
fects to  be  remedied  which  the  contractor 
had  done,  and  did  not  excuse  him  from 
furnishing  the  architect's  certificate  which 
bad  been  made  a  condition  precedent  to 
his  recovery. 

j  S  e  Sees.  69&-702,  infra. 
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sufficient  to  complete  the  job,  but  if  it  was  bad  faith  or  frivolous  on  the  part 
of  the  architect  to  retain  so  large  a  sum  of  money  for  so  trifling  a  matter,  it 
was  equally  unreasonable  for  the  contractor  to  refuse  to  perform  the  few 
odd  jobs.  The  question  whether  defects  were  so  trivial  and  insignificant  as 
to  justify  the  finding  that  the  work  was  substantially  performed  has  been 
held  a  question  of  fact.1 

The  question  of  what  is  a  substantial  performance  has  been  held  a  mixed 
conclusion  of  fact  and  law.  Whether  a  defect  or  omission  constituted  a 
breach  of  the  contract  it  seems  is  not  a  question  for  the  jury,  but  a  question 
of  law  for  the  court/  and  the  question  whether  the  conclusions  of  law  was 
supported  by  the  findings  of  fact  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  exceptions." 

If  the  architect  certified  to  the  completion  of  the  contract  when  it  was  not 
finished,  the  question  would  arise  if  it  would  be  binding  and  conclusive  on 
the  owner.  It  has  been  held  that  it  was ;  that  a  certificate  for  works  which 
lacked  some  $45  of  being  completed  was  not  sufficient  to  impeach  the  cer- 
tificate for  fraud  or  to  justify  the  owner  in  refusing  to  pay  for  at  least  the 
work  actually  done.4  There  are  cases  to  the  contrary  which  hold  that  the 
completion  of  the  work  should  be  insisted  upon,  and  that  it  is  no  excuse 
that  a  portion  of  it  might  be  executed  and  the  whole  completed  at  the  cost 
of  a  few  dollars.'  * 

These  cases  cannot  be  said  to  decide  that  the  holding  of  a  contractor  to 
the  strict  and  ultimate  completion  of  his  contractus  an  evidence  of  bad 
faith,  but  the  decisions  are  valuable  in  that  they  contain  lessons  for  archi- 
tects and  engineers — lessons  that  they  all  have  to  learn  sooner  or  later. 
They  show  the  necessity  of  being  noncommittal,  and  of  keeping  their  views 
to  themselves  until  they  have  carefully  looked  over  the  works,  the  contracts, 
the  specifications,  and  have  carefully  considered  them  all,  in  connection  with 
one  another,  and  to  refrain  from  expressing  themselves  as  to  what  will  con- 
stitute a  satisfactory  completion  of  a  structure  until  they  are  well  satisfied 
that  everything  is  done  that  the  contract  requires.  As  stated  before,  an 
engineer  should  see  much  and  say  little. 

In  Massachusetts  it  has  been  held  that  if  there  has  been  an  honest  inten- 
tion to  go  by  the  contract,  and  a  substantial  execution  of  it,  but  some  com- 
paratively slight  deviations  as  to  some  particulars  provided  for,  the  party 
may  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  even  when  there  is  a  special  contract,  and  so 
much  should  be  deducted  from  the  contract  price  as  the  works  are  worth  less, 
on  account  of  the  departures  and  omissions."   Another  case  holds  that  if  the 

>  Johnson  9.  De  Peyster,  50  N.  Y.  666      288,  and  Wildey  *.  School  Dlst.,  25  Mich. 

•  Glaucius  v.  Blnck,  67  N.  Y.  568.  6  Finnegan  &  Co.  «.  L.  Engle,  8  Fla.  418 
«  Ketchum  «.  Herrington  (Sup.),  18  N.      [1&591. 

Y.  Supp.  429  [1892].  •  flaywaid   •.    Leonard,    7   Pick.    181 

•  Lincoln  9.  Schwartz,  70  111.  184;   see      [1828J. 
<d*>  Kelley  «.  Syracuse,  81  N.  Y.  Supp. 

•  See  Sees.  870,  882-890,  iupra. 
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contractor  has  left  the  work  without  fraud  or  wilful  default,  believing  it  to 
be  completed  as  required  by  the  contract,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  price 
agreed  upon,  less  the  amount  paid  to  finish  it  to  the  acceptance  of  the  engi- 
neer.1 He  may  recover  the  amount  due  subject  to  deduction  for  damages  for 
imperfections  and  deficiencies  in  the  work.*  The  New  Hampshire  courts 
would  be  apt  to  allow  a  recovery  on  the  same  ground.3 

The  law  of  contracts  in  general  is  much  more  strict,  and  requires  a  com- 
plete performance  of  conditions  precedent,  as  the  English  law  requires.*  * 

443.  Instances  Showing  when  the  Engineer's  Determinations  have  been 
Upheld. — The  giving  of  a  final  certificate  when  works  lacked  some  $45  of 
completion  has  been  held  not  to  be  sufficient  to  impeach  the  engineer's  cer- 
tificate for  fraud  and  to  justify  the  company  in  refusing  to  pay  at  least  for 
the  work  actually  done,6  and  when  a  distance  was  to  be  ascertained  and 
fixed  by  an  engineer,  by  which  the  contractor  was  to  be  paid,  was  declared  to 
be  considerably  less  than  by  the  usual  route  or  by  the  air  line,  it  was  held  not 
to  be  a  mistake  so  gross  as  to  imply  bad  faith  or  a  failure  to  exercise  an 
honest  judgment.' 

An  award  which  is  not  the  result  of  the  judgment  of  the  engineer,  but 
is  based  on  an  agreement  between  one  party  and  the  engineer  even  though 
authorized  by  the  other  party,  is  not  binding  if  the  consent  of  one  party  was 
obtained  by  fraudulent  means; T  and  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  archi- 
tect with  his  employer  that  cost  of  the  works  shall  not  exceed  a  certain  sum, 
which  was  concealed  from  the  builder,  has  been  held  so  far  a  fraud  as  to 
excuse  him  from  obtaining  the  architect's  certificate,  and  to  entitle  him  to 
recover  without  it.*  Under  an  allegation  of  fraud  it  was  held  that  evidence 
of  the  use  of  inferior  and  rotten  flooring  in  a  building  should  have  been 
admitted  as  tending  to  show  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  architect  in  accept- 
ing such  materials.* 

In  England  the  engineer's  decision  has  been  held  to  prevail  notwith- 
standing there  was  a  clause  in  the  contract  that  "the  inspection  at  the  shope 
is  not  in  any  way  to  commit  the  company  to  the  approval  and  acceptance  of 
materials  which,  when  delivered,  shall  not  be  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
drawings  and  specifications/'  and  another  clause  that  "it  is  expressly  under- 
stood that  the  engineer's  approval  is  not  in  any  way  to  relieve  the  contractors 


1  Walker  «.  Orange  (Mass.),  16  Gray 
193  [I860];  tee  alio  Davis  v.  Badders(Ala.), 
10  So.  lip.  422. 

•  Dauville  Bridge  Co.  «.  Pomeroy,  16 
Pa.  St.  151  [1850] ;  accord.  Kane  v.  Ohio 
Stone  Co.,  89  Ohio  St.  1  [1888]. 

•Briiton  v.  Turner,  6  N.  H.  681;  Smith 
p.  B  C.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  86  N.  H.  459. 

♦Keener's  Cases  on  Quasi- Con  tracts; 
Lanjjdell's  Summary  1074  to  1089;  but  $ee, 
Lewis  v.  Hoar,  15  Amer.  Law  Rvw.  289 


[18811. 

6  Lincoln  t.  Schwartz  70  111.  184;  but  see 
Kelley  «.  Syracuse,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  288. 

•  Kiehlberg  v.  United  States,  97  U.  S.  898 
[1878]. 

1  Stockton  Works  t>.  Glen  Falls  Ins.  Co. 
(Cal.),  88  Pac.  Rep.  688,  687,  688. 

■  Kemp  t>.  Rose,  1  Giff.  258;  Kimbcrly  v. 
Dick  13  Eq.  1;  and  see  Pawley  «.  Turn- 
bull.  8  Giff.  70. 

•  Tetz  v.  Butterfield,  64  Wis.  242  [1882]. 


See  especially  Sees.  697-704,  infra. 
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from  the  conditions  and  stipulations  in  the  specifications."  It  was  held  that 
the  contract,  as  a  whole,  showed  that  the  parties  intended  the  final  expres- 
sion of  the  engineer's  satisfaction  with  the  entire  contract  to  be  conclusive* 
The  court  said:  "  It  would  be  most  extraordinary  if  this  clause  was  binding 
on  the  company  if  they  had  disputed  the  quality  of  the  iron  and  not  binding 
if  they  did  not.J 


a  i 


'XHwotat  *  W.  Bjr.  Oa  *  Hopkiw  Co.  (So*.).  86  L.  T.  top.  788  [18771. 
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CERTIFICATE  AND  ESTIMATE  OP  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  CONCLU- 
SIVE ON  BOTH  PARTIES  TO  THE  CONTRACT. 

444.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Determinations  shall  be  Equally  Binding 
and  Conclusive  upon  Both  Parties  to  the  Contract. 

"  It  is  hereby  further  agreed  that  the  said  directions,  decisions,  ad- 
measurements, valuations,  certificates,  orders,  and  awards  of  the  said 
engineer,  which  may  be  made  from  time  to  time,  shall  be  final  and  con* 
elusive  upon  the  company  or  owner  and  the  contractor^]  and  upon  his 
[their  J  respective  legal  representatives." 

445.  Engineer's  Certificate  and  Decision  are  Conclusive  on  the  Owner  as 
well  as  the  Contractor. — An  agreement  to  arbitrate  is  not  binding  on  either 
party  unless  both  are  bound,1  for  by  the  laws  of  arbitration  an  award  is  not 
binding  upon  one  party  unless  the  other  is  likewiee  bound.  The  groundwork 
of  the  law  governing  the  submission  of  questions  and  disputes  to  engineers  and 
architects  is  that  of  arbitration.  While  it  is  frequently  held  that  the  sub- 
mission is  not  strictly  a  submission  to  arbitration,  and  the  determination  is 
not  an  award  so  as  to  be  made  a  rule  of  the  court  under  the  codes  and 
special  laws  of  many  states,  yet  it  has,  as  has  been  shown  in  previous  chap- 
ters, all  the  essentials  of  a  common-law  submission  to  arbitration.  The  engi- 
neer has  been  called  a  quasu&rbiter,  an  umpire,  and  a  referee,  from  the 
earliest  to  the  present  period,  and  the  cases  have  been  supported  upon  the 
principles  of  arbitration  and  governed  by  its  laws  and  rules.  It  is  an  almost 
universal  law,  therefore,  that  when  a  contract  provides  that  the  engineer  shall 
pass  upon  the  work  and  certify  to  payments  to  be  made,  or  that  the  work 
and  materials  must  be  to  his  satisfaction  before  any  payment  therefor  shall 
become  due,  his  decisions  are  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the  contractor, 
owner,1  sureties/  subcontractors,4  and  all  parties  to  the  contract/ 


1  Nullelly  t>.  Southern  Iron  Co.  (Tenn.), 
29  S.  W.  Rep.  361. 

'McAuley  t>.  Carter,  22  111.  Rep.  68 
[18591. 

1  Finney  t>.  Condan,  86  111.  78  [18771. 

4Grannisl  etc.,  Co.  v.  Devees,  25  Nl  Y. 
8upp.  375:  Park  Fire  Ciay  Co.  v.  Ott  (Pa.), 
SO  All.  Rep.  1040;  Ross  v.  Mc Arthur.  85 
Iowa  203;  Brown  v.  Decker.  142  Pa,  St. 
640  [18911;  O'Reilly  v.  Kerns.  52  Pa.  St. 
214;  Guilbault  «.  McGreevy,  18  Can.  Sup. 
Ct  609;  Clark  «.   Diffenderfer,  81    Mo. 


App.  282;  and  see  Woodruff  v.  Hough 
(Ct.).  91  U.  S.  596  [1875];  Lathrop  «.  Ell* 
worth,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  873  [18911;  Cum- 
mings  v.  Bradford  (Ky.),  22  S.  W.  Rep.  548 
[1893];  Smith  «.  Molleson,  74  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  606;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  c.  Kerr, 
48  111.  App.  496;  Ricker  v.  Collins,  81  Tex. 
662,  and  St.  Joseph  I.  Co.  «.  Halversou,  48 
Mo.  App.  883,  which  held  engineer's  esti- 
ma  e  conclusive  upon  creditors  of  subcon- 
tractor. 
6Sauders  v.  Hutchinson,  26  111.  App. 
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The  conclusiveness  and  binding  effect  of  this  clause  upon  the  party  is 
usually  upheld  whenever  the  engineer's  or  architect's  determination  is  made 
a  condition  precedent  to  payment,  even  if  it  is  not  expressly  stipulated  that 
his  decision  shall  be  final  and  without  appeal.1 

When  it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  engineer's  decision  shall  be  final 
and  conclusive,  or  without  appeal,  it  is  so  held*  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
fraud,  gross  mistake,  or  unfair  dealings  on  the  part  of  the  engineer.  His 
acceptance  of  the  work,  or  his  refusal  to  accept,  is  equally  as  binding  and  con- 
clusive upon  both  the  owner  and  contractor.' 

When  the  certificate  has  been  granted  by  the  engineer,  the  fact  that  it 
was  afterwards  rescinded  by  the  city,  board,  or  company,  will  not  prevent  the 
contractor  from  recovering,  for  the  condition  required  has  been  performed, 
and  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  either  party  to  undo  it.4  A  court  of  equity 
will  compel  the  issuance  of  the  bonds,  the  payment  of  money  collected,  and 
the  collection  of  the  rest  by  assessment  by  mandamus,  even  though  the  work 
does  not  in  all  respects  comply  with  the  contract  and  specifications,  there 
being  no  allegation  of  fraudulent  practice  in  procuring  and  giving  of  the  cer- 
tificate.* The  engineer's  decision  is  conclusive,  and  the  duties  of  the  comp- 
troller are  purely  ministerial,  and  he  must  approve  and  issue  a  warrant  to 
pay  contractor  on  engineer's  certificate."  A  writ  of  mandamus  will  be  issued 
to  compel  the  comptroller  to  sign  the  warrants,  or  specifically  state  his  reasons 
for  refusing  to  do  so.  An  answer  by  the  comptroller  that  "  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  contract  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  act  governing  such  con- 


688;  Flynn  v.  Dea  Moines,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63 
Iowa  492;  O'Dea  t>.  City  of  Winona,  41 
Minn.  424;  Price  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
88  Fed.  Rep.  804;  People  v.  City  of  Syra- 
cuse, 20  N.  T.  Supp.  236;  Phila..  etc.,  H. 
Co.  *.  Seber  Howard,  13  How.  Rep.  307  ; 
Alton,  etc..  R.  Co.  «.  Northcott,  16 111.  49 ; 
Vulcanite  Pav.  Co  v.  Phila.  Traction  Co. 
(Pa.).  8  Atl.  Rep.  777;  8larr  *.  G.  C.  Min. 
Co.,  6  Montana  485;  Brady  v.  Mayor  of  N. 
Y.,  30  N.  E.  757  [1893];  accord.  Coon  «. 
Allen  (Mass.),  80  N.  £.  Rep  88  [1892]; 
Laidlaw  v.  Hastings  Pier  Co.,  86  Law 
Times  Rep.  786;  Thompson  v.  Lord  Bate- 
man,  86  Law  Times  Rep.  736;  McCoy  v. 
Long,  18  111.  147. 

»Wyckoff  v.  Meyers,  44  N.  T.  148 
[1870];  People  v.  Syracuse,  20  N.  Y.  Supp. 
286;  s.  o.  (N.  Y.  App.)  88  N.  E.  Rep.  1006; 
O'Dea  v.  Winona  (Minn.) *wpra,  Park  Fire 
Clay  Co.  t>.  Ott  (Pa.),  30  Atl  Rep.  1040; 
Wilcox  v,  Stephanson  (Fla.).  11  So.  Rep. 
659;  Tetz  v.  Butterfield,  54  Wis.  242  [1882]; 
Sheffield,  etc  ,  Co  t>.  Gordon,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  843;  Kennedy  v.  Poor  (Pa),  25  Atl. 
Rep.  119;  Hot  Springs  R.  Co.  «.  Maher,  48 
Ark  5*22 

■  Price V  Chicago,  etc..  R.  Co.,  8S  Fed. 
Rep.  804  [1889];  Gay  t>.  Haskins,  80  N.  Y. 
Supp.  191;  Bournique  v,  Arnold,  33  111. 


App.  808  [1889];  Reillyo.  City  of  Albany 
(N.  Y.).  89  Alb.  L.  J.  174  [18891;  Trustees 
of  I.  &  M.  Canal  t>.  Lynch,  10  111.  521;  and 
see  Snell  v.  Brown,  71  111.  184;  Finney  v. 
Condon,  86  111.  78;  Lull  v.  Eorf,  84  111. 
225;  Downey  v.  O'Donnell,  86  111.  78; 
Mercer  v.  Harris,  4  Neb.  82;  Howard  v. 
Alleghany  Val.  R.  Co.,  69  Pa.  St.  489 
[1871];  O'Reilly  v.  Kerns,  2  P.  F.  Smith 
214;  Beswick  v.  Piatt  (Ph.)  21  Atl.  Rep. 
806  [1891];  Phila.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Seber 
Howard,  13  How.  Rep.  807;  Sinclair  «. 
Tallmadge,  85  Barb.  602;  Boettler  t>.  Ten- 
dick  (Tex.),  11  8.  W.  Rep.  497  [18891; 
Reynolds  v.  Caldwell,  1  P.  F.  Smith  298; 
Snaith  v.  Smith,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  518;  s.  c, 
27  N.  Y.  Supp.  879;  Thompson  «.  Lord 
Bateman,  36  Law  Times  Rep.  736. 

1  Reilly  v.  City  of  Albany,  112  N.  Y.  80 
[1889],  and  cases  cited  supra. 

•Reilly  t>.  City  of  Albany,  112  N.  Y.  80 
[1889];  Bournique  v.  Arnold,  supra. 

•  People  t>.  Syracuse,  20  N.  x .  Supp. 
286;  s.  c,  38  N.  E.  Rep.  1006. 

•In  re  Freel,  148  N.  Y.  165;  [18961; 
semble.  People  v.  Fitch,  147  N.  Y.  855;  ac- 
cord, Commonwealth  v.  Clarkson,  8  Pa.  St. 
281  [18461;  but  see  Beeckman  v.  Landers 
(Gal.),  48  Pac.  Rep.  1125. 
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tracts,  that  the  articles  were  unsuitable  and  unserviceable,  and  that  the  con- 
tractor was  allowing  large  commissions  to  the  agent  who  secured  the  con- 
tract, was  held  not  a  ground  of  objection  founded  on  matters  within  the  comp- 
troller's discretion,  and  not  a  defense  to  the  writ.1 

Neither  the  contractor  nor  the  owner  can  question  or  dispute  the  engineer's* 
decision,  except  for  fraud,  or  something  that  implies  or  creates  a  presump- 
tion of  fraud,  and  the  jury'  should  be  well  satisfied  of  the  fraud  to  disregard 
the  engineer's  estimate,  or  his  refusal  to  grant  a  certificate. 

446.  Owner  Cannot  Avoid  Engineer's  Certificate  by  Pleading  Work  was 
Insufficiently  Done. — Whether  the  work  must  be  completed  according  to 
the  contract  and  specifications,  or  whether  the  engineer's  decision  and  accept- 
ance will  prevail,  is  not  settled.  It  should  be  decided  by  settling  the  ques- 
tion, "Whatwas  the  intention  of  the  parties?"  If  that  can  be  gathered 
from  the  contract,  it  should  hold/  Sometimes  a  clause  is  inserted  provid- 
ing for  such  a  contingency. 

When  the  contract  provided  that  the  materials  used  should  be  strictly  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  it  authorized  the  city  to 
appoint  such  a  person  to  inspect  [and  accept]  the  materials  as  might  be 
deemed  proper,  it  was  held  that  a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  con- 
tractor and  inspector  as  to  whether  or  not  the  materials  conformed  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  was  an  incident  contemplated  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  and  that  the  rejection  of  materials  in  good  faith  by  the  inspector 
gave  no  ground  for  damages  to  the  contractor,  even  if  the  rejected  mate- 
rials did  conform  to  the  specifications.4 

If  a  structure  is  to  be  built  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications  and 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  it  may  be  doubted  if  his  acceptance  will 
hold  unless  it  has  been  done  according  to  the  contract/*  The  provision  for 
acceptance,  or  to  engineer's  satisfaction,  has  been  held  an  additional  safe- 
guard/ but  when  full  powers  to  determine  quantity,  quality,  value,  and 
other  like  questions  as  to  workmanship  and  completion  of  a  structure  are 
given  to  an  engineer,  and  his  decision  is  made  final  and  conclusive  upon  the 
parties,  or  it  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  liability  to  pay  therefor  on  the 
part  of  the  owner,  it  is  generally  held  that  the  parties  cannot  go  behind  hie 
decision  without  impeaching  his  estimates  and  decisions  for  fraud,  collu- 


1  Co  mm  on  wealth  t>.  Philadelphia  (Pa. 
Sup.),  86  Atl.  Rep.  195;  Commonwealth  v. 
Clarkson,  8  Pa.  St.  281  (18461;  and  see 
Board  of  Pub.  Liby.  v.  Arnold,  60  111. 
App.  828,  and  People  t.  Palmer  (Sup.),  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  282 

'Tetz  v.  Butterfield,  64  Wis.  242  [1882]; 
Slmrpe  v.  San  Paulo  Ry.  Co.,  8  Ch.  App. 
606;  Taylor  •.  Renn,  79  111.  181;  Scott  v. 
Cnriwation  of  Liverpool.  8  D.  &  J  884; 
Price  v.  Chicago  8  F.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.  88 
Fed,  Rep.  804  [1889]. 


•Dunaberg  &  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hopkins 
&  Co.,  86  Law  Times  788. 

♦Montgomery  t>.  City  of  New  York,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  687;  b.  c.  45  N.  E.  Rep.  550; 
Pennell  v.  Mayor,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  876,  was 
distinguished. 

*  See  Kennedy  ».  Poor  (Pa.),  25  Atl.  Rep. 
119;  a.  c.  151  Pa.  St.  472. 

•  Glaucus  t>.  Black,  67  N.  Y.  668  [187»]; 
Bo:ird  v.  First  Natl  Bank,  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
892. 


*See  Sees.  370,  881-888  supra. 
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sion,  or  such  conduct  as  implies  fraud  or  bad  faith  on  the  engineer's  part.1 
When  work  has  been  accepted  by  the  engineer  and  he  has  issued  his  certifi- 
cate of  completion  to  the  contractor,  it  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  the 
contract  price  that  "  in  certain  particulars  the  work  does  not  conform  to 
the  plans  and  specifications  or  contract/"  or  "that  the  engineer's  estimate 
was  largely  in  excess  of  the  actual  quantities  and  the  contractor  greatly 
overpaid/'*  or  "that  the  required  work  to  be  paid  for  had  never  been 
done,"4  or  "  that  there  were  omissions/"  or  "that  the  work  was  defective  or 
that  the  structure  fell."  *  An  agreement  to  complete  work  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  a  commissioner  of  public  works,  and  according  to  certain  plans  and 
specifications,  does  not  require  a  literal  compliance  with  the  specifications 
and  plans.7  There  should  be  no  fraudulent  concealment  of  defects,  or  mis- 
represen  tations.  * 

When  the  engineer  has  passed  judgment,  rendered  his  estimate,  and  a 
settlement  has  been  made  by  the  tribunal  and  according  to  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  parties,  courts  will  not  open  up  the  whole  question  if  they  can 
justify  their  course  in  not  so  doing.*  If  an  engineer  has  been  present  upon 
the  works,  watched  their  progress,  inspected  and  estimated  it  from  time  to 
time,  and  has  given  his  final  certificate  of  completion,  with  the  amount  due 
the  contractor,  there  can  be  no  going  behind  it.  The  engineer,  under  such 
circumstances,  has  been  held  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  his  knowledge  held 
to  be  the  owner's  knowledge,  and  if  there  were  no  false  or  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations the  owner  and  contractor  were  alike  bound.* 

When  the  work  has  been  completed  and  accepted  the  contractor  cannot 
be  held  for  breakages,  repairs,  or  injuries  resulting  from  defective  work  or 
materials.1*  If  poor  work  results  from  the  engineer's  negligence  or  ignorance, 
it  has  been  held  to  be  contributory  negligence  of  the  owner,  and  he  cannot 
recover  from  the  contractor.11    If,  however,  the  final  estimate  has  not  been 


People  v.  Syracuse,  20  N.  Y.  Supp. 
286;  s.  c.  (N.  Y.  App.)  88  N.  S.  Rep. 
1006,  144  N.  Y.  68,  and  966  eases  cited 
supra.  Sees.  423-428. 

*  People  t>.  Syracuse  (N.  Y.),  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  286;  s.  c.  on  appeal,  88  N.  E.  Rep. 
1006;  Snaith  t>.  Smith,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  879; 
Vulcanite  Pav.  Co.  «.  Pbila.  Traction  Co., 
116  Pa.  St.  280  [1887];  a.  c.  8  Atl.  Rep.  777. 
Evidence  to  that  effect  will  not  be  received, 
Reilly  t>.  City  of  Albany.  112  N.  Y.  80 
[18891;  Brady  «.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  80  N.  E. 
Rep.  757  [18921;  Phila.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t>.  Se- 
ber  Howard,  18  How.  Rep.  807;  Board, 
etc.,  o.  Newlin  (Ind.),  81  N.  E.  Rep.  465; 
Harvey  v.  Lawrence  (Eng.),  15  L.  T.  Rep. 
071  [18671:  Omaha  v.  Hammond.  94  U. 
8.  98  [1877];  8.  c,  5  Cent.  Law  Jour.  168. 

■  Price  0.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88  Fed. 
Rep.  804;  Lathrop  «.  Ellsworth,  15  N.  Y. 
Supp.  878  [18911 

4Laidlaw*.  Hastings  Pier  Co.,  86  Law 


Times  Rep.  786. 

•English  t>.  School  Dist  (Pa.),  80  Atl. 
Rep.  506 

•People  «.  Syracuse,  20  N.  Y.  Supp. 
286.  Beswick  t>.  Piatt  (Pa.),  supra;  Brown 
f>.  Decker,  142  Pa.  St.  640  [1891];  Board  of 
Commrs.  v.  O'Connor  (Ind.),  85  N.  E.  Rep. 
1006. 

'  Brady  «. .  Mayor  of  N.  Y. ,  80  N.  E. 
Rep.  757  [1892] ;  affirming  9  N.  Y.  Supp. 
898 

•Boettler  «.  Tendrick  (Tex.),  11  S.  W. 
Rep.  497  [1889];  Ayr  Road  Trustees  «. 
Adams,  11  Scotch  Session  Cases  826 
[1888]. 

'Ayr  Road  Trustees  v.  Adams,  11  Scotch 
Session  Cases  826  [1888]. 

10  Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  c.  Harlan  & 
Hollingsworth  Co.,  66  Md.  42  [1886]; 
Adams  «.  Hill.  16  Me.  215  [1889]. 

"Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Harlan  ft 
Hollingsworth  Co.,  66  Md.  42  [1886]. 
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made  aud  given  to  the  contractor,  the  contractor  may  be  held  to  the  terms 
of  his  contract  by  the  engineer,  and  the  fact  that  he  has  received  progress 
certificates  that  work  was  satisfactory  and  has  been  paid  according  to  them 
does  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  defects  in  the  work,  which  were  not  apparent 
upon  mere  inspection.1  * 

447.  Provision  that  Estimate  and  Decision  of  Engineer  shall  be  Final 

and  Conclusive  upon  Contractor. 

Clause:  "To  prevent  all  disputes  and  litigation,  it  is  further  agreed 
by  and  between  the  parties  to  this  contract,  that  the  chief  or  acting 
chief  engineer  shall  in  all  cases  determine  the  amount  or  the  Quantity 
of  the  several  kinds  of  work  which  are  to  be  paid  for  under  tnis  con- 
tract, and  he  shall  determine  all  questions  in  relation  to  said  work  and 
the  construction  thereof,  and  he  shall  in  all  cases  decide  every  question 
which  may  arise  relative  to  the  fulfillment  of  this  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  said  contractor,  and  his  estimate  and  decision  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive  upon  said  contractor  ;  and  in  case  any  question  shall  arise 
between  the  parties  hereto  touching  this  contract,  such  estimate  and 
decision  shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  party  of  the 
second  part  to  receive  any  money  under  this  agreement/' * 

448.  Provision  that  Certificates  Inconsistent  with  Terms  of  Contract 

may  be  Rejected. 

Clause:  "And  provided  further  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
be  construed  to  affect  the  right  hereby  reserved  of  the  said  commis- 
sioner to  reject  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  aforesaid  work  should 
the  said  certificates  or  any  of  them  be  found  or  known  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  terms  of  this  agreement  or  otherwise  improperly  given/1  * 

449.  Provision  that  Certificate  shall  not  Preclude  City  or  Board  from 

Showing  True  and  Correct  Amount  and  Character  of  Work. 

Clause :  "  And  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  and  understood  by  and 
between  the  parties  hereto  that  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  their 
successors  and  assigns,  shall  not,  nor  shall  any  department  or  officer  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  be  precluded  or  estopped  by  any  return  or  certi- 
ficate made  or  given  by  any  engineer,  inspector,  or  other  officer,  agent, 
or  appointee  of  said  Department  of  Public  Works  or  of  said  parties  of 
the  first  part,  under  or  in  pursuance  of  anything  in  this  agreement 
contained,  from  at  any  time  showing  the  true  and  correct  amounts  and 
character  of  the  work  which  shall  have  been  done  and  the  materials 
which  shall  have  been  furnished  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  or 
any  other  person  or  persons  under  this  agreement,  nor  from  at  any  time 
withholding  payment  of  the  several  sums  herein  specified  until  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  when  thereunto  required  on  behalf  of 
the  said  city,  shall  make  and  furnish  sufficient  and  independent  proof 
of  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  work  and  materials  done  and  fur- 
nished under  this  agreement."  * 

450.  Meaning  of  Clauses  Reviewed. —Taken  separately  or  together  these 

'Hartupee  t.  Pittsburg,  97  Pa.  St.  107         *  Stipulations   used   by  Department  of 
[1881].  Public  Works,  New  York  City. 

•See  Sees.  468-469,  infra. 
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are  interesting  stipulations,  that  have  been  adopted  by  aqueduct  commis 
sioners,  dock  and  public  works  departments  of  New  York  City,  who  are 
believed  to  be  the  authors  of  them.  It  should  be  observed  that  it  is  first 
provided  that  the  engineer's  estimate  and  decision  on  every  question  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive  on  the  contractor  and  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right 
to  receive  any  moneys  under  the  agreement.  The  engineer's  decision  is  not 
made  final  and  conclusive  on  the  board  or  city,  but  by  a  later  clause  the  right 
is  expressly  reserved  to  reject  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  work  if  the  engi- 
neer's certificate  be  found  inconsistent  with  the  contract  or  otherwise  improp- 
erly given.  By  another  provision  neither  the  city  nor  any  officer  thereof  is  to 
be  precluded  from  showing  the  true  and  correct  amounts  and  character  of  the 
work  and  materials  furnished  by  the  contractor,  nor  from  withholding  pay- 
ments therefor  until  the  contractor  shall  furnish  independent  proof  of  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  work  and  materials  furnished. 

451.  Work  Instead  of  Certificate  is  Rejected  when  Engineer  has  Gone 
Wrong. — Secondly,  it  is  expressed  in  terms,  what  is  often  held  by  the 
courts,  viz.,  that  the  engineer,  architect,  or  arbitrator  must  render  a  decision 
which  is  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  submission  ;  but  the 
stipulation  goes  further,  and  imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  contractor  by  re- 
jecting his  work,  if  the  certificates  be  found  inconsistent  with  contract  or 
are  improperly  given.  For  the  wrongful  act  of  the  engineer  the  contract 
imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  contractor,  which  is  manifestly  unjust  unless  he 
has  influenced  the  engineer's  acts.  The  contractor  has  no  control  over  the 
engineer,  who  is  the  employee  of  the  city,  company,  or  owner,  yet  the  rejec- 
tion of  his  work  may  depend  upon  the  engineer's  acts  or  misdeeds,  without 
regard  to  who  instigated  them. 

452.  Stipulation  Holds  Contractor  to  Terms  which  City  Expressly  Repu- 
diates.— Thirdly,  the  contract  reserves  to  the  board,  city,  or  owner  the  right 
to  show  the  true  and  correct  amounts  and  character  of  work  and  materials, 
which  right  it  expressly  denies  to  the  contractor.  It  establishes  a  tribunal 
for  the  contractor  which  it  expressly  repudiates  for  the  city.  By  its  terms 
the  contractor  agrees  to  abide  the  decision  of  a  man  in  whom  the  board  or 
city  confessedly  have  not  the  confidence  which  they  require  the  contractor 
to  repose  in  him,  although  it  employs  him,  holds  him  its  agent,  and  retains 
him  in  its  control. 

453.  Contractor  to  Prove  His  Claims  if  City  be  Dissatisfied  with  En- 
gineer's Estimates. — The  right  which  the  city  retains  to  dispute  the  quanti- 
ties, etc.,  is  expressly  denied  to  the  contractor.  Nor  is  this  all;  the  contract 
requires  further  that  if  the  engineer  neglects,  fails,  or  refuses  to  perform 
his  duties,  or  performs  them  in  a  fraudulent  and  dishonest  manner,  that 
then  the  contractor's  payments  for  work  done  and  materials  supplied  may 
be  withheld  until  he  shall  have  furnished  independent  proofs  of  the  quan- 
tity and  quality  of  the  work  and  materials  he  has  supplied.  He  first  forfeits 
his  right  to  show  what  he  is  justly  entitled  to,  if  it  be  to  the  city  or  board's 
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advantage,  and  then  he  is  required  to  furnish  independent  proofs  of  the  same, 
if  the  estimates  are  unfavorable  or  unsatisfactory  to  the  city' or  board.1 

By  such  an  agreement  the  elements  of  an  arbitration  are  wholly  de- 
stroyed, and  the  foundation  upon  which  the  cases,  which  uphold  the  decision 
of  engineers  and  architects  as  quasi-arhitrators,  stand  is  undermined.  It 
leaves  nothing  but  the  contract  obligation  to  bind  the  contractor,  and  it  is  at 
least  doubtful  if  his  agreement  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer 
would  be  binding  and  conclusive.  In  view  of  the  adverse  and  hostile  criti- 
cisms of  our  courts  of  the  clauses  cited  and  discussed  in  Chapter  XII,  one 
can  imagine  with  what  disfavor  these  extraordinary  and  burdensome  stipu- 
lations may  be  received. 

454.  Elements  of  an  Arbitration  are  Wanting  when  but  One  Party  is 
Bound  by  Award. — By  these  stipulations  the  draftsman  has  sought  to  give 
greater  protection  to  the  board  or  city  without  any  evident  regard  to  the 
burdens,  hardships,  and  injustice  imposed  upon  the  contractor.  The  con- 
tractor is  required  to  submit  every  question  and  dispute  to  a  ^turn-arbitrator, 
by  whose  award  he  alone  is  bound.  The  essential  element  of  a  submis- 
sion to  arbitration,  and  by  which  its  legality  is  affected,  is  wanting.  How  can 
one  party  of  an  arbitration  be  bound  and  the  other  party  be  free  to  accept 
or  repudiate  the  award  ?  When  the  mutual  obligation  of  both  parties  to 
abide  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer  is  destroyed,  the  groundwork  upon 
which  nearly  all  the  cases  decided,  have  been  sustained,  is  destroyed.  It 
ceases  to  be  a  tribunal,  and  the  whole  discussion  of  Chapter  XII  and  Chap- 
ter XIII  (Sees.  335-417)  is  opened  and  reviewed. 

Whether  or  not  the  clauses  will  be  sustained,  and  the  contractor  alone 
be  bound  by  the  engineer's  decision,  will  depend  upon  whether  the  courts 
regard  the  engineer  as  a  gwa*t-arbitrator,  as  he  is  looked  upon  in  the  great 
majority  of  cases,  or  whether  he  is  regarded  as  the  agent  or  impersonation 
of  the  city,  company,  or  owner." 

455.  Agreement  Savors  Strongly  of  Injustice  and  Oppression.  Obligation 
is  Hot  Mutual. — The  obvious  intent  is  to  make  the  engineer's  estimates  and 
decisions  conclusive  upon  the  contractor,  and  to  leave  the  city  (or,  better  say, 
its  officers)  free  to  accept  or  repudiate  the  engineer's  estimates  and  deter- 
minations as  it  (they)  will,  to  question  the  accuracy  of  his  estimates  and  the 
justice  of  his  decisions  and  to  appeal  them  to  our  courts  for  trial,  which 
trial  is  denied  to  the  contractor.  The. contractor  is  required  to  submit  un- 
qualifiedly to  the  determinations  of  the  of  the  city's  paid  servant  and 
agent,  which  the  city  itself  and  its  officers  refuse  to  trust.    Such  a  con- 

1  The  author  has  used  he  words  "  unfa-  cision  of  the  engineer  is  against  the  interest 
vorable  and  unsatisfactory  "  here,  and  he-  of  the  city  or  at  variance  with  the  board's 
lleves  that  he  is  Justified  in  so  doing,  foe  understanding  and  wishes,  that  such  deter- 
nearly  all  the  trouble  arising  in  such  cases  urinations  are  repudiated, 
comes  from  disagreements  as  to  the  mean-  '  See  Ranger  v.  Gt.  Western  R.  Co.,  5  H. 
ing  and  intent  of  the  contract,  which  often  of  L.  Cas.  72  ;  Williams  v.  Chicago,  etc.. 
is  ambiguous ;  and  it  b  only  when  the  de-  R  Co..  112  Mo.  468. 
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tract  contains  all  the  objectionable  elements  by  reason  of  which  courts 
have  refused  to  enforce  such  stipulations.  The  contract  is  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  or  of  an  agent  whom  the  oitj 
retains  the  right  to  control  and  direct,  to  employ  and  to  discharge.  He 
may  be  the  agent,  mouthpiece,  and  tool  of  the  city  or  its  officers,  elected 
or  appointed,  and  his  determination  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  that 
of  the  city  itself.    The  contract  obligations,  therefore,  are  not  mutual. 

456.  Some  Seasons  why  Stipulation  should  not  be  Favored,  or  Upheld 
Even. — In  view  of  what  has  preceded,  it  will  be  difficult  to  see  how  the 
stipulations  can  be  sustained  except  upon  the  theory  of  a  condition  prece- 
dent. If  adopted  in  certain  states  and  if  decisions  already  rendered  were 
followed,  they  would  certainly  be  fruitful  of  trouble  and  litigation,  which 
would  be  expensive  to  both  parties,  and  in  which  the  contractor  would  prob- 
ably have  the  best  of  the  fight.  Clauses  so  manifestly  unjust,  burdensome, 
and  arbitrary,  imposed  by  men  acting  for«nd  in  behalf  of  a  justice-loviug, 
fair-minded  public,  should  not  be  upheld  wherever  and  whenever  the  test  is 
made  one  of  jurisprudence,  equity,  or  precedence. 

The  power  to  impose  such  restrictions  and  conditions  in  a  contract  for 
public  work,  required  to  be  advertised  and  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  assumed 
by  public  officers  without  authority,  is  directly  in  contravention  to  the  spirit 
and  letter  of  the  laws,  charters,  and  constitutions  of  our  public  institutions, 
requiring  open  and  honest  competition  before  contracts  for  public  work  shall 
be  awarded. 

Conditions  and  stipulations  so  onerous  and  unfair,  and  so  needless  and 
useless,  so  tyrannical  and  arbitrary,  might  well  be  regarded  as  an  additional 
burden  imposed  upon  the  people  or  property,  paying  for  the  improvement, 
without  authority  or  reason.*  By  adopting  them  the  officers  of  the 
city  have  assumed  to  increase  the  burdens,  and  therefore  the  taxes  of  the 
city,  without  authority,  precedent,  and  almost  without  following.  Bur- 
dens, contingencies,  and  possibilities  are  put  upon  the  contractor,  or 
bidder,  which  no  reasonably  careful  and  honest  man  would  undertake, 
except  at  a  price  far  above  the  actual  value  of  the  work.  The  reserva- 
tion of  such  privileges  is  a  warning  from  men  in  power  to  any  bidder  that 
is  not  in  favor,  to  not  undertake  the  work  without  providing  himself  with 
the  sinews  of  war,  which  must  be  at  the  expense  of  the  work  and  therefore 
of  the  city. 

457.  Stipulations  are  Hot  in  Favor  Elsewhere.  When  Adopted,  they 
have  been  Modified. — That  such  stipulations  are  not  in  good  favor  is  evident 
from  the  fact  that  many  cities  of  New  England  which  have  adopted  the 
clauses  of  the  New  York  contract  have  omitted  or  modified  these  clauses  so  as 
to  make  the  engineer's  estimate  binding  upon  both  parties,  excepting  a  brief 
statement  as  follows,  viz. :  "  Provided,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
oonstrued  to  affect  the  right  hereby  reserved  of  the  said  Commissioner  of 

*  See  Sec.  884,  supra. 
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Public  Works  to  reject  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  aforesaid  work, 
should  the  said  engineer's  certificate  be  found  or  known  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  or  otherwise  improperly  given."  *  What- 
ever right  the  commissioner  would  have  to  reject  and  not  pay  for  work 
would  depend  upon  the  rights  reserved  in  other  parts  of  the  contract,  but 
the  right  to  repudiate  unauthorized  acts  of  the  engineer  the  law  reserves,  and 
any  acts  or  errors  on  his  part  which  would  imply  bad  faith  or  fraud  entitle 
the  owner  or  commissioner  to  the  protection  of  the  courts  in  any  case,  and 
under  any  stipulation.  The  clause  as  recited  above  would  give  no  unusual 
privileges,  and  the  question  whether  the  certificate  was  or  was  not  consistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  had  been  improperly  given,  would  become 
a  question  for  the  courts,  and  depend  upon  whether  it  was  according  to  the 
contract  and  was  free  from  fraud,  collusion,  or  such  gross  mistakes  as  would 
necessarily  imply  bad  faith.1 

Whether  work  could  be  rejected  which  itself  conformed  to  the  contract 
and  specification  merely  because  the  certificate  was  inconsistent  may  well  be 
doubted. 

458.  The  Clauses  have  Found  Little  Favor  in  the  Government  Depart- 
ments, in  other  Cities  or  with  Other  Corporations. — The  clauses  have  been  in 
use  for  some  years  by  the  aqueduct  commissioners,  public  works  and  deck 
departments  of  the  City  of  New  York,  and  were  adopted  wholesale  by  the 
village  of  Newton,  Mass.,  in  1890,  in  the  contract  for  its  water  works. 
They  have  not  found  sufficient  favor  to  be  adopted  in  other  cities  in  New 
York  State,  in  the  United  States,  in  Canada,  or  in  Great  Britain.  The 
cities  of  Boston,  Providence,  Chicago,  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis,  Kansas  City, 
St.  Louis,  St.  Paul;  Toronto,  Canada;  Liverpool,  London,  and  Manchester, 
England;  the  commercial,  manufacturing,  and  railroad  companies  of  the 
country;  the  Supervising  Architect  of  the  United  States  and  the  U.  S. 
Army  Engineers,  the  World's  Columbian  Exposition;  the  public  works  de- 
partments of  Canada,  England,  or  India,  have  not  seen  fit  to  adopt  them. 
In  fact,  if  these  clauses  as  used  by  the  various  departments  of  the  City  of 
New  York  have  inherent  superiority  or  special  strength,  it  must  be  in  con* 
sequence  of  some  conditions  or  circumstances  peculiar  to  the  city  herself,  or 
that  is  peculiar  to  the  administration  of  the  courts  [laws]  of  the  state.  The 
various  departments  of  other  corporations,  cities,  states  and  governments 
have  not  discovered  the  necessity  nor  propriety  of  adopting  them,  notwith- 
standing thousands  of  printed  copies  have  been  distributed  throughout  the 
countries. 

The  contract  form  adopted  by  the  departments  of  engineering  and 
public  works  for  work  on  the  New  York  State  canals  provides  that  state 
engineer  and  surveyor  and  division  engineer  shall  finally  and  conclusively 

1  Semble,  O'Brien  v.  Mayor,  15  N  Y.  Supp.  525,  189  N.  T.  548.  cases  cited. 

*  Providence;    Massachusetts   Metropolitan  Sewerage  Commission;   Boston  Water 
Works :  St.  Louis. 
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decide  questions  of  quantity,  prices,  etc.,  subject  however  to  the  revision  of 
the  canal  board,  as  provided  by  law.  The  right  to  revise  or  review  the  esti- 
mates of  the  engineer  is  sometimes  reserved,  more  frequently  of  late  than 
formerly,  where  the  engineer  is  a  public  official,  perhaps  elected  or  appointed, 
and  therefore  susceptible  to  political  influence.  The  right  to  revise  has 
been  reserved  to  a  railroad  president.1 

459.  Modified  Forms  of  the  New  Tork  Clauses  are  in  Use.— The  1891 
contract  for  branch  sewers  of  the  City  of  Philadelphia  (but  not  for  main 
sewer),  requires  "  the  work  to  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  director 
[engineer],  and  that  all  materials  and  work  shall  be  subject  to  the  inspec- 
tion and  approval  of  the  director  "  [engineer],  which  would  probably  be  in- 
terpreted to  his  reasonable  satisfaction  and  approval.  The  contract  also 
contains  the  following  clause: 

"  It  is  further  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  and  between  the 
parties  hereto,  and  is  hereby  made  part  of  this  agreement,  that  nothing 
contained  in  this  contract  or  in  the  specifications  hereto  attached  shall 
be  taken  or  construed  to  preclude  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  from 
contesting  the  estimates  or  certificates  of  any  officer  of  the  City  of 
Philadelphia,  or  the  claim  of  the  said  part. . .  of  the  second  part  under 
this  contract,  or  under  such  estimate  or  certificate,  but  the  said  party 
of  the  first  part  shall  be  at  full  liberty  to  take  every  legal  defense  to  the 
character,  quality,  and  quantity  of  the  said  work  and  materials,  and  to 
the  time  and  manner  in  which  the  same  shall  be  furnished  and  done, 
notwithstanding  the  certificates  or  approval  of  any  officer  of  said  city," 

which  is  equitable  and  proper,  since  there  is  nothing  in  the  contract  which 

attempts  to  take  away  the  same  right  and  privileges  from  the  contractor. 

460.  Cases  Decided  where  New  York  Stipulations  were  Used. — So  far  as 
the  author  has  been  able  to  learn  there  is  no  case  which  has  fairly  and 
squarely  decided  that  a  contract  stipulation  which  makes  the  engineer's 
estimate  and  decision  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  contractor  alone,  should 
be  upheld.  The  case  of  O'Brien  v.  New  York*  is  sometimes  cited  as 
authority  for  such  a  statement,  but  it  falls  far  short  of  it.  In  this  case  the 
question  of  the  finality  and  conclusiveness  of  the  engineer's  decision  upon 
the  city  was  not  determined  nor  questioned. 

The  claim  of  the  contractors  was  for  extra  work  in  express  contradiction 
to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  subjects  herein  discussed  were  not  the 
questions  which  determined  the  decision.  The  case  decided  (1)  that  an 
engineer  is  confined  to  the  express  terms  of  his  contract ;  (2)  that  the 
withholding  of  the  engineer's  certificate  is  immaterial  when  the  contractor 
has  received  all  that  is  due  him  ;  (3)  that  progress  certificates  do  not  affect 
the  final  certificate  when  final  certificate  is  to  be  conclusive  ; s  (4)  that  no 

1  Gonder  v.  Berlin  Branch  R.  Co.,  83  £1898];  s.  c.f  189  N.  Y.  548  [1898];  142  K. 

All.  Rep.  61,  171  Pa.  St.  492  [1895].  Y.  [1894]. 

9  O'Brien  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  a  See  alio  Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  171 

15  N.  Y.  Supp.  520  [1891];  s.  c,  65  Hun  Pa.  St.  492  [1895]. 
112  [1892];  on  appeal,  35  N.  E.  Rep.  828 
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recovery  can  be  had  for  extra  work  unless  ordered  as  required  by  the  con- 
tract ;  (5)  that  the  contractor  should  refuse  to  do  work  ordered  which  is 
not  included  in  contract ;  (6)  that  the  city  is  not  liable  to  contractors  for 
mistakes  of  engineer  in  giving  erroneous  lines  and  levels,  even  though  he 
be  an  agent,  servant,  or  officer  of  city  ;  (7)  that  the  circumstances  existing 
at  time  of  and  which  led  to  the  passage  of  a  statute  may  be  considered  in 
giving  it  a  construction,  and  in  construing  the  provisions  of  a  contract  made 
under  it. ' 

461.  Right  to  Revise  Estimates  or  to  Require  Work  to  be  Bone  Accord- 
ing to  Contract,  Though  Certified  by  Engineer.  — When  the  contract  not  only 
omits  to  make  the  engineer's  certificate  binding  on  the  city,  but  elsewhere 
provides  that  neither  the  commissioners  nor  any  department  officers  of 
the  city  shall  be  precluded  by  any  return  or  certificate  of  the  engineer  from 
showing  the  true  amount  of  work  done,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  city  would 
not  be  held  bound  by  engineer's  estimate  if  they  could  show  that  the 
engineer's  returns  were  wrong.*  If  the  city  or  its  officers  should  fail  to 
exercise  their  power  of  revision  or  to  show  the  true  and  correct  quantities, 
and  the  certificate  was  held  conclusive  on  the  contractor,  it  should  likewise 
be  held  conclusive  on  the  city  or  owner.' 

In  Nebraska  it  has  been  held  that  "  when  payments  are  to  be  made  on  the 
certificate  of  the  architect  that  the  work  has  been  done  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  drawings  and  specifications,  and  that  he  considers  the  payments 
justly  due/'  and  it  is  further  provided  "  that  said  certificate,  however,  shall 
in  no  way  lessen  the  total  and  final  responsibility  of  the  contractor,  neither 
shall  it  exempt  the  contractor  from  liability  to  replace  work,  if  it  be  after- 
wards discovered  to  have  been  done  ill  or  not  according  to  the  drawings  and 
specifications  either  in  execution  or  materials/'  was  an  agreement  that  the 
certificate  of  the  architect  should  not  be  conclusive,  and  that  the  owner  was 
not  estopped  by  payments  on  such  certificates  from  claiming  damages 
because  poor  materials  and  defective  work  were  furnished/ 

462.  Practical  Working  Effect  of  the  Contract  Stipulation.  —The  practical 
effect  of  these  stipulations  where  they  have  been  used  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  all  that  was  anticipated.  Certainly  New  York  City  has  furnished  her 
full  share  of  soamping  scandals  in  the  past  twenty  years,  and  the  litigation 
has  been  almost  unparalleled.    The  hardships  to  which  her  contractors  may 


» O'Brien  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  180  N. 
Y.  543:  many  cases  cited. 

•O'Brien  v.  New  York,  189  N.  Y.  648 
[1893].  ADOtber  feature  of  O'Brien  v. 
Mayor  of  New  York  is  that  they  sued  the 
city  of  New  York  when  the  contract  was 
made  under  a  special  power  conferred  by 
the  legislature,  and  the  aqu  duct  com- 
missioners and  engineers  who  had  ordered 
the  extra  work  were  held  not  the  agents  of 
the  city. 

*SembU,  Gonder  t>.  Berlin  Branch  R. 


Co..  171  Pa.  St.  492  [1895].  This  case  de- 
cides  nothing  as  to  whether  decision  of 
engineer  would  be  conclusive  or  not  con- 
clusive, but  it  seems  to  have  been  a  fore- 
§one  conclusion  with  the  court  that  it  was 
nal  and  conclusive,  and  that  the  presi- 
dent could  review  and  revise  the  engineer's 
estimates,  as  provided  by  the  contract. 
See  also  Oonsaul  «.  Sheldon,  85  Neb.  247 
[1892]. 
*  Consaul  v.  Sheldon,  85  Neb.  247  [1899]. 
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have  been  subject,  under  the  contract  terms  employed,  were  enough  to  drive 
a  contractor  to  dishonest  practices,  litigation,  and  desperation. 

468.  Provision  that  Inspection  and  Approval  shall  not  Believe  Contractor 
from  his  Liability  to  Furnish  Proper  Work  and  Materials. 

Clause  :  "  It  is  further  agreed  that  the  inspection  or  approval  of  the 
engineer,  or  his  agents,  or  assistants,  of  all  or  any  of  the  work  during 
its  construction,  shall  not  relieve  the  said  contractor  from  the  full 
responsibility  of  doing  the  work  required  by  the  conditions  of  this 
agreement."  * 

464.  Provision  that  Progress  Certificates  shall  not  Relieve  Contractor 
from  Liability  for  Poor  or  Defective  Work  and  Materials. 

Clause:  "  And  it  is  hereby  further  expressly  provided  that  the  grant- 
ing of  any  progress  (or  final)  certificate,  or  the  payment  of  moneys  there- 
under, shall  in  no  way  lessen  the  liability  of  the  contractor  to  replace 
bad  or  defective  work,  though  the  same  may  not  have  been  detected  at 
the  time  such  certificate  wps  given  or  acted  upon." 

465.  Provision  that  Progress  Certificates  are  Made  Subject  to  Revision 
and  Correction  in  Final  Certificate  which  May  be  Made  without  Notioe 
to  Parties. 

Clause  :  "It  is  further  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  and 
between  the  parties  hereto  that  the  action  of  the  engineer  or  surveyor 
by  which  the  said  parties  [contractor]  are  [is]  to  be  bound  and  con- 
cluded according  to  the  terms  of  this  contract,  shall  be  that  evidenced 
by  his  final  certificate  ;  all  prior  certificates  upon  which  partial  pay- 
ments may  be  made  being  merely  estimates,  and  subject  to  the  correc- 
tion of  such  final  certificate,  which  final  certificate  may  be  made  without 
.  notice  to  the  contractor  thereof,  or  of  the  measurements  upon  which  the 
same  is  based."  f 

466.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  be  Responsible  for  Protection  and 
Preservation  of  Permanent  and  Temporary  Works  and  Materials,  and  the 
Engineer's  Inspection,  Approval,  or  Certificate,  shall  not  Relieve  Contractor 
from  Doing  his  Work  Properly  and  Completely. 

Clause :  "  From  the  commencement  of  the  works  to  the  completion 
and  acceptance  of  the  same  the  care  of  the  whole  of  the  permanent 
works,  and  of  the  whole  of  any  temporary  works  until  their  removal, 
shall  remain  with  the  contractors,  and  they  shall  in  every  respect  be 
held  responsible  for  all  accidents  from  whatever  cause  arising,  and 
chargeable  for  anything  that  may  be  stolen,  removed,  or  destroyed, 
to  whomsoever  belonging,  and  they  shall  also  replace  and  make  good 
all  loss,  injury,  damage  to,  and  all  defects  in  the  said  works,  or  prem- 
ises, or  to  the  adjoining  or  other  buildings,  premises,  and  property, 
from  bad  or  insufficient  materials,  bad  workmanship,  or  any  other 
cause  whatsoever,  and  whether  such  damage  or  defects  were  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligence  of  the  contractors,  or  their  agents,  or  ser- 
vants, or  not,  or  may  be  or  might  have  been  discovered  during  the 

*  See  Sees.  881,  eupra,  and  482,  infra.  f  See  Sec.  482,  infra. 
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Erogress  of  the  works  or  in  consequence  thereof,  or  may  be  or  might 
ave  been  prevented,  or  shall  appear  or  be  known  after  the  completion 
thereof,  or  whether  payment  may  wholly  or  partially  have  been  made, 
or  the  works  approved  as  supposed  to  have  been  properly  done;  and 
no  certificate  or  approval  of  any  works  by  the  engineer  or  any  other 
officer  of  the  city  shall  affect  or  prejudice  the  right  of  the  city  against 
the  contractors,  or  be  considered  or  held  as  at  all  conclusive  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  any  works  or  materials. "  * 

467.  Contractor's  Liability  for  Defective  Work  and  Materials  which 
Have  Been  Inspected,  Approved,  and  Certified.— These  clauses  are  inserted 
in  construction  contracts  to  settle  between  parties  the  question  as  to  the 
liability  of  the  contractor  when  work  has  been  undertaken,  completed,  and 
accepted  under  the  direction,  supervision,  and  final  approval  of  an  engineer, 
architect,  or  inspector  of  the  owner,  city,  or  government,  then  can  the  con- 
tractor be  called  to  account  for  poor  materials,  defective  work,  or  for 
injuries  resulting  from  the  same? 

In  an  English  case  where  a  railroad  company  had  entered  into  a  contract 
for  the  manufacture  and  delivery  of  rails,  the  inspection,  testing,  and 
approval  of  the  work  was  stipulated  for  by  the  engineer,  and  it  was  also 
expressly  provided  that  such  approval  should  not  in  any  way  relieve  the  con- 
tractor from  the  condition  and  stipulations  contained  in  the  specifications 
as  to  the  materials,  work,  and  tests.  Power  was  given  to  the  engineer  to 
reject  any  rails  or  fish-plates  he  disapproved  on  any  ground  whatever,  and 
his  decision  on  any  points  of  doubt  or  dispute  were  made  final  and  binding 
on  the  parties.  It  was  further  provided  that  the  inspection  of  the  engi- 
neer should  not  in  any  way  commit  the  company  to  the  approval  aud 
acceptance  of  rails  which  were  not  in  strict  accordance  with  the  specifica- 
tions and  plans.  The  rails  were  found  defective  after  they  had  been 
delivered,  paid  for,  and  half  of  them  laid,  and  it  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany could  not  recover  from  the  contractor,  but  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
engineer  was  conclusive.1 

If  inspectors  are  clothed  with  the  authority  usually  bestowed  upon 
engineers  in  construction  contracts,  and  the  work  or  structure  has  been 
accepted  and  the  contract  fully  executed,  and  there  has  been  no  fraud  prac- 
ticed by  the  contractor,  it  seems  pretty  well  settled  that  the  owner  or  com- 
pany can  have  no  recovery  against  the  contractor  for  defective  work  or 
materials.* 

If  under  a  contract  to  make  the  excavations  for  a  building  under  the 

1  The  D.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  86  L.  T.  505,  water  works;  Adams  9.  Hill,  16  Me. 

Rep.  738  [18771.  215  [1889]  ;    Board  v.  Newlin,  31   N.  E. 

*  Price  t>.  Chicago  R.  Co.,  88  Fed.  Rep.  Rep.  465,  grading;  People  v.  Syracuse,  20 

804,  grading;  Vulcanite  Co.  v.  Traction  N.   Y.   Supp.   286,  a  sewer ;  Trustees  v. 

Co.,  8  Atl.  Rep.  777,  paving;  Omaha  v.  Adams,  11  Scotch  Sessions  Cases  826,  a 

Hammond,  94  Fed.  Rep.  98  [1877]  ;  Coon  structure  ;  contra,  Dhrew  v.  Altoona,  121 

«.  Citizens'  W.   Co.   (Pa.),   25  Atl.  Rep.  Pa.  St.  414. 

*  Care  should  be  taken  not  to  create  a  tenancy.    8eo  Sec.  767,  infra. 
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instructions  of  an  architect  the  work  is  done  as  required  by  the  architect 
and  to  his  approval,  whether  in  conformity  to  the  drawings  made  or  not,  it 
is  performed.1  * 

Therefore  in  a  case  where  the  contract  stipulated  that  the  machinery  of 
a  steamboat  should  be  of  the  best  material  throughout  and  the  workman- 
ship first  class,  and  the  steamboat  company  was  to  furnish  a  suitable  and 
competent  person  to  superintend  the  construction,  with  the  right  to  re- 
ject anything  not  equal  to  the  requirements  of  the  contract,  and  inspect 
the  work,  and  every  facility  was  afforded  him  to  inspect  the  work  and 
materials  at  all  times:  After  the  boat  was  completed,  delivered  and  accepted, 
the  straps  of  the  starboard  walking  beam  gave  way  and  caused  serious  injury, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  damage  was  due  to  the  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
steamboat  company's  agents,  and  there  could  be  no  recovery.1  Another  case 
in  point3  held  that  when  a  company  has  furnished  plans  and  specifica- 
tions to  the  contractor,  and  has  accepted  the  work  after  seeing  it  in  prog- 
ress and  completed,  it  could  not  recover  from  the  contractor  the  money 
paid  him  because  the  work  proves  defective  and  injury  results.  This 
contract  was  for  the  construction  of  a  wharf  which  afterward  gave  way. 
When  a  contract  to  build  a  bridge  required  the  county  commissioners,  if 
they  had  a  superintendent,  and  would  exercise  their  privilege  of  inspec- 
tion, to  be  present  as  materials  were  furnished  or  labor  expended,  and  pass 
upon  them,  it  was  held  that,  where  the  superintendent  was  present,  watch- 
ing the  progress  of  the  work,  and  it  was  done  pursuant  to  his  directions, 
and  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  plans,  the  commissioners  waived 
their  right  to  pass  on  the  workmanship  and  materials,  and  their  right  to 
condemn  either,  unless  there  was  collusion  between  the  contractor  and  the 
superintendent.4 

It  has  been  held  that  the  final  certificate  may  be  withheld  upon  the  dis- 
covery of  defective  works  subsequent  to  payments  on  progress  certificates.* 
When  work  has  been  rejected  as  deficient,  the  architect,  it  seems,  cannot 
arrange  that  the  work  shall  be  accepted  and  the  deficiency  made  good  to  the 
company.*  f 

468.  Materials  and  Work  Inspected  and  Approved  by  Inspectors. — When 
the  decision  of  architect  or  inspector  is  not  made  binding  on  the  parties, 
it  has  been  held  that  his  acceptance  of  inferior  materials  will  not  bind 
the  owner  nor  relieve  the  contractor  from  performing  his  agreement  in 
strict  conformance  with  the  contract/    If  work  has  not  been  accepted  the 

1  Smith  9.  Farmers'  Trust  Co.  (Iowa),  66  (Tex.),  258.  W.  Rep.  1122;  buttes  Richard- 

N.  W.  Rep.  84.  sod  *.  Mahon,  L.  R.  4  Ir.  C.  P.  486 ;  Coon 

*  Potomac  Steamboat  Co.   v.  Harlan  A  t>.  Citizens'  Water  Co.,  152  Pa.  St.  644. 

HolliugBworth  Co.,  66  Md.  42  [1886].  *  Cooper  v.  Uttozeter  Bur.  Bd.,  11  L.  T. 

*Beswick  v.  Piatt,   (Pa.)  21  Atl.  Rep.  N.  8.  565. 

506  [18911.  'Barcus  v.  Hannibal,  etc.,  Pk.  Rd.  Co., 

4  Board  of  Com'rs  v   O'Conner  (Ind.),  26  Mo.  102. 

35  N.   £.  Rep.  1006  ;    Wright  t>.  Meyer  '  Glaucus  v.  Black,  50  N.  T.  145  [1872]. 

*  See  Sees.  881-800  and  446.  *upra.  >  f  See  Sees.  870,  881-890,  iupra. 
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payment  of  progress  certificates  will  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  defects  in 
quality  which  were  not  apparent  from  inspection.1  *  If  the  contractor  be  sub- 
ject to  the  directions  of  the  engineer  in  charge  as  to  the  quality  of  materials 
furnished  and  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  he  is  not  responsible  for 
defects  of  the  work  as  a  whole  if  he  has  complied  with  the  engineer's  direc- 
tions.1 f  Third  parties,  as  property  owners,  are  not  bound  by  the  inspection 
and  acceptance  of  work  by  inspectors  and  engineers  in  whose  judgments 
they  have  acquiesced  when  the  defects  are  not  such  as  are  revealed  by  actual 
tests  only.* 

The  courts  of  Nebraska  have  held  that  under  a  clause  frequently 
employed  in  construction  contracts,  which  provides  that  "the  engineer's 
certificate  shall  in  no  way  lessen  the  contractor's  final  and  total  liability  or 
exempt  him  from  liability  to  replace  work  afterwards  discovered  to  have 
been  ill  done/'  the  owner  might  recover  damages  for  the  use  of  poor 
materials  and  defective  workmanship/  notwithstanding  he  had  made  pay- 
ments on  the  engineer's  (progress  ?)  certificate.  \ 

469.  Defects  Concealed  by  Fraud  or  Connivance. — Whether  the  fraudulent 
acts  of  a  contractor  in  concealing  defects  would  permit  a  reqovery  after 
acceptance  may  well  be  doubted.  There  are  numerous  cases  that  employ 
language  that  intimates  that  a  recovery  can  be  had.5  Some  frequent  expres- 
sions with  courts  are  as  follows:  "That  the  settlement  having  been  made 
without  any  false  or  fraudulent  representations  of  the  contractor/'  *  "in  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  gross  mistake/' '  or  "  the  contractor  having  acted  in 
good  faith," "  then  the  city  or  owner  cannot  recover  back  money  paid  for 
work  that  has  been  inspected  and  accepted  by  engineers.  The  cases  are 
extremely  rare  where  an  actual  recovery  by  the  owner  has  been  had  in  the 
courts  on  account  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  contractor,  though  there  are 
many  cases  with  dicta  that  recovery  cannot  be  had  if  there  is  no  fraud  or 
deceit. 

Poor  materials  and  work  are  often,  if  not  usually,  the  result  of  the 
arbitrary  and  willful  intention  of  contractors  to  save  themselves  expense, 

and  should  not  be  a  matter  of  much  difficulty  to  prove.  § 

• 

1  Hartupee  v.  Pittsburgh,  97  Pa.  St.  107;  Ice  Co.  v.  Joyce  (C.  C.  A.),  68  Fed.  Rep. 

Van  Buskirk  t>.  Murden,  22  111.  446:  Estep  916. 

9.  Fen  ton,  66  111.  467;  Trustees  v.  Brad-  *  City  of  Nashville  t\  Sutherland  (Ten  n.), 

field,  30  Geo.  1;  Korf  v.  Lull.  70  111.  420  29  S.  W.  Rep.  228. 

[18731;  O'Brien  v.  Mayor,  189  N.  Y.  548  4  Consaul  v.  Sheldon,  52  N.  W.  Rep. 

[1893] ;  Gouder  t>.  Berlin  Br.  R.,  171  Pa.  St.  1104;  Trustees  v.  Brad  field,  80  Geo.  1. 

492  [1895];  and  tee  Barton  v.  Herman,  11  •  Boettler  v.   Tendrick,  11  S.  W.  Rep. 

Abb.  Pr.  879;  Morgan  «.  Birnie,  9  Bin*.  497. 

672;  Westwood  t>.  Sec'y  of  State,  11  W.  R.  •  Ayr.   Road    Trustees    v.    Adams,    11 

261;  and  see  Veazie  v.  Bangor,  51  Me.  509;  Scotch  Sessions  Cases  826. 

and  la'  ge  t>.  Boseieux,  15  Gratt.  88.  '  Brady  «.  New  York,  80  N.  £.  Rep. 

» In  re  Freel  (Sup.),  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  148;  757. 

but  see  Wis.  Red  Brick  Co.  v.  Hood  (Minn  ),  •  O'Dea  t>.  Winona  41  (Minn.)  424  [1889]. 
69  N.  W.  Rep.  1091;  and  see  Charleatown 

*8ee  Sec.  701 ,  infra,    f  See  Sees.  256,  888,  supra,  and  701,  infra,    t  See  Sec.  417,  supra. 
%  See  Sees.  120  and  121,  for  effect  of  concealment  or  fraud  on  the  statute  of  limitations. 
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Id  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  build  the 
foundation  of  a  house  it  appeared  that  two  stone  piers  were  so  defectively 
built  that  it  was  necessary  to  rebuild  them,  and  that  the  walls  were  other- 
wise faulty.  Plaintiff  had  paid  the  contract  price  before  discovering  the 
defects,  which  were  not  apparent.  It  was  held  that  a  contention  that, 
having  negligently  paid  the  money  without  examination,  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  it,  is  untenable,  since  the  doctrine  applies  only  to  defects  which  are 
apparent. '  The  failure  of  the  owner's  architect  and  superintendent  to  object 
to  work  done  under  the  contract  does  not  show  acquiescence  in  such  work 
as  in  the  use  of  laths  wider  than  those  specified  in  the  contract,  in  the 
placing  of  them  too  near  together,  and  the  failure  to  press  the  morter  so  as 
to  form  a  proper  key.* 

1  Barker  v.    Nichols  (Colo.   App.),  81  *  Monahan  v.  Fitzgerald  (111.  Sup.),  45 

Pac.  Rep.  1024;  see  also  Carter  v.  James,  N.  E.  Rep.  1018;  ana  see  Molten  «.  Ford, 

18  M.  &  W.  718;  Howlett  *.  Tarte,  IOC.  B.  28  Fed.  Rep.  680. 
(N.  S.)  8*6. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 
ENGINEERS  OR  ARCHITECT'S  CERTIFICATE. 

ITS   FORM,  SUBSTANCE,   AND    REQUIREMENTS.      CORRECTION   OF    ERRORS   IN 
CERTIFICATE  OR  ESTIMATE.       CERTIFICATE   AND   ESTIMATE    MADE   WITHOUT 

NOTICE  TO   PARTIES. 

470.  Provision  that  Right  to  Recover  and  Liability  to  Pay  for  Work  shall 

be  Conditioned  upon  Procuring  the  Engineer's  Certificate. 

Clause:  "It  is  hereby  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  by 
and  between  the  parties  to  this  agreement  that  no  payments  shall  be 
duo  to  or  demanded  by  the  contractor,  nor  shall  the  owner,  company, 
or  city  be  in  any  way  liable  to  pay  or  be  in  any  way  indebted  to  the 
contractor  for  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  work  done  or  materials 
furnished  under  this  contract,  or  on  account  of,  or  in  connection  with, 
this  contract,  or  growing  out  of  the  construction  or  completion  of  the 
works  undertaken,  whether  by  reason  of  alterations,  deviations,  addi- 
tions, omissions,  or  otherwise,  except,  unless,  and  until  the  engineer 
shall  have  measured  and  estimated  the  same  and  shall  have  certified  in 
writing  and  under  oath  that  the  same  is  due  under  the  contract,  and 
that  the  work  and  materials  are  to  his  satisfaction  and  acceptance  and 
according  to  the  plans  and  specifiations  forming  a  part  thereof." 

471.  Provision  that  an  Itemized  Account  and  a  Personal  Inspection  shall 

be  Made.    Certificate  to  be  Subscribed  and  Sworn  To. 

Clause:  "Provided  always  that  the  contractor  shall  obtain  from 
the  said  engineer  or  architect  an  itemized  account,  and  estimate  of 
the  work  done  and  materials  furnished,  and  a  certificate,  subscribed 
and  sworn  to,  that  he  has  made  a  personal  inspection  of  the  works,  and 
that  he  considers  the  amount  rendered  correct  and  the  amount  certi- 
fied is  properly  due  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  plans,  and  speci- 
fications, which  certificate  shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  owner,  company,  or  city  to  pay." 

472.  Provision  Making  Engineer's  Certificate  a  Condition  Precedent  to 

the  Owner's  Promise  to  Pay. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  does  hereby,  for  him- 
self and  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs,  etc., 
that  he  shall  and  will,  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  and  agree- 
ments herein  described  being  strictly  performed  and  kept  by  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  as  specified,  will  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid,  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs,  etc.,  the  sum 

of dollars  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
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in  the  following  manner ;  provided  that  in  each  of 

the  said  cases  a  written  certificate  signed,  dated,  and  sworn  to  before  an 
authorized  magistrate,  shall  be  obtained  from  the  said  engineer  or 
architect,  or  other  engineer  or  architect  for  the  time  being  employed 
by  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  that  the  said  contract  work  has  been 
performed  in  strict  accordance  with  this  agreement,  and  has  been  so 
far  completed  as  to  entitle  and  justify  the  payment  of  the  sum  named 
in  each  case." 

473.  The  Engineer's  Certificate:  Its  Form  and  what  It  should  Contain. — 

When  the  engineer's  certificate  is  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  to  the 
contractor,  a  question  that  frequently  arises  is,  "  What  is  a  good  and  suf- 
ficient certificate  ?"  The  answer  is  usually  to  be  found  in  the  contract.  If 
the  parties  have  failed  to  prescribe  any  particular  form  or  to  require  the 
engineer  to  certify  to  certain  facts,  then  almost  anything  that  the  engineer 
may  render  as  his  certificate  will  answer  the  purpose.  It  has  been  held  that 
it  need  not  be  in  writing,  but  is  sufficient  if  verbally  declared  that  the  work 
has  been  completed  to  his  satisfaction/  and  the  fact  that  the  submission 
is  in  writing  does  not  require  the  award  to  be  so,'  nor  is  parol  evidence 
admissible  to  show  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  have  a  written 
approval.1 

The  certificate  need  not  state  the  amount  due  if  it  certifies  to  the  final 
completion  of  the  work,4  or  that  the  amount  is  due/  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  estimate  and  decision  be  made  under  oath,*  nor  that  it  be  signed, 
though  it  be  made  in  writing,7  nor  that  it  be  delivered  or  transmitted  by 
the  engineer  or  arbitrators  who  made  it.8  It  must  be  the  certificate  of  the 
engineer,  and  if  subscribed  must  be  signed  by  himself  and  not  by  his 
-assistant.9  The  certificate  need  not  state  that  the  work  has  been  according 
to  the  plans  and  specifications  unless  the  parties  have  stipulated  for  such  a 
formality  in  the  contract."  * 

In  the  absence  of  a  provision  in  a  contract,  the  date  to  be  inserted  in  the 
certificate  was  held  to  be  within  the  discretion  of  the  engineer.  That 
where  there  was  delay  in  beginning  the  work,  the  engineer  might  properly 
refuse  to  date  his  certificate  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract.11 


1  Roberts  «.  Watkins,  82  L.  J.  (N.  8.) 
C.  P.  291  [1868];  s.  c,  14  C.  B.  <N.  8.) 
592 ;  Oates  v.  Bromil,  1  Salk  75 ;  Russell 
on  Arbitration  (2d  ed.)  1242  ;  Gubbins  v. 
Lauteosch lager  (C.  C.)?74  Fed.  Rep.  160; 
Kirk  v.  Bromley  Union,  2  Phill.  640. 

1  Godel  t>.  Raymond,  27  Vt.  241  [18551. 

•  Union  Stove  Works  «.  Arnoux,  28  N. 
Y.  Supp  28 ;  and  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building 
(2ded.)§21. 

4  Pashby  t>.  Mayor  of  B.,  18  C.  B.  2. 

•  Wyckoff  v.  Meyers,  44  N.  Y.  113 
T1870] ;  but  9ee  Flannery  t>.  Sabagian  (N. 
Y.  App.).  81  N.  E.  Rep  819,  aontra.  for 
an  award,  and  666  in  point  Mayor  v.  But- 


ler.  1  Barbour  325  [1847] ;  and  Witz  t>. 
Tregallas  (Md.),  83  Atl.  Rep.  718. 

•  Monongaliela  NaT.  Co.  v.  Fenlon,  4  W. 
&  8.  212.  See  also  Payne  v.  Crawford 
(Ala.),  10  So.  Rep.  911.  accord. 

I  Malone  v.  P.  &  R.  Co  ,  157  Pa.  St.  480. 

•  McMillan  v.  Allen  (Ga.).  25  8.  E.  Rep. 
505;  but  666  Anderson  v.  Miller  (Ala.),  19 
So.  Rep.  802,  where  submission  stipulated 
a  personal  delivery. 

•  Mclntyre  t>.  Tucker,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  95. 
"Downey    v.    O'Donnell,    92   111.   559 

[187!»1. 

II  State  t>.  Frazier  (Tnd.),  14  N.  E.  Rep. 
561  [1888]. 


*  8(6  Sec.  508,  infra. 
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Any  certificate  or  estimate  that  is  made  by  the  engineer  and  which  ia 
accepted  and  treated  by  the  parties  as  sufficient  will  justify  payments  by 
the  company  and  will  hold  against  the  surety  of  the  contractor.1  A  promise 
to  pay  for  work  on  the  approval  of  an  engineer  has  been  held  to  require  no 
certificate  at  all,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  engineer  had  visited  the  works 
every  day,  and  that  the  owner  did  not  deny  that  the  engineer  approved 
the  work  as  done.* 

To  constitute  a  certificate  given  by  the  superintendent  of  work  a  final 
one,  it  is  not  essential  that  it  be  therein  declared  to  be  such.  If  apparently 
in  balance  or  satisfaction  of  all  claims,  it  is  sufficient.*  On  the  other  hand,, 
the  last  monthly  estimate  is  not  the  final  estimate,  so  as  to  give  the  con- 
tractor the  right  to  recover  percentages  retained  and  payable  only  after 
final  estimate,  if  the  last  monthly  estimate  was  not  final  in  form  but  similar 
to  prior  monthly  estimates.4  In  such  a  case  the  company  may  show  that  a 
final  estimate  has  been  made  by  the  engineer,  fixing  the  quantity,  character, 
and  value  of  work  done,  and  the  amount  due  therefor/  It  seems  that  the 
engineer  determines  which  is  his  final  estimate,  and  not  the  company  nor 
the  contractor.* 

474.  Certificate  must  be  Made  and  Executed  in  Strict  Conformity  with 
the  Requirements  of  Contract. — A  written  certificate  which  recites  that 
"there  is  now  due  to  "  the  contractor  "  the  final  payment  on  his  contract/* 
naming  the  amount,  has  been  held  a  compliance  with  a  provision  that  the 
architect  shall  certify  in  writing  that  all  work  has  been  to  his  satisfaction.* 
A  certificate  reciting  that  a  certain  number  of  miles  of  track  have  been  laid, 
that  trains  have  been  run  over  the  same,  and  that  it  is  in  condition  suitable 
for  traffic,  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  payments  due 
only  when  each  mile  of  track  was  fully  completed,  and  "on  the  certificate  of 
the  chief  engineer  that  a  certain  number  of  miles  named  are  completed 
ready  for  the  rolling  stock."  *  Under  a  submission  to  arbitration,  an  award 
for  a  certain  sum  less  an  allowance  for  hauling  620  staves,  without  naming 
the  amount  to  be  deducted,  is  void  for  uncertainty.* 

Certificates  by  engineers  have  been  held  sufficient  when  they  have  cer- 
tified to  the  satisfactory  completion  of  a  job  except  certain  minor  details  to  be 
finished  or  repaired.  A  letter  to  the  owner  stating  that  a  structure  waa 
completed  except  some  planking  which  could  not  be  done  until  low  water, 


1  Finney  t>.  Condon,  86  111.  78  [18771. 

1  Union  Stove  Works  v.  Arnoux,  28  N. 
Y.  Supp.  23. 

1  Rousseau  v.  Poitras,  62  111.  App.  103. 

4  Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co..  171  Pa 
St.  492;  Beharrell  v.  Quimby  (MasO,  89 
N.  E.  Rep.  407  ;  Gay  c.  Haskins,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1022  ;  but  $ee  Weeks  v.  Little,  47  N. 
Y.  Super.  Ct.  1. 

•  Gonder  «.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  171  Pa. 
St.  492  [1895]. 

*  Gonder  «.  Berlin  Br.  R.  Co.,  supra. 


'  Snaith  v.  Smith,  27  N.  Y  Supp.  379 ; 
Baumister  v.  Patty,  85  Wis.  215  ;  Wyckoff 
t>.  Meyers.  44  N.  x.  148 :  Mercer  t>.  Harris, 
4  Neb.  77 ;  Bloodgood  t>.  Ingolsby.  1  Hilt. 
(N.  Y.)  388  ;  and  see  Stewart  v.  Keteltas, 
86  N.  Y.  892 ;  and  Barney  v.  Giles,  120 
111.  154. 

8  Perkins  v.  Locke  (Tex  ),  29  S.  W.  Rep. 
1048. 

•  Parker  v.  Eggleston,  5  Blatchf.  (Ind.) 
128  ;  see  also  Zerger  v.  Sailer,  6  Binu.  (Pa.) 
24 ;  In  graham  v.  Whitmore,  75  111.  24. 
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that  he  was  willing  to  acoept  the  structure  as  it  stood,  advising  the  owner 
to  retain  a  certain  amount  to  insure  its  completion,  has  been  held  a  sufficient, 
certificate  to  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  the  price  less  an  amount  suffi- 
cient to  complete  the  planking. 

Payments  made  repeatedly  upon  certificates  of  a  peculiar  form  with- 
out objection  may  effect  a  waiver  of  the  provision  of  the  contract 
requiring  a  different  form,  especially  when  the  objection  is  first  made  at 
the  trial.*  * 

475.  Certificate  must  Be  Certain  as  to  Amount,  and  it  should  Be  Complete. 
—An  award  or  a  certificate  must  be  certain  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid.  It 
need  not  state  the  precise  amount  in  figures,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  it  describes 
the  means  by  which  the  amount  can  be  ascertained,  as  by  measurement,  e.g.,. 
a  survey/  or  an  arithmetical  calculation.4 

A  certificate  that  the  contractors  "are  entitled  to  payment,  being  the 
last  payment  on  contract  price  for  your  residence/'  with  a  remark  that  said 
payment  "  is  the  same  as  written  in  article  of  agreement  less  credits  and 
credit  for  defective  plastering/'  was  held  sufficient  to  entitle  the  contractors 
to  sue  for  said  payment,  in  the  light  of  a  finding  by  the  jury  that  the  con- 
tractors were  not  liable  for  the  defects  in  the  plastering/  Such  certificates 
subject  to  credits  or  claims  of  either  party  are  sufficient,  it  seems,  to  satisfy 
the  condition  precedent  and  to  admit  the  contractors  to  the  courts  to 
determine  and  enforce  their  rights.  A  certificate  by  the  architect  that 
the  subcontractor  is  entitled  to  a  settlement,  but  without  prejudice  to  any 
claim  the  builder  may  have  for  time  lost  or  work  done  in  carrying  out 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  is  sufficient  to  meet  the  builder's  refusal  to 
make  final  payment  of  the  sum  due  on  the  ground  that  subcontractor  had 
failed  to  procure  the  architect's  certificate  as  to  the  proper  performance  of 
his  work.* 

An  architect  may  perhaps  be  justified  in  making  such  a  certificate 
between  a  subcontractor  and  a  bnilder,  neither  of  whom  are  bound  to  pay 
him  for  his  time  and  trouble  to  adjust  their  differences,  but  such  a  certifi- 
cate between  the  owner  and  the  contractor  in  which  questions  and  differ- 
ences are  left  open  and  undecided,  would  be  a  breach  of  professional  prac- 
tice for  which  an  owner  might  properly  give  his  architect  a  well-merited 
rebuke.  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  award  by  arbitrators  that  it 
should  make  a  final  disposition  of  the  matters  embraced  in  the  submission, 
so  that  they  may  not  become  the  subject  of  future  litigation/  and  the  same 

1  Washington  Bridge  Oo.  •.  Land,  etc.,  *  Robinson  «.  Baird  (Pa.).  80  Atl.  Rep. 

Co.  (WaahJ,  40  Pac.  Rep.  982 ;  Mills  t>.  1010. 

Weeks.  21  111.  608.  *  Grannis,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Deeves,  25  N.  Y. 

•  Bloodgood  e.  Ingolsby,  mtpra;  Berton  Supp  875,  72  Hun  (N.  T.)  171. 

«.  Hermann,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  (N.  T.),  1 1n  graham   v.    Whitmore,   75   III.    24 

882 ;  Goldsmith  v.  Hand.  26  Ohio  St.  107.  [18741,  1  Amer.  ft  Bng.  Rncy.  Law  678,. 

*  Galloway  *  Webb,  Hard.  (Ev.)  818.  note  1. 
4 1  Amer.  ft  Bng.  Bncy.  Law  700. 

*  See  Sec.  478,  infra. 
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should  hold  of  the  determinations  and  decisions  of  engineers  and  archi- 
tects.1 

The  result  of  making  incomplete  certificates  is  illustrated  in  a  case  r/here 
an  architect  instead  of  deciding  the  question,  who  was  at  fault  in  omitting 
the  resin  which  was  required  by  the  contract  to  be  put  under  the  floors, 
merely  credited  the  owner  "  by  amount  retained  until  resin  filling  is  prop- 
erly put  under  floors,  or  until  ascertained  by  whose  fault  the  resin  was 
omitted."  The  court  held  that  the  owner  was  not  entitled  to  credit  for  the 
amount  unless  he  proved  it  was  by  the  builder's  fault  that  it  was  left  out- 
and  that  that  was  a  question  for  the  jury.* 

476.  Parties  Should  Agree  as  to  Form  and  Hatter  of  Certificate. — If  an 
owner  or  a  company  wishes  a  written  certificate,  signed  and  sealed,  or  the 
contractor  desires  the  engineer's  estimate  and  decision  to  be  made  under 
oath,  they  must  incorporate  their  intentions  in  their  contract.1  They  will  not 
be  implied,  nor  supplied  by  usage  or  custom.  A  full  statement  of  account 
and  estimate  by  the  engineer  must  be  stipulated  for  by  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment or  itcaunot  be  required,  or  made  an  excuse  for  nonpayment  of  con- 
tract price.  When  certain  forms  are  to  be  followed  or  certain  facts  are 
required  by  the  agreement  to  be  certified  the  estimate,  decision,  or  certificate 
must  be  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  agreed  to  by  the  parties.4 
Therefore  a  condition  that  work  shall  be  paid  for  "  on  receipt  of  the  engi- 
neer's certificate  that  the  work  was  fully  and  completely  finished  accord- 
ing to  the  specifications/'  is  not  fulfilled  by  a  certificate  stating  "  that  the 
'buildings  were  finished  in  such  a  manner  that  he  would  accept  them  if  he 
were  the  owner  and  that  he  was  satisfied  as  to  the  work  and  materials."  * 
A  promise  to  pay  "  on  the  presentation  of  a  certificate  certifying  that  the 
work  has  been  well  and  truly  performed  and  accepted  by  him,  and  that  all 
damages  and  allowances  which  should  be  paid  or  made  by  the  contractor 
have  been  deducted,"  is  not  a  promise  to  pay  upon  the  presentation  of  a  cer- 
tificate that  the  contractor  "is  entitled  to  a  payment  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract," but  neglects  to  certify  that  the  work  has  been  well  and  truly  per- 
formed and  that  damages  and  allowances  have  been  deducted.* 

477.  Instances  in  which  Certificate  has  been  Held  Insufficient. — A  mere 
order  by  the  architect  requesting  the  owner  to  pay  the  contractor  a  certain 
sum  "  to  apply  on  an  account,"  is  not  a  sufficient  certificate  under  a  clause 
to  pay  and  be  bound  by  a  certificate  signed  by  architect  "  to  the  effect  that 
the  work  is  done  in  strict  accordance  with  the  drawings  and  specifications 
and  that  he  considers  the  payment  properly  due."  7  The  checking  by  the 
-architect  of  an  account  of  the  builder's  charges  rendered,  and  the  forwarding 

1  Bui  ft*  Mills  v.  Weeks,  21  111.  561.  ft  Smith  v.  Brfggs,  8  Denlo  73  [18461. 

'  Huckestein  «.  Kelly  &  Jones  Co.  (Pa),  •  Barney*  Giles  (III.),  11  N.  E.  Rep 

35  Atl.  Rep.  747.  806, 120  111.  154  £1887]. 

•  Pashby  v.  Birmingham,  18  C.  B.  2.  T  Micbaelis  *  Wolf  (111.),  26  N.  K.  Rep 

*8ee  Anderson  v.  Miller  (Ala.),  19  So.  884  [1891]  ;  Roy  v.  Boteler,  40  Mo.  App. 

Rep.  802.  218. 
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it  to  the  owner  as  the  builder's  account,  has  been  held  not  a  certificate  by  the 
architect  that  the  work  has  been  done  to  his  satisfaction,  nor  to  amount  to  a 
performance  of  the  condition  precedent.1 

When  the  contract  required  the  contractor  to  present  to  the  treasurer  a 
certificate  from  the  engineer,  "  stating  that  he  had  examined,  measured,  and 
computed  the  work,  that  it  had  been  done  to  his  satisfaction,  and  was  com- 
pleted, or  that  payment  was  due,  etc.,"  it  was  held  that  the  required  certifi- 
cate must  be  in  writing,  and  that  it  must  state  that  the  work  had  been  done 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  and  that  he  had  examined,  measured,  and 
computed  the  same,  and  that  payment  was  due.  Therefore  a  certificate 
stating  the  nature  or  character  of  the  work  and  giving  the  amount,  under- 
neath which  was  written  "Allowed  one-third  of  the  above  $521.66/'  "cer- 
tified for  the  sum  of  $521.66,"  signed  by  the  engineer,  and  certified  on  the 
back  of  account  "  I  hereby  certify  that  the  written  account  is  for  [describing 

work],  that  I  have  examined  the  same,  and  that  Messrs 

[contractors]  are  entitled  to  receive  the  same/'  and  signed  by  the  engineer, 
was  held  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  contract.1 

Words  written  in  the  margin  of  an  award  or  certificate  by  the  engineer 
in  a  distinct  sentence  will  become  a  part  of  the  award  and  receive  the  same 
construction  as  if  inserted  in  the  body  of  it.3  It  is  therefore  submitted  that 
the  above  certificate  was  not  held  insufficient  because  part  of  it  was  written 
on  the  back,  but  because  of  the  omission  of  necessary  data. 

A  less  stringent  construction  was  given  to  a  Wisconsin  case,  where  a  con^ 
tract  to  make  payments  only  on  the  production  of  a  certificate  setting  forth 
the  amount  of  stone  furnished  and  its  value,  and  that  the  same  was  to  the 
architect's  satisfaction,  was  in  effect  satisfied  by  a  certificate  of  the  amount 
and  value  of  stone  work  furnished,  stating  the  value  at  the  contract  prices* 
but  not  stating  in  terms  that  the  same  was  to  his  satisfaction.  It  was 
regarded  as  amounting  in  effect  to  a  certificate  that  the  work  was  to  his  sat- 
isfaction.4 

478.  Certificate  must  Meet  Requirements  of  Contract.*— If  the  contract 
stipulated  for  a  written  certificate,  the  condition  must  be  satisfied  by  pro- 
ducing a  written  certificate,  nor  will  the  mere  want  of  writing  give  ground 
for  relief  in  equity  according  to  the  English  cases.*  A  formal  approval  and 
acceptance  will  not  suffice  when  a  written  certificate  is  required.* 

A  certificate  to  be  signed  by  two  officers  of  a  city  is  fatally  defective  if 


1  Morgan  «.  Birnie,  9  Bingham  672 
[1888]. 

1  Ardagh  «.  Toronto,  12  Ontario  Repts. 
286  I1886J,  citing  numerous  cases. 

•  Piatt  v.  Smith  (N.  Y.).  14  Johns.  R. 
868118171. 

4  Bannister  v.  Patty's  Exre.?  85  Wis.  216 
[1874] ;  accord.  Union  Stove  Works  v.  Ar- 
doux,  $8  N.  Y.  Supp.  28  ;  accord,  Snaitli  v. 


Smith,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  879. 

6  Leake's  Digest  oi  the  Law  of  Contracts, 
p.  640,  and  English  cases  cited. 

•  Sclienk  v.  Rowel  1,  8  Abb.  N.  Cas.  42; 
Hanley  v.  Walker,  79  Mich.  605  ;  Lamprel 
v.  Billericay  Union,  L.  R.  8  Exch.  288 ; 
Russell  t>.  Sa  Da  Bandeira,  18  C.  B.  N.  S. 
149;  Goodyear  v.  Weymouth,  1 H.  &  R.  67  j 
and  see  Roy  t>.  Boteler,  40  Mo.  App.  224. 


*  See  Sec.  474,  supra. 
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•signed  by  one  only,  and  will  not  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  under  it1 
Likewise  when  an  award  of  three  arbitrators  is  required,  an  award  by  two 
and  a  statement  by  the  third  that  "  it  was  all  right "  is  not  sufficient."  If, 
however,  the  submission  provide  that  the  decision  of  the  majority  shall  be 
the  unanimous  decision  of  the  arbitrators,  it  will  hold  if  signed  by  two  of 
three  arbitrators.' 

The  measurements  and  computations  recorded  in  the  engineer's  books 
will  not  satisfy  a  provision  requiring  the  work  to  be  measured  by  certain 
engineers,  and  their  estimate  or  certificate  to  be  rendered  to  the  sub-con- 
tractor by  the  contractor,  which  estimate  is  to  be  final  and  conclusive 
between  them.  Such  books  may  be  admitted  in  evidence  of  the  amount  of 
work  done,  but  they  are  not  conclusive  estimates  of  the  work  done  or  the 
•compensation  to  be  received.4 

Under  a  provision  to  pay  for  mason  work  "  when  all  the  works  are  com- 
pletely finished  and  certified  by  the  architect  to  that  effect/'  a  certificate 
that  the  contractors  "have  completed  the  mason  work  to  your  building" 
was  held  sufficient.6 

479.  Certificate  Good  in  Part  and  in  Part  Bad.— An  award  may  be 
good  in  part  and  in  part  bad.  In  such  a  case  it  is  void  for  so  much  only  as  is 
bad.  By  analogy  the  same  principle  is  applied  to  the  decisions  and  esti- 
mates of  an  engineer.*  The  fact  that  some  of  the  orders  of  an  award,  to  be 
performed  by  the  same  party,  are  bad  is  no  reason  for  holding  the  party  dis- 
charged as  to  those  which  were  properly  awarded/  If  the  void  part  can  be 
readily  separated  from  the  valid  without  doing  injustice,  the  good  will  be 
upheld  and  the  bad  rejected;  but,  if  a  separation  cannot  be  made  readily 
and  without  doing  injustice,  the  whole  will  be  declared  void.8 

The  fact  that  an  engineer  has  exceeded  his  contract  powers  with  regard 
to  one  or  more  items  is  no  ground  for  excluding  the  whole  estimate  or 
certificate.  That  part  only  should  be  disregarded  as  to  which  the  engineer 
has  exceeded  his  powers.'  If  however  the  award  goes  beyond  the  issues 
limited  by  the  submission  and  is  therefore  in  excess  of  the  powers  conferred 
on  the  arbitrator  [engineer],  and  the  matter  in  excess  cannot  be  separated 
from  the  residue,  then  the  award  will  be  invalid  as  a  whole.10 


1  Adams  v.  The  Mayor,  4  Duer  (N.  Y.) 
S95[1855]. 

•  Weaver  v.  Powell  (Pa.),  38  All.  Rep. 
2070T1892],  eases  died. 

1  Witz  v.  Tregallas  (Md),  88  Atl.  Rep. 
718. 

4Schwerin  v.  De  Graft,  21  Minn.  864 
[1875]. 

1  Stewart  v.  Ketaltas,  9  Bosw.  (N.  Y.), 
261  £1862]. 

«  South's  AdmV  v.  South,  70  Pa.  St.  195; 
Dhrew  v.  Altoona,  121  Pa.  St.  401-421. 

1  Bouck  v.  Bouck  (Minn),  69  N.  W. 
Rep.  647. 


•Leslie  v.  Leslie  (N.  J.  Ch.).  24  Atl. 
Rep.  819;  Lincoln  v  Schwartz,  70  111.  184; 
Jackson  v.  Ambler,  14  Johns  R.  96  [1817]; 
many  eases  cited  in  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  710-11. 

9  Sanders  t.  Hutchinson,  26  111.  App. 
688;  accord  Mills  r>.  Weeks,  21  111.  596; 
Drhew  t>.  City  of  Altoona,  121  Pa.  St.  411, 
15  Atl.  Rep.  686  [1888];  see  also  South's 
AdnTr  v.  South,  70  Pa.  St.  196. 

10  Glade  v.  Schmidt,  20  Brad  well,  157 
[1885];  s.  c,  27  111.  App.  114;  Shrurop* 
Parfitt,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.)  841;  Leslie  «. 
Leslie,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  882. 
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A  supplemental  or  subsequent  award  that  is  bad  for  not  being  within  the 
terms  of  the  submission  does  not  impair  the  first  award  made  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  contract; '  but  in  accepting  an  award,  a  party  cannot  take 
the  benefits  of  a  part  of  the  award  and  complain  of  the  illegality  of  another 
part;  he  must  accept  the  award  in  its  entirety.9 

480.  Certificate  should  be  Final  and  Complete  when  Rendered. — The 
award  may  be  valid  as  to  the  matters  submitted  and  void  as  to  matters  de- 
cided, but  not  embraced  in  the  reference.1  If  the  award  be  not  final,  or  is 
not  complete  as  to  all  matters  submitted,  it  is  void  altogether,  and  not  admis- 
sible even  as  an  account  stated.4  If  the  award  refers  to  certain  note  or 
account  books,  from  which  the  amount  of  the  award  is  to  be  determined, 
and  such  notes  or  accounts  are  so  incomplete  that  the  amount  cannot  be 
computed  without  other  evidence,  then  the  award  is  void  for  uncertainty/ 

If  certain  matters  within  the  submission  are  not  passed  upon  by  the 
arbitrator,  as  when  it  remains  for  him  to  approve  a  lease  of  liens,  it  is  not 
«  final  award.  Yet  though  the  award  be  not  valid,  if  the  contract  still  re- 
mains in  force,  the  contractor's  remedy  is  open  to  him  whenever  a  valid 
award  is  made.  It  has  been  argued  that  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  engi- 
neer or  architect  to  consider  all  matters  submitted  to  him  was  to  that  extent 
a  fraud  upon  the  party  against  whom  the  discrimination  was  made.* 

481.  Certificate  as  Evidence  in  Court. — When  the  acceptance  and  cer- 
tificate of  the  engineer  are  made  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  for  work, 
they  are  of  course  admissible  to  prove  completion  and  acceptance  of  work.7 
The  certificate  is  admissible  in  a  suit  to  recover  for  work  done,  when  the 
contract  provides  that  the  work  shall  be  done  subject  to  the  inspection,  ap- 
proval, or  rejection  of  said  engineer.8  But  a  copy  of  the  final  estimate, 
though  in  the  handwriting  of  the  engineer  who  made  the  original,  cannot 
be  received  from  a  subcontractor  as  evidence,  there  being  no  proof  that  the 
principal  contractor  had  ever  received  the  original  final  estimate  which  he 
was  notified  to  produce.' 

The  unsworn  statement  of  an  engineer  that  a  paper  certified  by  him  is  a 
true  copy  of  a  measurement  of  work  done,  made  by  his  predecessor  in  office, 
is  not  legal  evidence.10  Even  though  the  contract  make  the  architect's  cer- 
tificate conclusive  on  the  parties,  yet  in  the  absence  of  such  certificate,  his 
testimony  is  not  conclusive,  but  will  stand  upon  the  same  terms  as  other 


1  Eddy's  Exec'r  t>  Northrup  (Ky.),  28  8. 
W.  Rep.  358;  Edmundson  «.  Wilson  (Ala.), 
19  So.  Rep.  367. 

*  Thornton  v.  McCormack  (Iowa),  89  N. 
W.  Rep.  602  [18881. 

»  Bognn  t>.  Daughdrill,  51  Ala.  812. 

4  Hamilton  <?.  Hart,  125  Pa.  St.  142 
[18891;  107  Pa.  St.  419,  distinguished. 

6  Mather  *.  Day  (Mich.),  64  N.  W.  Rep. 
198. 

•  Mercer  «.  Harris.  4  Neb.  77;  School 
Dfct  «.  Randall,  5  Neb   408;  see  Mills  v. 


Weeks,  21  111.  561. 

1  Hamilton  Co.  v.  Newlin,  182  Ind.  27; 
and  see  Mills  t>.  Weeks.  21  111.  561. 

8  W.  Chicago  Park  Comm'rs.  v.  Barber, 
62  111.  App.  108;  Gillies  t>.  Manhattan  B. 
Imp.  Co.  (N.  Y.  App  ),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  196; 
Stewart t>.  Carbray,  59  111.  App.  897. 

•Reilly  v.  Lee,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  818 
[18911:  and  see  Swank  c.  Barnum  (Minn.), 
65  N.  W.  Rep.  722. 

10  Longford  t>.  Sanger,  85  Mo.  188  [1864]. 
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witnesses  of  equal  knowledge  and  opportunity.1  Certificates  of  an  engineer 
as  to  the  amount  of  work  done  by  a  plaintiff  under  a  contract,  though  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  payment  under  its  terms,  are  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  unless  the  fact  that  they  were  furnished  is  pleaded.* 
Sworn  copies  of  estimates  from  the  office  of  the  resident  engineer  are  com- 
petent evidence  in  an  action  by  a  subcontractor  against  a  contractor,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  value  of  work  done.' 

Two  interesting  cases  in  evidence  are  reported,  one  where  a  contractor 
had  been  prevented  by  the  company  from  completing  his  contract,  and  he 
sued  for  profits  he  would  have  realized  if  he  had  been  permitted  to  complete- 
it.  The  court  held  that  written  estimates  of  the  amount  and  cost  of  work 
made  by  engineers  after  the  letting  of  the  contract  could  not  be  placed  be- 
fore the  jury  to  disprove  the  amount  of  profits  claimed  by  contractor.4  In 
another  case  where  a  contract  provided  that  the  engineer  or  architect  should 
decide  any  dispute  arising  as  to  the  meaning  of  drawings  and  specifications, 
it  was  held  that  that  fact  did  not  render  the  engineer's  admissions  of  defects 
admissible  as  evidence,  if  such  admissions  were  made  in  the  absence  of  the 
contractor,  in  a  suit  for  a  balance  due  on  the  contract  by  the  contractor/ 

482.  Can  Engineer's  Certificate  be  Revised  or  Corrected  after  it  is  Once 
Rendered. — The  estimate  made  and  the  certificate  rendered,  or  a  classifica- 
tion made,  or  a  dispute  decided  in  a  certain  way,  the  question  is  sometimes 
raised  whether  the  engineer  can  subsequently  change  or  revise  it.  The 
question  arises  frequently  in  regard  to  monthly  estimates  or  progress  certif- 
icates, when  the  contract  does  not  expressly  provide  that  such  preliminary 
estimates  arc  approximate  only  and  are  therefore  provisional,  and  that  only 
the  final  estimate  and  certificate  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  the* 
parties.  * 

If  this  last  condition  be  not  expressed,  it  has  been  held  in  some  cases 
that  monthly  estimates  will  be  held  conclusive,  even  though  made  by  an 
assistant;  at  any  rate  when  subcontractors  have  been  paid  according  to  such 
estimates."  It  has  been  held  that  if  no  provision  or  stipulation  is  inserted 
in  the  contract  to  the  effect  that  the  monthly  estimates  are  only  approximate 
and  are  subject  to  revision  and  readjustment  at  the  final  estimate,  then  the 
monthly  estimates  duly  certified  by  the  engineer  and  according  to  which 
the  principal  contractor  has  paid  his  subcontractors,  are  final  and  conclu- 
sive, and  are  not  subject  to  remeasurement  and  reclassification  to  correct 
alleged  mistakes  and  discrepancies.     "The  mere  incompetency  or  mere 

1  Fitzgerald  v.  Beers,  81  Mo.  App.  866;  s  Garnsey  v.  Rhodes  (N.  Y.  App.),  84  N. 

Boteler  v.  Roy,  40  Mo.  App.  284.  E.  Rep.  199. 

9  Boden  v.  Maher  (Wis.),  69  N.  W.  Rep.  *  Price  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88  Fed. 

980.  Rep.    804   [1889];    as    to    classification  * 

1  Lyon  et  al.  v.  McCadden,  15  Ohio  561  Ricker  v.  Collins  (Tex.),  17  8.  W.  Rep. 

[1846].  878  [18911 ;  Barker  v.  Belknap  A  V.  C.  R* 

*  Tenn.  &  C  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Dnnforth,  18  Co.,   27  Vt.  700 ;    Gulf,  etc.,  R.   Co.  vK 

So.  Rep.  51.  Ricker  (Tex.),  17  8.  W.  Rep.  882  [1891]. 

*  See  Sees.  418,  468,  and  465,  tupra. 
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negligence  of  the  division  01  chief  engineer  does  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  case,  unless  their  mistakes  were  so  gross  as  to  imply  bad  faith;" '  but 
the  authorities  are  quite  as  strong  and  numerous  that  progress  certificates  are 
merely  provisional  and  subject  to  adjustment  in  the  final  certificate.*  It 
seems,  however,  that  a  promise  by  an  engineer  to  classify  in  a  certain  way 
at  some  future  day  does  not  amount  to  a  classification.  When  he  makes  the 
final  estimate  and  classification  he  may  exercise  his  discretion.'* 

A  Massachusetts  case  is  authority  for  the  statement  that  "the  engineer 
may  revise  and  correct  the  statements  within  a  reasonable  time,  if  he  can  do 
so  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  either  party."4  In  this  case  the  en- 
gineer had  made  an  estimate  of  earthwork  filling  where  there  was  a  general 
subsidence,  from  the  measurements  of  his  assistant  engineer,  and  he  revised 
it  afterwards,  when  he  made  a  personal  inspection/ 

483.  Bales  as  to  Correction  of  Awards  by  Arbitrators. — There  are  in- 
stances where  the  affidavit  of  an  arbitrator  has  been  admitted  to  show  some 
simple  error  in  fact,  like  a  miscalculation  ;  such  as  a  mistake  in  computa- 
tion/ The  opinion  has  been  expressed  that  an  engineer  would  be  entitled 
to  correct  a  clerical  error  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  award/  and  an  arbi- 
trator has  been  allowed  to  insert  the  word  "  dollars  "  in  a  statement  of 
amount  due.*  These  cases  would  not  be  good  law  if  they  were  simple  cases 
of  arbitration.  A  mere  clerical  error  in  an  award  cannot  be  corrected  by 
the  arbitrator  himself,'  unless  the  correction  be  one  that  does  not  affect  the- 
merits  of  the  award,  as  a  mere  clerical  error  of  omission,19  and  a  decision  or 
award  which  is  expressly  made  subject  to  alterations  upon  the  suggestion 
of  errors  by  the  parties  is  not  a  valid  award.11  It  has  been  held  that  an 
award  may  provide  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake  in  the  calculation  of  the 
interest.1* 

484.  When  Award  has  been  Made,  Arbitrator's  Powers  are  at  an  End. — 
A  mistaken  calculation  of  figures  in  making  an  award  cannot  be  corrected. 
The  arbitrator's  authority,  when  once  completely  exercised  pursuant  to  the 


1  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  138  U. 
S.  185  [1891]. 

•  O'Brien  t>.  New  York  (App.),  85  N.  E. 
Rep.  823.  139  N.  Y.  548,  142  N.  Y.  671 ; 
and  McNamara  v.  Harrison  (la.),  46  N.  W. 
Rep.  976  [18901 J  '**<*  Cooper  v.  Uttoxeter 
Bur.  Bd.,  11  L.  T.  N.  8.  565;  contra, 
Tharsis  Sulphur  Co.  «.  M'Elroy,  L.  R.  3 
App.  Cas.  1040;  and  Hartupee  t>.  Pitts- 
burgh, 97  Pa.  St.  107 ;  Crumlish  v.  Wil- 
mington, etc.,  R.  Co.,  5  Del.  Ch.  270 
[1879]. 

•  Dorwin  f>.  Westbrook,  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
955. 

«  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Mass.  373  [1871]. 
» Semble,  Reynolds  v.  Caldwell,  51  Pa. 
St.  298. 


•  Hazeltine  v.  Smith,  3  Vt.  585 ;  and 
Clement  v.  Foster,  69  Me.  318. 

7  Robinson  &  Rea  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mellon, 
189  Pa  St.  257  [1891]. 

8  Smith  v.  Potter,  27  Vt  804  [1855]  ;: 
Piatt  v.  Smith,  14  Johns.  368  [1817]  ;  God- 
well  v.  Raymond.  27  Vt.  841  [1855].  , 

•  Mordue  v.  Palmer,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  22. 

10  Godell  v.  Raymond,  27  Vt.  241  ;  Mc- 
Kinstry  v.  Solomons,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  57; 
s.  c  ,  13  Johns.  27. 

11  McCrary  v.  Harrison.  86  Ala.  577  ; 
Hooker  v.  Williamson,  60  Tex.  524. 

"  McKinstry  v.  Solomon,  2  Johns.  (!N. 
Y.)  57;  but  see  Gardner  v.  Masters,  8. 
Jones  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  462. 


A*  Sec.  890,  supra. 
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terms  of  the  reference,  is  at  an  end  and  the  award  cannot  be  reviewed  again.1 
Having  once  made  an  award  the  arbitrator  is  functus  officio,  and  he  cannot 
afterwards  make  a  second  award,  though  the  first  one  was  defective,1  unless 
he  has  expressly  reserved  the  power  to  correct  errors  which  may  be  found 
in  it/  which  might  be  an  imprudent  thing  to  do.*  The  award  is  complete 
on  delivery,  aud  not  before,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  signed  and  ready  to 
deliver,  but  not  delivered,  does  not  prevent  its  being  recalled  or  revoked/ 
"When  an  arbitrator  has  made  and  published  his  award  or  report  as  a  com- 
pleted instrument  his  power  is  wholly  at  an  end.  He  has  exhausted  his 
authority.  He  can  do  nothing  more  in  reference  to  the  arbitration  or  the 
subject-matter.  He  cannot  reopen  the  case,  nor  make  a  new  or  supple- 
mental award  or  report,  nor  alter  or  amend  the  award  or  report  already 
made,  nor  file  additional,  explanatory,  alterative,  or  amendatory  documents. 
What  he  has  done  must  stand  or  fall  without  further  aid  or  assistance  from 
him.  He  can  neither  support  it  or  impeach  it."  *  "  After  the  award  has 
been  executed  and  published  to  the  parties,  the  arbitrators  have  no  more 
to  do  with  it;  they  cannot  destroy  its  validity  as  a  public  instrument  by 
wrongfully  withholding  it  from  the  possession  of  the  parties."  * 

485.  Engineer's  Certificate  Analagous  to  an  Award  of  an  Arbitrator.— 
When  a  final  estimate  has  been  made  by  an  engineer,  and  a  certificate 
thereof  rendered  to  the  contractor,  it  is  extremely  doubtful  if  it  may  be 
reviewed,  revised,  and  corrected/  It  has  been  held  that  there  can  be  but 
one  final  estimate,  and  that  the  engineer  cannot  revise  it,  nor  make  a  new 
one  after  he  has  submitted  it  as  final/  If  the  engineer's  certificate  be  re- 
garded as  an  award  and  the  engineer  has  delivered  it  to  the  parties,  he 
oannot  recall  it/  Some  doubt  has  been  expressed  as  to  the  necessity 
of  having  an  award  signed  and  delivered  to  prevent  the  parties  from 
revoking  the  submission  to  arbitration,  and  the  subsequent  filing  of  the 
award/9  If  the  engineer  could  recall  his  certificate,  when  would  the  award 
be  final  and  litigation  be  at  an  end  ?  If  an  award  might  be  opened  after  a 
short  time  has  elapsed,  why  not  after  a  longer  period  ?  The  law  is  well 
settled  that  an  arbitrator  (and  the  same  should  be  held  of  an  engineer  with 
full  powers  of  an  arbitrator)  cannot  review  his  decisions  or  revise  his  esti- 
mates if  it  in  any  way  involves  a  reconsideration  of  the  merits  of  the  ques- 

1  Morse  on  Arbitration  229  ;  Woodbury  f  Loeffler  f>.  Froelich,  85  Hun  868. 

v.  Worthy,  8  Me.  8")  [1824].  8Gonder  v.  Berlin  Br.  R  Co.,  171  Pa. 

•  Flaunery  u.  Saba-ian  (App.)  81  N.  E.  St.  408  ;  Weeks  v.  Little,  47  N.  Y.  Super. 
Rep  819 ;  1  Amer.  AF.ng  Ency  Law  689.  Ct.  1  ;  <md  see  Mercer  v.  Harris,  4  Neb. 

*  Edmundson   v.  Wilson  (Ala.),  19  So.  82  ;  Pashby  «.  Mayor.  18  C.  B.  2 ;  Jones 
Rep.  867.  t>.  Jones.  17  L.  J.  Q   B.  170. 

«  Shulte  v  Eennesy.  40  la.   852  [1875] ;  •  Robinson    Rae    Mfg.   Co.    v.    Mellon 

Byars  v.  Thompson,  12  Leigh  (Va.)  550;  (Pa),  21  All.  Rep.  91  [1890J  ;  Woodbury 

Butler  v.  Greene  (Neb.)  68  N.  W.  Rep.  496.  «.  Worthy.  8  Me.  85  [1824 J. 

•  Morse  on  Arbitration  226.  "  McKenaa  «.  Lyle  (Pa.),  26  AU.  Rep. 

*  Morse  on  Arbitration  228.  777. 

*  See  Sees.  475,  480,  488,  supra. 
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tion  or  an  exercise  of  his  judgment.1     He  cannot  reopen  the  case  and  go 
into  a  general  rehearing  to  make  a  new  estimate  and  certificate.' 

486.  An  Engineer  or  Arbitrator  can  Do  One  of  Three  Things  When  He 
has  Made  a  Mistake. — If  the  arbitrator  [engineer]  wishes  to  revise  or  cor- 
rect a  manifest  error  in  his  certificate,  it  may  be  done  in  one  of  three  ways: 
first,  he  may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  correction  made.1  The 
oourt  may  recommit  the  award  to  have  the  mistake  rectified.4  The  court 
itself  cannot  change  an  award  not  even  to  correct  an  obvious  miscalculation; 
it  must  either  confirm,  reject,  or  recommit  the  award,  and  it  is  within  the 
court's  discretion  whether  it  will  reject  the  award  or  recommit  it  to  the 
arbitrator/  The  court  may  recommit  an  award  to  correct  an  acknowledged 
error  or  informality,  on  the  ground  of  newly-discovered  evidence  but  not 
upon  the  ground  of  a  change  of  opinion  of  the  arbitrators,  and  when 
recommitted  the  full  power  of  the  arbitrators  revives  as  to  the  whole  cause, 
their  powers  are  restricted  only  by  the  submission;  *  secondly,  the  engineer 
or  arbitrator  may  advise  the  party  of  his  error  or  they  may  both  agree  to 
abandon  the  award  made  and  resubmit  the  questions  to  the  decision  of  the 
engineer;*  thirdly,  if  either  party  refuse  to  recommit  the  subject  to  the 
engineer,  the  other  party  may  bring  suit  in  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the 
error  corrected,  by  recommitting  it  to  the  engineer. 

487.  A  Court  of  Equity  will  Befer  Back  or  Correct  a  Palpable  Mis- 
take.— A  court  of  equity  will  correct  a  palpable  mistake  or  miscalculation 
of  figures  made  by  arbitrators/  A  court  of  law  may  refuse  to  correct  a 
mistake  even  of  a  mathematical  calculation  as  a  mistake  in  subtraction,0 
but  such  a  mistake  is  no  ground  to  set  aside  an  award.9  The  error  in 
general  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  certificate  or  in  some  paper,  letter* 
or  drawing  delivered  with  it." 

If  the  error  be  one  of  simple  arithmetic,  to  determine  the  correct  amount 
presents  no  question  for  a  jury,  the  court  may  either  perform  the  labor  of 
ascertaining  the  result,  or  it  may  entrust  it  to  any  competent  individual* 
In  legal  presumption  the  court  knows  the  result.11     The  mistake  should  be 


1  Robinson  Rea  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mellon,  189 
Pa.  St.  257  [18911;  Smith*.  Potter,  27  Vt. 
Rep.  804  [18551. 

•  Robinson  Kea  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mellon, 
$upra. 

■  Mordue  «.  Palmer,  L  R.  6  Ch.  22. 

4  Kleine  v.  Catara,  2  Gallison  C.  C.  16 
[1814],  see  also  Greenough  v  Ro'fe,  4  N. 
H.  357  [18281;  Roosevelt  t>.  Thurman,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  220  [18141;  and  see  Eisenmeyer 
v  Sauter.  77  111.  515  £1875];  State  t>.  Rulon 
(N  J.),  14  Atl.  Rep.  881  [18881,  to  ex 
plain  "to  the  heirs;"  and  Herrick  t>.  Bel- 
knap. 27  Vt.  678. 

§  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  711. 

'Eastman  t>.  Armstrong,  26  111.  216;  and 
m  Burnside  «.  Potts,  23  111.  415  [I860]. 

1  Lewis  «.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  Fed 


Rep.  708;  Essenmeyer  v.  Sauter,  77  111  515 
[1875];  and  sre  Mansfield,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «. 
Vee<ler,  17  Ohio  885. 

8  Newland  v.  Douglass,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.), 
62  [1806];  Howell  v.  Howell.  26  111.  460. 

•  Kleine  v.  Cntara,  2  Gallison  C.  C.  61 
[1814].  The  suit  should  not  be  brought 
agninst  the  arbitrator,  but  against  the  other 
party  to  the  submission,  3  Atkyns  644 
[17481. 

10  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116N.  Y.  19  [1889]; 
eiUnff  Fudickar  «.  Ins.  Co..  62  N.  Y.  892; 
Coal  Co,  v.  Suit  Co.,  58  N.  Y.  667;  Wood* 
v.  Mod  ell.  1  Johns.  Ch.  502;  Todd  v  Bar- 
low, 2  John 8.  Ch.  551;  Lewis  t>.  Chicago, 
etc  ,  Ry.  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  708. 

11  People  e.  Board,  125  111.  9  [1888]. 
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*o  palpable  as  to  afford  sufficient  cause  for  a  court  of  equity  to  reform 
it.1 

488.  If  Certificate  or  Award  be  Regular  and  Engineer  or  Arbitrator  has 
Hot  been  Misled,  it  will  Hold. — If  the  award  is  not  ambiguous  and  is  within 
the  scope  of  the  submission,  and  there  is  no  fault  on  the  part  of  the  arbitra- 
tors, and  they  were  not  deluded,  deceived,  or  misled,  and  have  decided  as- 
they  intended,  and  as  the  evidence  warranted,  the  award  cannot  be  attacked 
on  the  grounds  of  an  error  in  computing  the  amount  found  due.*  It  can- 
not be  impeached  for  mistake  arising  from  error  in  judgment  of  the  referee 
or  in  drawing  conclusions  from  evidence  and  observation.*  If  the  engineer 
has  given  different  estimates  to  the  owner  and  contractor,  it  has  been  held 
proper  to  submit  both  of  them  to  the  jury  to  determine  which  is  the  correct 
one.4 

489.  Special  Statutes  Conferring  Power  to  Correct  Errors  in  Awards. 
— Some  states  have  passed  special  statutes  conferring  power  on  a  court  to* 
correct  an  award  which  is  imperfect  or  when  there  are  obvious  miscalcula- 
tions/ they  embody  the  same  principles  of  tho  law  as  has  been  set  forth  in 
the  cases  cited.  The  mistakes  and  miscalculations  must  be  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  award,  or  in  some  paper  delivered  with  it,  and  be  so  plain  that 
they  are  obvious  to  the  referee  the  moment  they  are  pointed  out.*  The* 
award  may  be  referred  back  to  the  arbitrator,  but  not  for  a  review  of  the 
case  on  its  merits,  or  to  reconsider  the  evidence  or  any  other  matter  on 
which  he  has  already  decided.  The  court  cannot  make  a  new  and  different 
award  based  upon  a  different  view  of  the  law  or  of  the  facts  of  the  case;  it 
has  the  same  power  as  it  has  over  a  verdict  to  sustain  it,  or  set  it  aside  as  a 
whole/ 

490.  Some  Cases  where  Engineer  has  Recalled  and  Corrected  his  Certifi- 
cate.— In  this  matter  regarding  the  powers  and  duties  of  an  engineer,  the 
case  of  O'Brien  v.  New  York,  under  the  stipulation  making  the  engineer** 
decision  conclusive  on  the  contractor,  but  not  upon  the  city,  furnishes  an 
nnusual  result.  In  this  case  the  engineer  delivered  his  certificate  to  tho 
aqueduct  commissioners,  which  to  all  intents  and  purposes  was  a  publica- 
tion of  it,  and  then  recalled  it  and  revised  it,  making  the  allowance  to  the- 
contractor  much  less  than  in  the  prior  certificate.  It  was  held  proper,  as 
the  earlier  estimate  included  work  which  was  not  properly  comprised  in  tho 
contract.  The  progress  certificates  were  held  not  conclusive,  but  capable  of 
being  corrected  in  the  final  estimate.0 

1  Robinson  Rea  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Melton,  189      717. 
Pa.  St.  257  [18911.  •  School  Dist.  t>.  Sage  (Wash.),  48  Pac. 

*  Hathaway  v.  Hagan  (Vt.),  8  Atl.  Rep.      Rep.  841. 

678  [1887].  *  Ginn  v.  Bowers,  126  Pa.  St.  552  [18891; 

»  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878.  Deford  v.  Deford  (Ind.),  19  N.  E.  Rep.  580 

4  Keystone  Brewing  Co.  v.  Walker  (Pa.),  [18891. 

11  Atl.  Rep.  650  [18881.  9  O'Brien  t>.  New  York  (N.  Y.  App.),  85- 

*  Rev.   Stat.   Iud.   1881,  §  846,  Act  of  N.  E.  Rep.  823,  142  N.  Y.  671. 
Penna.  Legislature,  June  16,  1886  P.  L. 
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Another  peculiar  case  was  decided  not  long  ago  in  Illinois,  in  which  the 
contractor  was  to  be  paid  "  upon  the  presentation  of  the  architect's  certifi- 
cate," which  was  to  be  final.  The  contractor  received  the  certificate,  and, 
being  disappointed  in  the  balance  due  according  to  the  architect's  estimate, 
he  deliberately  surrendered  it  and  returned  it  to  the  architect,  who  after- 
wards refused  to  give  him  another.  The  supreme  court  held  the  contractor 
could  recover  without  the  certificate/  but  the  court  of  appeals  held  that  the 
contractor's  act  in  deliberately  returning  the  certificate  was  a  taking  of  the 
burden  upon  himself  of  proving  his  right  to  recover  without  the  certificate, 
and  that  he  had  willfully  and  deliberately  disqualified  himself  from  compli- 
ance with  his  contract/  and  he  could  not  therefore  recover.  This  decision 
was  reversed  in  1892,  when  the  court  held  that  when  the  certificate  was 
once  made  and  signed  and  rendered  by  the  architects,  that  the  rights  of  the 
parties  were  then  determined  and  fixed,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  builder 
handed  the  certificate  back  to  the  architect  did  not  change  their  rights  or 
affect  the  validity  -of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  was  compared  to  a 
promissory  note  payable  on  demand.' 

Without  doubt  usually  progress  or  monthly  certificates  may  be  corrected, 
so  as  to  equalize  the  whole  at  the  end  or  correct  errors.4  * 

491.  Testimony  of  Arbitrator  in  Kegard  to  his  Award  or  Certificate. — 
An  arbitrator  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  his  own  misconduct  *  or 
to  show  a  mistake  in  his  award.*  He  cannot  contradict  an  award  which  he 
has  signed/  nor  explain  uncertainties  in  the  award.8  To  this  rule  there  is 
an  exception  in  cases  of  fraud,  and  an  exception  has  been  allowed  in  a  case 
of  mistake.9  An  arbitrator  may  be  called  as  a  witness  to  testify  the  time 
when  and  the  circumstances  in  which  he  made  his  award,10  and  also  concern- 
ing what  matters  were  submitted  to  them.11  One  who  refused  to  join  in  the 
award  may  testify  to  acts  of  partiality  and  misconduct  on  part  of  the  other 
arbitrators."  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  an  award  upon 
which  judgment  has  been  rendered  was  founded  upon  matters  not  pleaded; 
nor  can  the  "  understanding9'  of  the  arbitrators  be  shown.1' 

The  testimony  of  an  arbitrator  (architect)  is  competent  to  show  that  no 


1  Arnold  v,  Bournique  (111.),  88  N.  E. 
Rep.  580. 

*  Bournique  v.  Arnold,  88  111  App.  808 
£1889]. 

•  Arnold  v.  Bournique,  111.  Sup.  Ct., 
Jan.,  1892. 

*  Faunce  v.  Burke  &  Gonder,  16  Pa.  469 ; 
Monongnhela  Nav.  Co.  v.  Fen  Ion,  4  W.  & 
8.  205;  Yutzy  v.  Buffalo  Valley  R.  R.f  1 
Walker  463  ;  Memphis,  etc.,  R.  R.  «.  Wil- 
cox, 48  Pa.  St.  161  ;  semble,  Drliew  v.  A1- 
toona.  121  Pa.  St.  401  :  Gonder  t>.  R.  R. 
Co.,  171  Pa.  St.  497  [18951. 

•  Claycomb  v.  Butler.  88  111.  100  [1864] ; 
Schmidt  v.  Glade,  126  111.  485  [1888]. 


•  Newlnnd  v.  Douglass,  2  Johns.  (N.  T.) 
62  [1806]  :  but  see  Eiseumeyer  «.  Sauter,  77 
111.  515  [1875],  and  Klein  v.  Catara,  2 
Gallison  C.  C.  81  [1814], 

I  Campbell  v.  Western,  8  Paige  124 
[1882]. 

H 1  Amer.  &  Ens.  Ency.  Law  692. 

9  Pulliam  v.  Pensoneau,  38  111.  875 
[1864]. 

10  Woodbury  v.  Northy,  8  Me.  85  [1824]. 

II  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  691. 

"  Levine  «.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.), 
68  N.  W.  Rep.  855. 

18  Oases  in  17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
422. 


*  See  Sees.  467-469.  supra. 
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final  award  was  made,  and  that  although  he  had  signed  it,  having  subse- 
quently discovered  a  mistake  therein,  he  never  delivered  it.1  If  the  affi- 
davits of  the  arbitrators  are  in  support  of  their  award,  the  court  may  in  its 
discretion  permit  the  person  impeaching  the  award  to  examine  them.9 

Conversations  and  admissions  between  the  owner  and  his  engineer  as  to 
defects  in  the  work  made  in  the  absence  of  the  contractor  are  not  admis- 
sible in  an  action  by  the  contractor  for  a  balance  due  if  the  architect  in  no 
way  represents  the  contractor.  The  fact  that  the  contract  provides  that 
the  engineer  shall  decide  any  disputes  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  drawings ' 
and  specifications  does  not  render  it  admissible.1  The  engineer  is  the  agent 
for  many  purposes  of  the  owner,  and  his  conversations  and  admissions  to 
the  contractor  are  generally  admissible  in  such  an  action.4  *  A  letter  from 
the  engineer  to  the  contractor  in  regard  to  proper  mode  of  performing 
work,  written  and  received  after  completion  of  work,  cannot  be  received  to 
change  the  construction  of  the  contract/ 

492.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Certificate,  Estimate,  and  Decision  may  be 
Made  Without  Notice  to  the  Contractor. 

Clause:  "  *  *  *  every  such  doubt,  dispute,  and  difference  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  referred  to  and  be  determined,  settled,  and 
decided  by  the  engineer  or  architect,  who  shall  be  competent  to  enter 
upon  and  investigate  the  subject-matter  of  such  doubt,  dispute,  and 
difference,  either  with  or  without  reference  or  notice  to  the  parties  to 
this  agreement,  or  to  either  of  them,  or  after  such  investigations  or 
inquiries  as  he  may  think  fit  to  make  or  instigate,  and  who  shall  judge, 
decide,  order,  and  determine  thereon,  etc." 

Clause:  "And  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  engineer  may  think  con- 
venient the  engineer  shall  estimate,  fix,  and  determine,  either  ex  parte 
or  by  and  after  reference  to  the  parties,  or  either  of  them,  or  after  such 
investigations  or  inquiries  as  he  may  think  proper  to  make  or  instigate, 
and  he  shall  certify,    *    *    *     etc." 

Clause  :   "All  progress  or  prior  certificates  upon  which per 

cent,  payments  shall  have  been  made  are  to  be  regarded  as  mere  esti- 
mates, and  subject  to  correction  in  the  final  certificate,  which  may  be 
made  without  notice  to  the  contractor,  and  without  explanation  of  the 
measurements  and  data  upon  which  it  is  made  or  based." 

■ 

493.  Under  a  Submission  to  Arbitration  Parties  Are  Entitled  to  a 

Hearing.— Without  these  stipulations  the  question  whether  or  not  the  parties 
are  entitled  to  notice  and  to  be  given  an  audience  before  or  at  the  time  the 


»  Shulte  «.  Hennesy,  40  Iowa  852  [18751. 

•Robinson  v.  Shanks  (Ind.),  20  N.  K 
Rep.  '713  [18891. 

*  Eva  us  t>.  Montgomery  (Mich.),  55  N. 
W.  Rep.  863 ;  Garnsey  t>.  Rhodes  (Sup.), 
18  N.  Y  Supp.  484,  (N.  Y.  App.),  34  N.  E. 
Rep.  199. 

4  Wright  t>.  Reusens  (N.  Y.  App  ),  81 
N.  E.  Rep.  215 ;  Mobile  &  B.  Ry.  Co.  t>. 


Worthington  (Ala.),  10  So.  Rep.  889 ;  but 
$ee  Humsville,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Corpenlng 
(Ala.).  12  So.  Rep.  295 :  Burgess  v.  Ware- 
ham,  7  Gray  (Mass.)  845 ;  numerous  caeet 
tiled  by  counsel  in  Woodruff  i>.  R.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  108  N.  Y.  89  [1888]. 

•  Braney  «.  Town  of  Mlilbury  (Mast.), 
44  N.  E.  Rep.  1060. 


*  See  Sec.  849a,  infra. 
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engineer  or  architect  makes  hie  final  estimate,  is  one  that  has  been  raised 
frequently.  To  evade  the  question  it  is  customary  to  insert  a  clause  by 
which  either  one  or  both  of  the  parties  waives  their  [his]  rights  to  a  hearing 
before  the  engineer,  architect,  or  referee. 

Without  the  protection  of  a  police  or  military  force,  the  impropriety  of 
having  an  open  trial  of  the  vexing  questions  that  arise  in  engineering  and 
architecture,  can  be  imagined.  Free  fights  and  riots  would  be,  too  often,  the 
end  of  such  hearings  with  the  intrepid,  coercive  class  of  men  which  make 
up  the  rank  and  file  of  our  contractors  and  builders.  It  may  be  wondered 
that  they  are  not  even  more  roughshod  when  the  oppression  which  they 
undergo  and  the  risks  they  assume  are  considered. 

Under  a  submission  to  arbitration,  it  is  well  settled  that  either  party  is 
entitled  to  a  hearing  by  all  the  arbitrators,  and  that  an  award  made  without 
due  and  proper  notice  to  the  parties  of  the  proceedings  under  a  submission 
is  void,  and  has  no  binding  effect.1  A  refusal  to  hear  evidence  pertinent  and 
material  to  the  controversy  will  vitiate  an  award  by  arbitrators  in  a  court  of 
equity,"  and  it  has  been  held  that  if  either  party  suppress  or  conceal  material 
facts,  and  it  be  shown  that  such  facts  would  have  produced  a  different 
result,  it  will  be  sufficient  cause  for  setting  aside  an  award.'  So  when  arbi- 
trators were  determining  disputed  boundaries,  a  refusal  to  receive  and  con* 
sider  certain  deeds  and  maps  offered  to  show  the  lines  was  held  sufficient 
reason  for  setting  aside  an  award.1  An  agreement  by  the  terms  of  which  the 
arbitrators  were  "to  survey  the  ground,  take  levels,  and  determine"  has 
been  held  not  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  introduce  evidence.9 
However,  it  has  been  held  that  an  engineer  may  refuse  to  hear  testimony  of 
witnesses  to  contradict  the  estimates  furnished  by  his  subordinates  who 
made  the  measurements,  there  being  no  proof  of  fraud,  corruption,  bad 
faith/  or  misconduct  on  his  part,  or  palpable  mistake  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  estimate."  To  avoid  an  award  when  the  arbitrators  have  refused  to 
grant  a  hearing,  or  to  receive  material  evidence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show 
partiality,  bad  faith,  or  corruption  of  the  arbitrator.1 

A  provision  in  a  construction  contract  that  any  dispute  as  to  the  value 
of  extra  work,  or  work  omitted,  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration,  does  not 
bind  the  contractor  or  builder  to  a  settlement  without  a  hearing  and  wit- 
nesses. If  the  owner  refused  to  admit  a  clause  allowing  witnesses,  and  the 
contractor  insisted  upon  it,  then  both  parties  will  be  taken  to  have  aban* 
doned  the  provision,  and  the  question  will  be  a  proper  one  for  the  courts.* 
404.  Eight  to  a  Hearing  may  be  Waived  by  the  Parties.— The  right 

'Ingmham    v.  Whitmore.    75    111.    24  (N.  J  ),  20  Atl.  Rep.  29  [1890]. 

[1874];  Sbively  v.  Knoblock  (Ind.),  85  N.  «Hart  v.  Kennedy  (N.  J.),  20  Atl.  Rep. 

E    Rep.  1028;  ca*e$  eoUeeted,  1  Amer.  A  99  [1890]. 

Eng.  Ency.  Law  685.  •Sweet  v.  Norrison  (N.  Y.)f  22  N.  E. 

•Tan  Conrtlnndt  v.  Underhill,  17  Johns.  Rep.  276,  116  N.  Y.  19  [1889]. 

Rep.  405  [18191  •  Citing  Perkins  t>.  Giles  50  N.  Y.  228. 

•Hurdle  v   Stallinga  (N.  C),  18  8.  E.  'Imrraham  t>. Whitmore,  75 111.  24 [1874]. 

Rep.  720  [1891];  accord,  Hart  t>.  Kennedy  *  Anderson   v.   Meislahn,   12   Daly   150 
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to  be  present  at  a  hearing  may  be  waived  by  an  express  agreement,  or  by 
consent  of  the  parties,  or  by  failure  to  appear  or  be  excused  for  absence, 
when  the  party  has  had  notice  of  a  hearing.1*  When  the  submission  is 
silent  as  to  notice  of  a  hearing,  notice  must  be  given.'  Whether  or  not  the 
contractor  had  notice,  or  waived  the  notice  of  a  hearing,  is  a  question  for  the 
trial  court.1  It  seems  that  if  the  contractor  accept  or  perform  in  part  the 
award  of  arbitrators  made  at  a  meeting  of  which  contractor  had  no  notice, 
that  he  will  be  held  therebv.4 

An  umpire  who  has  been  chosen  to  decide  in  case  of  disagreement  of  the 
arbitrators,  may  make  an  award  without  either  of  the  arbitrators  joining  with 
him;  yet  it  is  his  duty  to  hear  the  whole  case,  and  to  make  a  distinct  award 
thereon  as  the  result  of  his  judgment.  If  he  decides  the  case  without 
a  hearing,  simply  on  the  statements  of  the  arbitrators,  his  award  will  be 
void.* 

495.  Earlier  Cases  Treated  Engineer  as  an  Arbitrator,  and  Required  a 
Hearing. — The  same  rule  was  generally  applied  to  an  engineer  in  the 
capacity  of  a  gwast- arbitrator  in  the  early  cases,  in  which  cases  the  engineer 
was  treated  as  an  arbitrator.  These  cases  held  that  the  builder  and  con- 
tractor are  entitled  to  a  hearing,  and  that  both  parties  should  be  notified 
and  given  an  opportunity  to  be  present  when  the  estimate  or  certificate  was 
made,  and  that  determinations  made  ex  parte  were  not  final  and  conclusive.* 
Whether  there  was  testimony  to  be  given  or  not,  it  was  held  that  notice 
should  have  been  given,  so  that  the  contractor  could  have  been  present,  and 
look  out  for  his  interests,  and  guard  against  mistakes;  that  if  an  arbitrator 
who  is  presumed  to  be  totally  indifferent  be  required  to  give  notice  of  a 
hearing,  that  there  was  even  greater  reason  that  the  selected  and  paid  ser- 
vant of  one  of  the  parties,  acting  in  the  capacity  of  an  umpire,  should  give 
the  same  notice;  that  as  the  contractor's  interests  were  entirely  dependent 
upon  the  skill  and  integrity  of  the  company's  engineer,  he  should  at  least 
have  the  benefit  of  a  hearing  and  notice  of  the  time  and  place  when  the 
engineer  will  investigate  the  matter,  with  a  view  to  rendering  his  decision;7 
that  the  conclusiveness  of  a  decision  of  a  third  person  with  respect  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  required  this  unless  there  was  something  in  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  declaring  or  clearly  importing  that  such  notice  had  been 
waived,  or  was  not  expected  or  intended.8    Another  case  [1839]  held  that 


[1883];  Altmau  v.  Altman,  5  Daly  486,  di*- 
Unguished. 

1  Box.  v.  Costello,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  398; 
semble,  lngrabam  v.  W  hit  mo  re,  75  111.  24 
£1874]. 

*Shively  *.  Knoblock,  infra. 

'  Shivery  c.  Knoblock  (Ind.)f  85  K.  £. 
Rep.  1038. 

*Ferrier  t>.  Knox  Co.  (Tex.)  88  8.  W. 
Rep.  896. 

'  Ingraham  v.  Whitmore,  75  111.  24  [1874]. 


•  Collins  u.  Vnnderbilt.  8  Bosw.  (N.  Y.) 
818  [1861];  Wilson  v.  York  &  M«l.  Line 
R.  Co.,  U  Oil)  &  J.  58  [1889];  McMahon 
f>.  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R.  Co  ,  20  N.  Y.  468 
[1859];  and  see  Gay  t>.  Laturop,  6  N.  Y.  St. 
Rep.  60S,  2  Wood  on  Railroads  999;  Pack- 
ard f>.  Van  Schnick,  58  111.  79. 

1  McMahon  v.  The  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R.  Co., 
20  N.  Y.  465;  Collins  v.  Vunderbilt,  8 
Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  818  [1861]. 

8  Collins  t>.  Vauderbilt,  $upra. 


*  See  Sees.  414  and  417,  supra. 
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the  plainest  dictates  of  natural  justice  required  that  no  man  should  be  con- 
demned unheard ;  that  the  right  to  notice  was  implied  in  the  agreement  to 
submit.1 

The  former  case  was  one  where  the  arbiter  had  accompanied  his 
employer,  the  owner,  over  the  works  at  the  latter^s  request,  and  the  owner 
had  said  if  it  was  all  right  he  would  pay;  but  they  found  by  inspection 
that  all  was  not  done,  and  the  architect  stated  to  the  contractor  what  he 
must  do  to  complete  the  works.  The  arbiter  subsequently  visited  the 
works  alone,  and  being  satisfied  all  was  done  he  gave  his  certificate  to  that 
effect.  The  court  held  that  it  was  not  sufficient,  as  the  subsequent  in- 
spection was  without  notice  to  the  owner  or  employer.' 

Another  and  earlier  case  had  held  that  no  notice  was  necessary  when 
measurements  were  to  be  made,  but  that  when  the  engineer  was  to  make  an 
estimate  of  certain  expenses  incurred  by  the  contractor  in  performing  extra 
work,  he  was  entitled  to  a  hearing  and  an  opportunity  to  make  his  repre- 
sentations and  suggestions,  and  of  submitting  such  accounts,  bills,  and  re- 
ports as  he  might  have,  accompanied  with  any  remarks  and  observations 
that  seemed  pertinent,  which,  though  not  binding  upon  the  engineer  in 
making  his  estimates,  should  have  at  least  some  weight  in  guiding  his  judg- 
ment to  a  fair,  just,  and  accurate  result.  If  such  an  opportunity  were  not 
given  to  the  contractor  then  the  engineer's  estimate  was  not  binding  nor 
conclusive.1 

Under  a  provision  that  ail  disputes  arising  respecting  the  true  construc- 
tion or  meaning  of  the  drawings  should  be  decided  by  the  engineer,  whose 
decision  should  be  final  and  conclusive,  it  was  held  that  when  one  party 
applied  to  the  engineer  for  a  construction  of  the  specifications,  no  dispute 
having  arisen,  there  was  no  need  of  giving  a  notice  to  the  other  party.4 

496.  In  Many  Cases  an  Engineer  and  Arbitrator  are  Distinguished.— 
There  are  many  cases  that  distinguish  a  reference  of  questions  of  price, 
quantity,  or  quality  of  materials  to  the  judgment  of  an  engineer  in  a  con- 
struction contract  from  a  submission  to  arbitration.  They  compare  such  a 
reference  to  an  agreement  that  some  third  party  shall  make  an  appraise- 
ment of  property/  and  hold  that  such  estimates  and  decisions  may  be  made 
without  granting  a  hearing  to  the  parties  or  giving  any  notice  thereof  unless 
such  hearing  and  notice  be  required  by  the  express  provision  of  the  contract 
or  by  reasonable  implication ;  and  that  the  engineer  may  make  his  decision 
upon  such  principles  as  he  6ees  fit  honestly  to  adopt  or  upon  such  evidence  as 
he  may  choose  to  admit.*  In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  for  notice  such 
cases  hold  that  the  parties  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  it.'    Though  the 

1  Wilson  v.  York  &  Md.  Line  R.  Co.,  [1884]. 
wupra.  •  Cases  collected,  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

•Collins  v.  Vanderbilt,  8  Bosw.  (N.  Y.),  Law  659. 
818  [18611.  *  Palmer  v.  Clark,  100  Mass.  878. 

•-Wilson  «.  The  York  &  Mo.  R.  Co.,  11         T  Korf  «.  Lull,  70  111.  420  [1878];  and 

Gill.  &  J.  58  [1889].  Taylor  v.  Renn,  79  111.  181. 

4Gustave8on   v.    McGay,  12  Daly  428 
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architect  be  sole  judge,  yet  he  may  not  be  regarded  so  strictly  an  arbitrator 
as  to  require  that  the  parties  be  given  notice  of  the  time  and  place  he  will 
render  his  decision.1  * 

497.  Intention  of  Parties  in  Begard  to  a  Hearing  should  be  Expressed. 
— In  view  of  the  different  opinions  entertained  as  shown  by  the  cases  cited, 
the  advisability  of  a  stipulation  showing  the  intention  of  the  parties  with 
regard  to  a  hearing  is  apparent.  If  there  is  no  intention  to  give  the  con- 
tractor  an  opportunity  to  present  his  case,  then  the  contractor  should  embody 
a  waiver  of  any  rights  he  may  have  to  a  hearing  or  to  a  notice  thereof ;  and 
if  on  the  contrary  the  parties  are  mutually  agreed  that  a  hearing  will  be 
more  equitable  and  proper  it  should  be  provided  for  in  the  contract  The 
more  general  practice  is  to  leave  it  to  the  judgment  of  the  engineer,  whether 
he  will  grant  a  hearing  to  either  party,  as  expressed  in  the  clause  given  in 
section  492. 

No  doubt  when  questions  and  disputes  are  to-be  determined  and  settled 
by  three  arbitrators,  or  by  two  arbitrators  with  a  final  appeal  to  an  umpire 
selected  by  them,  there  must  be  a  hearing  and  a  notice  thereof,  f  especially 
where  the  arbitrators  have  to  be  informed  of  the  facts  of  the  case  by 
affidavits,  records  of  measurement,  testimony,  etc.,  it  could  not  be  other- 
wise ;  but  when  the  engineer  has  all  the  facts  in  his  possession  and  the 
uncertainty  or  questions  in  dispute  can  be  determined  by  measurement, 
calculation,  or  investigation,  the  necessity  for  a  hearing  is  less  apparent. 
Such  references  have  frequently  been  distinguished  from  submissions  to 
arbitration,  although  the  decisions  rendered  under  them  have  been  given 
the  finality  and  conclusiveness  of  an  award.9 

498.  Hearing  may  be  said  to  have  Been  Continuous  During  Construction 
of  Work. — In  cases  of  construction  work  the  hearing  may  be  said  to  have 
continued  from  the  time  the  contract  was  signed  until  the  final  certificate 
has  been  rendered.  The  contractor  as  well  as  the  owner  are  in  almost  daily 
intercourse  with  the  engineer,  and  bring  claims  and  complaints  to  his  atten- 
tion as  they  come  up  in  the  work.  In  fact,  the  law  seems  to  require  that 
they  should  do  so.  J  If  a  hearing  is  to  be  granted,  at  what  stage  of  the 
work  shall  it  be  given?  Shall  it  be  when  the  measurements  are  made, 
when  the  quantities  are  estimated  and  the  classifications  made,  or  the 
quality  of  work  and  materials  determined,  or  when  the  engineer  draws  up 
and  signs  his  final  certificate?  These  are  questions  which  the  courts  do  not 
always  consider,  but  they  should  have  some  weight  in  deciding  such  ques- 
tions. The  courts  have  frequently  held  that  the  parties  need  not  be  notified 
to  be  present  when  arbitrators  meet  to  draw  up  and  sign  their  award  ;  that 
arbitrators,  like  jurors,  have  the  privilege  of  consultation  together  in  private 
for  the  purpose  of  making  their  award.1    Certainly  for  the  purpose  of 

>  Korf  o  Lull,  70  111.  420  [18781.  '  Roloson  «.  Carson,  8  Md.  208  [185?] ; 

*  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  059.  eases  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  686. 

*  See  Sees.  526-528,  infra,      f  See  Sees.  526-528,  infra.      %  See  Bees.  578-581,  infra. 
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checking  and  Comparing  reports,  estimates,  and  computations  of  his  assist- 
ants, an  engineer  in  charge  of  extensive  works  has  even  greater  need  of  the 
privacy  of  his  office,  undisturbed  by  the  arguments  and  quarrels  of  the 
parties. 

If  arbitrators  are  selected  with  special  reference  to  their  special  knowl- 
edge of,  or  skill  in,  the  matter  in  controversy,  and  it  is  apparent  that  the 
parties  intended  to  rely  on  their  personal  knowledge  or  skill,  as  is  the  case 
with  an  architect  or  engineer,  the  arbitrators  may  be  justified  in  refusing  to 
hear  evidence.1  A  submission  to  perform  an  award  is  not,  in  general,  con- 
ditional upon  receiving  notice  of  the  award,  because  both  parties  may 
equally  take  notice  of  it  If,  however,  it  be  provided  that  the  award  should 
be  notified  to  the  parties,  it  is  no  award  until  notice  be  given,  and  personal 
notice  is  necessary  in  order  to  proceed  by  attachment  for  contempt  in  not 
performing  the  award.9 

'Hall  «.  Korwalk  F.  Ins.  Co.  (CO,  17     Eng.  Encv.  Law  881. 
At!.  Rep.  856;  accord,  Sweet  v.  Morrison,         'Leake's Dig.  of  Contract!  if?. 
116  H.  Y.  19;  cam  collected  1  Amer.  & 
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DELEGATION  QF  ENGINEER'S  OR  ARCHITECTS  DUTIES  TO  ASSISTANTS 

MINISTERIAL  AND  JUDICIAL   DUTIES    DISTINGUISHED. 

499*  Provision  for  Delegation  of  Engineer's  Duties  to  his  Assistants. 

Clause  :  "  And  it  is  further  agreed  by  the  parties  to  this  agreement, , 
that  whenever  the  engineer  aforesaid  shall  be  unable  to  act,  in  conse- 
quence of  absence  or  other  cause,  then  such  assistant  as  said  engineer,  or 
the  owner,  or  commissioner,  shall  designate,  shall  perform  all  the  duties 
and  be  vested,  with  full  power  (subject  to  the  instructions  and  revisions 
of  the  chief  engineer)  to  decide  as  to  the  manner  of  conducting,  execu- 
ting, and  estimating  the  said  works  in  every  particular,  and  that  the 
contractor  shall  follow  the  instructions  or  orders  of  the  officers  or  per- 
sons so  appointed." 

500.  Certain  Duties  cannot  be  Delegated. — When  the  control,  direction, 
and  supervision  of  large  works  is  left  to  the  engineer  of  the  company,  and  it 
is  further  provided  that  he  shall  classify,  accept,  or  reject  materials,  deter- 
mine quantities,  decide  upon  the  character  and  completion  of  work,  and 
judge  of  numerous  questions  incident  to  the  undertaking,  an  engineer  finds 
himself  so  overwhelmed  with  work  that  he  must  delegate  a  large  proportion 
of  the  duties  and  tasks  assigned  to  him  by  the  contract  to  assistants.  This 
delegation  is  frequently  made  a  point  of  attack  by  disappointed  contractors, 
and  sometimes  successfully,  when  the  above  clause  is  not  inserted  in  the 
contract. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  delegated  powers  cannot  be  delegated,  and 
that  an  agent  cannot  employ  a  sub-agent  to  do  his  principal's  business. 
This  rule  is  particularly  applicable  to  those  cases  where  the  performance  of 
the  agency  requires  the  exercise  of  special  skill,  judgment,  or  discretion. 
When  an  engineer  has  been  selected  with  special  reference  to  his  skill, 
honesty,  and  integrity,  and  the  special  confidence  that  the  parties  place  in 
him,  there  is  abundant  reason  why  the  trust  should  not  be  transferred  to 
another,  whose  fitness  and  capacity  is  not  known  to  the  parties.1 

The  appointment  of  an  engineer  or  attorney  creates  a  personal  trust,  and 
the  performance  of  his  duties  cannot  be  entrusted  to  another  engineer  or 
attorney,  without  the  express  consent  of  the  employer.' 

1  Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  186,  and  cases  Mich.  14 ;    Monaban  «.  Fitzgerald  (111. 

cited.  Sup),  45  N.  E.  Rep.   1018  ;  Boeock  9. 

'King  v.  Hawkins  (Ariz.).  16  Pac.  Rep.  Pavey,  8  Ohio  St.  270. 
484  [1888] ;  Eggleston  «.  Board  man,  87 
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501.  Certain  Aoti  may  be  Delegated.— This  rule,  however,  does  not 
require  that  the  engineer  shall  perform  in  person  all  of  the  purely  mechani- 
cal and  ministerial  work  required,  such  as  copying,  drafting,  measuring, 
figuring,  and  driving  stakes.  The  performance  of  such  duties  through  the 
agency  of  others  falls  under  a  well-recognized  exception  to  the  general  rule. 
The  rule  against  delegation  applies  with  special  force  to  arbitrators  and  to 
0wa*t-arbitrators  in  whose  personal  judgment,  ability,  and  discretion  the 
parties  to  the  submission  have  place  their  confidence,  but  the  exception  seems 
equally  necessary  in  the  case  of  an  engineer  or  architect.  There  may  be,  and 
usually  are,  many  mechanical  and  ministerial  acts  which  it  is  expected  will 
be  assigned  to  others,  and  which  may  be  delegated  with  perfect  propriety* 
The  act  must  not  require  any  exercise  of  discretion  or  judgment,  nor  should 
any  act  be  delegated  which  requires  the  exercise  of  any  function  upon  which 
the  parties  have  relied  upon  as  being  perculiarly  within  the  province  of  the 
arbitrator,  as  those  involving  the  personal  skill,  honesty,  and  integrity  of  the 
arbitrator.1  An  arbitrator  cannot  delegate  any  matter  requiring  his  opinion 
or  judgment,  not  even  to  a  fellow-arbitrator.  The  parties  must  have  the 
benefit  of  the  joint  judgment  of  all  the  arbitrators  acting  together.' 

Arbitrators  may  consult  disinterested  persons  of  acknowledged  skill,  and 
obtain  such  information  and  advice  in  reference  to  technical  questions  sub- 
mitted to  them  as  may  seem  necessary  to  come  to  correct  conclusions,  and 
they  may  adopt  such  opinions  as  their  own,  provided  that  the  award  is  the 
result  of  their  own  judgment.1 

502.  Exception  to  the  Rule  that  an  Agent  cannot  Delegate  His  Duties. — 
There  are,  according  to  Mr.  Evans  in  his  excellent  work  on  "  Principal  and 
Agen t,"  four  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  that  the  agent  cannot  delegate 
his  duties  to  another.  They  are  :  1.  When  there  is  a  lawful  custom  or  usage 
to  authorize  it;  2.  When  the  act  is  purely  ministerial;  3.  Where  the  object 
of  the  agency  cannot  be  attained  otherwise;  4.  Where  the  principal  is  aware 
that  his  agent  will  appoint  a  deputy. 

The  delegation  of  duties  by  engineers  and  architects  to  their  assistants, 
has  been  permitted  and  placed  under  each  and  all  of  these  exceptions,  and 
well  it  may.  It  is  well  known  that  practically  the  engineer  never  does  and 
never  can  make  the  estimates,  or  even  verify  those  made  by  others  on  large 
works,  that  it  is  altogether  impracticable,  and  there  is  a  universal  custom  and 
usage  to  employ  assistants  to  do  the  routine  work  of  inspection,  measure- 
ments, giving  lines  and  grades,  etc.  There  can  be  but  one  conclusion  in 
respect  to  such  a  reference  to  the  determination  of  an  engineer,  which  is  that 
the  parties  in  making  their  submission  had  reference  to  something  that  was 
usual,  or  at  least  possible." 

1  Mecbem  on  Agency,  Sec.  188  ;  Evans  •  Herrick  v.  Belknap,  27  Vt.  681 ;  Pal- 
on  Principal  and  Agent,  52.  mer  t>.  Clark,  106  Mass.  373  ;  Seymour  v. 
.  *  Evnns  on  Principal  and  Agent  [Black-  Long  Dock  Co. ,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  396  [1869]; 
stone  ed.]  51;  and  see  Benson  v.  Miller  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.  Y.  19;  Wiberly 
(Minn.),  57  N.  W.  Rep.  948.  «.    Matthews,    91  N.   Y.    648  ;   Billing's 
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The  fact  that  the  basis  of  the  engineer's  certificate  is  the  measurements 
made  by  his  assistants,  not  in  his  presence,  affords  no  ground  of  avoiding  it, 
if  the  duty  and  the  known  and  usual  mode  of  executing  such  duties 
officially  require  the  employment  of  assistants.1  It  is  too  narrow  an  inter- 
pretation to  insist  that  the  measurements  shall  be  made  by  the  engineer  or 
in  his  presence.  If  estimates  are  made  in  the  usual  manner  by  assistants 
according  to  his  directions  and  instructions,  and  are  thereafter  revised  and 
verified  by  him,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  work  admits,  they  may  be  made 
the  basis  of  an  estimate  and  certificate  of  the  engineer.9  * 

503.  Certain  Duties  cannot  be  Delegated  except  by  Express  Agree- 
ment.— As  before  intimated,  there  are  duties  and  powers  conferred  upon  the 
engineer  which  he  should  not  and  cannot  delegate  to  subordinates.  The 
question  is  how  far  must  the  work  be  under  his  direct  personal  supervision. 
It  would  hardly  be  expected  that  the  engineer  should  hold  both  ends  of  a 
tape,  stand  at  both  ends  of  a  transit,  or  sight  through  a  level  and  hold"  the 
rod,  and  if  he  can  employ  an  assistant  to  do  one  of  these  acts,  why  not  both 
of  them  ?  Why  cannot  an  assistant  perform  the  mathematical  operations 
as  well  as  to  look  up  the  logarithms?  and  in  short,  why  cannot  the  bulk  of 
the  field  and  office  operations  be  performed  by  assistants,  as  they  invariably 
are,  on  large  work  ?  So  long  as  the  engineer  maintains  a  careful  and  con- 
stant supervision  over  the  acts  and  operations  of  his  assistants,  knows  what 
they  are  doing  and  how  they  are  doing  it,  and  insists  that  all  doubtful  or 
disputed  questions  shall  be  referred  to  him,  and  takes  pains  to  inform  him- 
self as  to  all  questions  out  of  the  usual  routine  of  daily  operations,  he  may 
be  said  to  do  all  that  was  contemplated  by  the  parties  in  their  contract. 
This  argument  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  service  requires  the  exer- 
cise of  special  skill,  judgment,  or  discretion,  or  where  the  engineer  or  agent 
is  selected  because  the  parties  repose  special  confidence  in  him;  there  is 
abundant  reason  why  the  trust  should  not  be  delegated  to  another  of  whose 
fitness  and  capacity  the  parties  know  not,  at  least  not  without  their  consent.9 

There  is  a  higher  class  of  duties,  properly  culled  judicial  acts,  which  the 
contract  should  place  upon  the  engineer,  such  as  the  determination  of  ques- 
tions of  the  duo  and  proper  performance  of  the  contract,  the  methods  to  be 
employed  in  determining  the  quantities,  the  means  of  attaining  certain 
results,  the  classification  and  sufficiency  of  work  done,  and  a  tribunal  for  the 
general  appeal  of  all  questions  about  which  the  assistant  may  have  doubts 
or  which  the  contractor  may  question.    These  cannot  be  delegated,  but  must 

Awards,   76,   77  ;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  engineer  as  an  arbitrator  may  consult  other 

Price,  188  U.  8.  186  [1891];  see  Evans'  engineers  and  adopt  their  opinions.  Evans* 

Agency,  pp.  52-4.  Agency  52. 

1  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Maas.  873.  *Mecham  on   Agency,   §186,  and  cases 

1  Palmer  «.  Clurk,  supra;  Chicago,  etc.,  died;    Evans'  Agency,   p.  47;   American 

Ry.   Co.  v.  Price,   188  U.  S.  185  [1891];  cases  eited  in  Blackstone   edition;    Coos. 

affirming  Trice  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  Bank*.  Norton,  1  Hill  605;  accord  Combes. 

8W  Fed.  Rep.  807  [1889].     It  seems  that  an 

*  Bee  Sec.  529.  infra. 
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be  performed  by  the  engineer,  to  whom  each  questions  are  referred  by  the 
oon tract.1  The  engineer  or  architect  should  approve  and  sign  the  certificate, 
and  not  his  assistant/ 

504.  The  Engineer  must  Do  Whatever  the  Contract  Expressly  Requires 
of  Htm — If  the  contract  requires  that  the  work  shall  be  measured  by  the 
engineer  it  seems  that  the  measurement  of  a  subordinate  will  not  answer;  it 
was  so  held  in  1839.  The  court  seems  to  have  ignored  the  necessities  of 
the  case  and  hold  strictly  to  the  letter  of  the  law,  that  an  agent  has  no  power 
to  employ  a  sub-agent  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  principal.* 
This  was  held  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  work  was  to  be  measured 
by  the  engineer  of  the  company,  without  naming  a  particular  person.  The 
court  said:  "In  his  skill  and  integrity,  or  the  person  who  might  succeed 
him  in  the  responsible  position  which  he  occupied,  full  and  implicit  con- 
fidence might  have  been  reposed,  which  the  contractor  at  least  might  not  for 
valid  reasons  be  unwilling  to  repose  in  a  subordinate  officer,  and  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trust  by  a  different  person  was  an  assumption  of  power  not  war- 
ranted by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract.4 

Some  of  the  cases  distinguish  between  a  provision  that  the  engineer 
should  measure  and  that  he  should  estimate*  It  would  seem  therefore  that, 
in  drafting  a  contract,  the  word  "  measure  "  had  better  be  omitted.  Unless 
this  case  be  supported  on  the  strict  terminology  of  the  words  used — i.  e., 
measured— it  must  be  considered  as  overruled  by  the  more  recent  decisions 
cited. 

Under  a  stipulation  that  the  work  should  be  done  under  the  direction 
and  supervision  of  the  chief  engineer  and  his  assistants,  by  whose  measure- 
ments and  calculations  the  quantities  and  amounts  shall  be  determined  and 
whose  decision  shall  be  conclusive,  it  was  held  that  a  measurement  by  the 
assistant  engineer  was  not  conclusive,  nor  his  decision  that  the  work  was 
done  according  to  the  contract,  nor  that  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  pay 
therefor.*  An  estimate  by  a  subordinate  engineer  will  not  answer  the 
requirement  that  the  certificate  shall  be  made  by  the  chief  engineer,  even 
though  the  subordinate  engineer  has  done  all  the  surveying,  measuring,  and 
inspection,  and  estimates.7 

When  a  contract  stipulated  that  certain  work  should  be  paid  for  as 

Case,  9  Co.  R.  75;  Lynn  v.  Bnrgoyne,  18  11  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  38-68. 

B.  Mon.  400;  Tibbetts  t>.  Walker,  4  Mass.  *  2  Kent's  Commentaries,  and  the  maxim, 

597;  Emerson  «.  Providence  Hat  Co.,  12  "Defyatus  non  potest  delegare." 

Mass.  241;  Powell  v  Tuttle,  3  Comet.  896;  *Tbe  court  does  not  seem  to  have  con- 

Bocock  v.  Pavey,  8  Ohio  St.  270;  Stubbs  sidered  the  effect  of  usage,  and  the  fact  thai 

v.  Holywell  R    Co.,  L.  R.  2  Excb.  811,  the  company  could  have  promoted  the sub- 

19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  401  et  sea.  ordinate  to  the  position  of  chief  engineer. 

1  Seymour  t>.  Long  Dock  Co.,  20  N.  J.  Wilson  t>.  York  &  Md.  Line  R.  Co.  (Md.), 

Eq.  896  [1869].  11  Gill  &  J.  58  [1889]. 

»  McNamara  v.  Harrison,  81  Iowa  486;  5  Sweet  «.  Morrison,  116  N  Y.  19. 

Snell  v.  Brown,  71  111.  183;  Mclntyre  e.  'Snell  t>.  Brown,  71  111.  188  [18781. 

Tucker  (Com.  PI.).  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  95 ;  '  McNamara  *.  Harrison  (Iowa),  46  M. 

Monahan  v.  Fitzgerald(Ill.  Sup.),  45  N.  E.  W.  Rep.  976. 
Rep.  1018;  Wilson  e.  York,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
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certified  to  by  the  engineer  in  charge,  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  work 
done  and  the  value  thereof  made  by  a  division  engineer  and  0.  K/d  by  the 
engineer  in  charge,  was  held  admissible  with  the  testimony  of  such  engi- 
neers.1 In  these  cases  it  was  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  chief  engineer's  approval  and  adoption  of  the  results 
obtained  by  his  assistants,  and  nothing  else  would  suffice. 

505.  Contract  Clause  Permitting  Delegation  of  Engineer's  Duties 
Omitted. — Without  a  clause  similar  to  that  recommended,  an  agreement  to 
abide  by  the  decision  of  the  chief  engineer  is  binding,  though  he  has  not 
himself  measured  the  work/  and  even  though  the  engineer  refuse  to  hear 
testimony  tending  to  contradict  the  estimates  of  his  assistants.*  Whether  his 
.estimates  were  correct  or  not,  the  parties  had  conclusively  submitted  their 
rights  to  him,  and  they  must  abide  the  result.  The  engineer's  information  of 
the  work  was  furnished  by  his  assistants,  and  the  court  held  that  as  personal 
supervision  was  not  stipulated  for  in  the  contract  it  was  not  required.' 

It  is  a  curious  state  of  affairs  that  an  engineer  can  determine  and  decide 
a  controversy  between  two  parties  in  a  case  in  which  he  would  not  be 
accepted  in  courts  as  a  witness.  It  seems  from  the  last  case  that  an 
engineer  who  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  work  except  what  he  has 
derived  from  reports  made  to  him  by  his  subordinates  can  act  as  judge  of 
the  parties'  rights  in  regard  to  the  work,  but  it  has  been  held*  he  cannot 
testify  in  court  regarding  the  same  work.4 

A  recent  case  has  decided  that  when  a  contract  makes  the  decision  of 
the  chief  engineer  conclusive,  a  finding  by  him  on  a  disputed  point  is  not 
conclusive  if  it  appear  that  he  paid  no  personal  attention  to  the  matter  but 
acted  solely  on  the  statements  of  subordinates.*  If  the  engineer  be  desig- 
nated as  a  public  officer  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the 
officer  designated.* 

If  the  contract  require  the  certificate  to  be  signed  by  two  or  more,  the 
signature  of  one  alone  will  not  be  sufficient/  *  One  of  the  partners  of  a  firm 
of  architects  may  sign  the  firm's  name  to  a  certificate  required  to  be  made 
by  the  two  architects;*  but  an  architect  cannot  delegate  to  his  partner 
a  power  to  determine  as  an  arbitrator  all  matters  concerning  the  materials 
and  character  of  the  work,*  nor  can  one  partner  alone  make  affidavit  to  an 

.   l.  Miller  t>.  Sullivan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  88  [1891]. 

B.  W.  Rep.  696;  and  see  Vermont  St.  Ch.  *  Van  Hook  t>.  Burns  (Wash.),  88  Pac. 

©.  Brose,  104  III.  207;  see  Sweet  t>.  Morri-  Rep.  768. 

son,  116  N.  Y.  19  [1889].  •  United  States  «.  N.  American  Com. 

J  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Price.  138  U.  S.  Co.  (C.  C).  74  Fed.  Rep.  145. 

185  [1891];  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878;  '  Adams  v.  New  York,  4  Duer  (N.  Y.) 

Herrick  v.  Belknap,   27  Vt.  681;  nee  also  295 

McNamnra  c.  Harrison  (la.),  46  N.  W.  Rep.  *  Lull  a.  Korf,  84  HI.  225. 

976  [18901.  •  Wright «.  Meyer  (Tex,),  25  S.  W.  Rep. 

•  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.Y.  19  [1889J.  1122  [1894]. 
.   4  Holmes  v.  Oil  Co.,  188  Pa.   St.  546 

*  See  Sec.  580,  infra. 
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estimate  presented  by  a  firm  of  engineers,1  bat  the  certificate  of  the  surviv- 
ing member  of  a  firm  of  architects,  if  allowed  to  continue  to  act  as  superin- 
tendent and  architect,  will  be  binding.' 

506.  Engineer  Not  Properly  Designated. — Frequently  the  designation  of 
the  engineer  is  ambiguous  as  to  whether  reference  of  certain  questions  are 
made  to  the  chief  engineer  or  to  some  one  of  the  subordinate  engineers  of 
the  staff.  It  has  been  held  that  work  to  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
engineer  of  the  company  had  reference  to  the  chief  engineer/  that  estimates 
of  the  "  engineers  in  charge  "  of  the  road  meant  the  engineers  in  charge  of 
the  entire  road  and  not  the  one  in  charge  of  the  masonry  in  question,  and 
whose  decision  was  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  engineer  in  chief.4  When 
there  were  three  engineers,  any  one  of  whom  would  answer  the  description 
of  the  contract,  it  was  held  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
the  parties  had,  the  chief  engineer,  his  principal  assistant,  or  sub-assistant 
engineer,  in  mind  at  the  time  of  contracting/  A  reference  to  the  chief 
engineer  of  a  company  is  to  the  person  who  fills  the  office  of  and  is  acting 
chief  engineer  when  the  adjudication  is  called  for — he  is  the  proper  person.* 
By  the  Scotch  law  the  engineer  must  be  designated  by  name,  if  he  be  made 
the  arbiter  of  questions  and  disputes  arising  from  construction  work,  which 
prevents  this  question  from  arising.7  A  reference  to  an  engineer,  "so  long 
as  he  should  continue  to  be  the  company's  principal  engineer/'  has  been 
held  to  continue  to  the  same  person,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
company  became  merged  in  and  amalgamated  with  another  company,  the 
engineer  continuing  to  be  the  engineer  of  the  same  division  of  the  amalga- 
mated roads,  though  he  was  not  its  principal  engineer.' 

If  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  be  made  a  condition  precedent,  and  he 
die  before  his  certificate  is  made,  the  owner  may  select  another,  and  if  the 
contractor  does  not  object  at  the  time  it  seems  he  cannot  object  after  he 
has  rendered  his  certificate.* 

When  the  reference  is  made  to  the  engineer  of  the  company,  or  to  the 
owner's  architect,  the  decision  and  estimate  should  be  made  by  the  one 
under  whom  the  work  was  done,10  or  by  the  one  who  holds  the  office  when 
the  decision  is  called  for."     Under  an  agreement  that  work  shall  be  valued 


1  People  i?.  Crotou  Aq.  Bd  ,  26  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  240. 

*  Davidson  «.  Provost,  35  111.  App.  126. 

•  Barker  v.  T.  <&  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  766 
[1885]. 

♦Reilly  v.  Lee,  61  Hun  (N.  T.)  627 
[1891]. 

*  Leebrick  v.  Lysler,  3  Walts  &  Serg. 
365  [1842] 

•  Connor  v.  Simpson  (Pa.).  7  Atl.  Rep. 
161  [1887]:  North  Lebanon  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Oranu,  33  Pa.  St.  530  ;  see  also  Wallis  Iron 
Works  r.  Monmouth  Park  Assn.  (N.  J.). 
26  Atl.  Rep.  140;  Ra'  ger  i>.  Gt.  Western 
By.  Co.,  5  H.  of  L.  Ca«.  71  [1854]. 


7  Tancred,  A  &  Co.  v.  The  Steel  Co., 
17  Scotch  Law  Repts.  463  [18901. 

8  In  re  The  Wansbeck  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  1 
C.  P.  269. 

•  Beecher  v.  Shuback,  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 
604. 

10  Wangler  v.  Swift,  90  N.  Y.  38. 

11  North  Lebanon  R.  Co.  v.  McGrann,  33 
Pa.  St.  530;  Ranker  t>.  Gt.  Western  R. 
Co.,  27  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  35 ;  Wallis  Iron 
Wks.  *.  Monmouth  Pk.  Assn.  (N.  J.),  26 
Atl.  Rep.  140 ;  and  see  Firth  v.  Midland 
R.  Co.,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  100,  where  engineer 
died. 
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by  "  competent  persons/'  it  was  held  that  the  owner  might  name  the  archi- 
tect as  arbitrator.1 

507.  Delegation  of  Duties  by  Engineer  as  a  Public  Officer. — When  an 
engineer  is  a  public  officer,  and  certain  duties  are  by  law  or  by  the  charter, 
as  of  a  city,  required  to  be  performed  by  him,  such  as  the  making  of  a  cer- 
tificate, he  cannot  delegate  them  to  his  assistant.' 

The -same  is  true  of  common  councils  and  boards  of  public  works.  Any 
and  all  duties  requiring  the  exercise  of  discretion  or  judgment  must  be  per- 
formed by  the  person  or  persons  designated  by  law.  A  common  council 
cannot  delegate  to  the  board  of  public  works,  nor  to  a  committee,  nor  to  the 
city  engineer,  duties  which  belong  to  the  council  to  determine.' 

While  a  common  council  may  not  delegate  its  authority  to  provide  or 
select  plans  and  specifications  for  a  structure,  yet  it  may  adopt  or  ratify  the 
act  of  another  (as  an  engineer)  in  procuring  such  plans  and  specifications, 
and  may  provide  for  paying  the  reasonable  cost  thereof,  even  if  the  act  of 
procuring  was  unauthorized.4  It  may  by  ordinance  delegate  to  a  committee 
authority  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  street  improvements,  and  the  contract 
made  pursuant  thereto  is  binding  on  the  city/ 

Where  a  city  charter  provides  that  the  board  of  public  works  shall  com- 
pute the  costs  of  public  improvements,  and  apportion  the  same,  it  has  no 
authority  to  allow  the  clerk  of  the  engineering  department  to  make  such 
apportionment. a 

Canal  commissioners  have  been  allowed  to  delegate  power  to  enter  upon 
lands  of  an  individual  and  take  materials  for  the  furtherance  of  the  work/ 
and  engineers  have  been  delegated  the  power  to  enter  upon  lands  and  occupy 
them  for  a  station  for  surveying  operations.* 


1  Stoke  v.  McCul lough,  1  Cent.  Rep.  55. 

*  Bauer  v.  Lowe  (Oaf),  40  Pac.  Rep.  887; 
Warren  v.  Ferguson  (Cal.),  41  Pac.  Rep. 
417;  Dowling  v.  Adams  (Cal.),  41  Pac. 
Rep.  418;  and  see  McEutire  t>.  Tucker 
(Com.  PL).  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  95;  McNamara 
v.  Harrison,  81  Iowa  486. 

•  To  a  board  of  public  works.  Workmen 
et  al.  e.  Chicago,  61  111.  468  [18711;  Floss 
Union  Bldg.  Assn.  *.  Chicago,  56  111.  854; 
to  a  committee  to  sell  property,  Beal  «. 
Roanoke  (Va.),  17  S.  E.  Rep.  788;  to  a 
township  to  build  a  bridge,  Pleasant  View 
Tp.  «.  Shawgo  (Kan.),  W)  Pac.  Rep.  704; 
to  a  mayor  to  sell  bonds,  Blair  «.  Waco 
(Tex.)  (C.  C.  A.),  75  Fed.  Rep.  800;  nor  to 
grant  licenses,  Day  v.  Green,  4  Cush. 
(Mass  )  488;  to  one  not  a  qualified  clerk  of 
the  probate  judge,  the  issuing  of  marriage- 
licenses,  Ashley  v.  State  (Ala.),  19  So.  Rep. 


917;  to  property-owners  the  power  to  per- 
mit the  location  of  livery-stables,  Chicago 
v.  Stratton,  58  111.  A  pp.  589;  to  one  of  Its 
members  the  location  of  street-lamps, 
Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Riordan  (Tex.  \  22  S. 
W.  Rep.  519;  and  see  19  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  461-469. 

4  Koch  v.  Milwaukee  (Wis.),  62  N.  W. 
Rep.  918;  see  also  Re  Em.  I.  8av.  Bank, 
75  N.  Y.  888. 

•  Reuting«.  City  of  Titusville  (Pa.  Sup), 
84  Atl.  Rep.  916. 

•  McQuiddy  v.  Vineyard,  1  Mo.  App. 
Rep.  264. 

1  Lyon  v.  Jerome.  13  Wendell  569  [18861. 

•  See  On  v.  Quimby,  54  N.  H.  590jl874]; 
see  also  Nevin  v.  Roach  (Ky.),  5  S.  W.  Rep. 
546  [18871;  and  United  States  v.  Ormsbee 
(D.  0.),  74  Fed.  Rep.  207. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

INTEREST  OP  ENGINEER    OR    ARCHITECT    IN   COMMON   WITH   THE 

OWNER  OR  CONTRACTOR. 

HE  SHOULD  HAYS  NO  SECRET  INTEREST  IN  THE  CONTRACT. 

508.  Provision  that  Engineer'!  Interest  in  the  Works  shall  not  Affect 
hit  Decisions. 

Clause:  "  No  objection  shall  be  made  to,  nor  any  attempt  be  made  to 
set  aside,  any  decision,  direction,  estimate,  award,  etc.,  of  the  engineer 
or  architect,  on  account  of  or  by  reason  of  any  (ordinary)  interest, 
which  the  said  engineer  or  architect  may  have  or  hold  in  the  company 
in  common  with  others,  such  as  that  of  a  stockholder  in  an  incorporated 
company,  or  a  property-holder  whose  estate  is  subject  to  a  tax  or  assess- 
ment to  pay  for  the  contract  work,  or  that  of  a  subscriber  to  contribute 
to  its  cost. 

509.  What  Interest  may  an  Engineer  have  in  the  Contract — Should 
liave  No  Secret  Interest  in  the  Works.— By  the  law  of  arbitration,  an 
arbitrator  can  have  no  interest  in  the  award.  If  the  engineer  be  strictly  an 
arbitrator  or  judge,  he  can  have  no  secret  interest  in  the  result  of  his  decisions, 
nor  can  he  be  secretly  allied  to  either  party.  Since  different  courts  have 
diverse  views  as  to  the  real  capacity  in  which  an  engineer  acts,  we  may 
expect  to  find  the  decisions  various  as  the  opinions  entertained. 

Since  the  decision  in  Ranger  v.  The  Great  Western  R.  Co.,1  the  principle 
is  pretty  well  established  in  the  English  courts  that  a  general  interest  in  the 
company,  such  as  any  one  might  ordinarily  possess,  as  the  holding  of  shares 
of  stock  in  a  company,  will  not  disqualify  a  person  from  acting  in  the  capacity 
of  an  engineer  to  determine  questions,  differences,  and  disputes,  or  make 
estimates  of  work  done  as  between  the  company  and  the  contractor,  even 
without  the  foregoing  stipulation. 

The  grounds  of  this  decision  were,  that  the  engineer  was  not  an  arbitra- 
tor,  but  was  a  representative  of  the  company;  that  as  its  representative 
servant  it  was  known  to  both  parties  that  the  engineer  was  interested  on 
the  side  of  the  company  and  that  he  largely  profited  by  his  connection 
with  it;  and  that  the  contractor  having  contracted  with  this  knowledge,  and 
with  his  eyes  open,  put  himself  to  a  certain  degree  in  the  hands  of  the  com- 
pany, he  cannot  later  object.    It  was  known  that  the  engineer  might  hold 

1  5  H.  of  L.  Cat.  71  [1854]. 
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shares  of  stock;  it  was  an  ordinary  circumstance  for  officers  to  hold  stock  of 
the  company  which  employed  them.  He  might  have  become  possessed  of 
shares  any  day;  and  whether  he  purchased  them  or  inherited  them,  or  they 
came  to  him  by  devise,  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  the  whole  operations  of 
the  company  must  at  once  have  become  convulsed  by  such  an  incident  a& 
the  engineer's  becoming  a  transferee  of  shares  of  stock,  or  that  he  should  be 
required  to  resign  therefor.  This  is  the  substance  of  the  opinions  of  the 
judges  and  lords  in  deciding  this  case,  in  which  large  sums  of  money  were 
involved.  The  engineer  was  declared  to  be  the  servant  of  the  company,  and 
it  was  shown  that  the  contract  did  not  hold  out  or  pretend  to  hold  out  to 
the  contractor  that  he  could  look  to  the  engineer  in  any  other  character 
than  as  the  impersonation  of  the  company;  that  he  was  a  kind  of  referee 
to  whom  certain  matters  were  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties  to  be  referred,, 
not  for  his  arbitration,  but  for  his  report  and  decision;  that  to  some  extent 
he  may  be  said  to  act  judicially,  but  he  must  be  considered  the  officer  of 
the  company,  and  his  decision  as  such  accepted. 

The  engineer  in  this  case  was  not  a  particular  person,  but  was  designated 
as  the  "  principal  engineer  for  the  time  being,"  and  might  have  been  any 
engineer  the  company  appointed  to  make  the  estimates  and  give  the  certifi- 
cates. Furthermore,  the  engineer's  decisions  were  not  made  final  and  con- 
clusive, but  provisions  were  made  for  an  appeal  from  his  decisions  to  a  board 
of  three  arbitrators.  However,  the  opinions  expressed  and  the  decision  of 
the  case  have  been  favorably  commented  upon,  and  followed  in  later  cases: 
in  both  England  and  America. 

In  the  New  York  Aqueduct  cases,1  before  referred  to  and  dwelt  upon,, 
the  court  seems  to  have  taken  the  same  view  of  a  similar  provision,  which 
made  the  decision  of  the  engineer  conclusive  upon  the  contractor,  but  ex- 
pressly provided  that  his  certificate  should  not  be  conclusive  upon  the  city. 
It  therefore  lacked  the  essential  elements  of  an  arbitration. 

In  a  later  English  case  it  was  said  that  "  the  broad  principle  laid  down 
in  Banger  v.  The  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  should  not  be  frittered  away  by 
attempting  to  draw  distinctions  between  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
interest  which  the  engineer  may  have  in  different  cases."  It  was  therefore 
held  that  an  engineer  who  was  a  leasee  of  a  railroad,  at  a  rent  depending  on 
the  amount  to  which  he  certified,  was  not  disqualified  to  make  certificates  of 
payments  to  the  contractor.'  This,  it  would  seem,  was  a  stretching  to  its 
elastic  limit  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  referred  to.' 

510.  The  American  and  English  Courts  Agree  as  to  Interest  an  Engi- 
neer can  have  in  his  Company. — Previous  to  the  decision  of  Ranger  v. 
The  Great  Western  Ry.  Go.  (1854),  it  had  been  held  in  Pennsylvania  that 
an  engineer  might  be  a  stockholder  in  the  company  which  employed  him, 

>  O'Brien  t>.  New  York,  142  N.  Y.  671.      Liverpool,  1  De  O.  &  J.  869. 
'  Hill  t>.  South  Staff.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Jurist         *  Elliot  «.  8.  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  12  Jur. 
(N.  &)  192;  and  tee  Scott  v.  Corp.  of     445. 
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and  still  be  legally  competent  to  discharge  the  ordinary  duties  confided  to 
him,  if  the  contractor  knew  at  the  time  he  entered  into  the  contract  that 
the  engineer  was  a  stockholder.1  The  court  made  it  an  exception  to  the 
rule  when  the  interest  was  known  to  the  parties  [the  contractor].  This  ex- 
ception is  not  confined  to  engineering  and  architectural  work,  but  it  is  a 
universal  rule  of  arbitration.  The  interest  must  be  a  secret  interest  to  dis- 
qualify the  arbitrator  from  acting  judicially.  The  doctrine  of  the  Pennsyl- 
vania casfe  has  been  followed  by  a  line  of  cases  in  the  courts  of  that  state.'  * 

The  courts  maintain  that  any  objections  to  the  fact  that  the  company  is 
enabled  to  choose  its  own  judge,  and  one  directly  interested,  to  decide  or 
sustain  its  quarrel  are  waived  by  the  stipulation  which  creates  the  powers', 
that  it  is  competent  for  a  contractor  to  agree  to  the  decision  of  an  interested 
party  if  he  choose  so  to  do,  and  when  with  full  knowledge  he  does  so,  he 
must  abide  the  result.1 

These  cases  have  been  referred  to  with  approval  in  the  Virginia  courts, 
and  the  same  doctrine  upheld.  Decisions  of  engineers  have  been  upheld 
and  made  conclusive  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  gross  mistake,  or  a  failure  to 
exercise  an  honest  judgment — not  strictly  upon  the  rules  of  arbitration, 
but  distinctly  upon  the  authority  of  earlier  decisions  and  by  analogy  to  an 
award  by  an  arbitrator.4 

If  these  stipulations  be  regarded  strictly  as  submissions  to  arbitration, 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  cited  cannot  be  sustained,  unless  the  contractor 
knew  that  the  engineer  was  interested,  as  when  he  is  a  stockholder  or  lessee. 
It  was  therefore  held  under  a  submission  'Ho  some  disinterested  third  party" 
which  consists  of  two  arbitrators,  one  of  whom  is  a  stockholder  in  one  of 
the  parties,  that  the  award  was  void,  unless  knowledge  of  the  fact  can  be 
proved;  and  information  given  to  a  director  of  one  of  the  parties  a  year 
before  was  held  to  be  no  notice  to  that  party.*  In  this  case  it  was  expressly 
stipulated  that  the  parties  should  be  disinterested;  but  it  is  submitted 
that  in  any  reference  to  arbitrators  it  is  implied  that  the  judges  shall  be  -dis- 
interested.* 

In  the  appointment  of  an  engineer  there  seems  to  be  no  such  implication, 
and  if  parties  want  a  disinterested  engineer  they  should  stipulate  for  it. 
Yet  in  some  courts,  if  the  engineer's  interest  exceeds  the  knowledge  of  the 
contractor — t.  0.,  if  he  be  a  stockholder  in  the  company — his  decisions  and 
estimates  may  not  be  obligatory  and  conclusive  between  the  parties.  It  was 
so  held  in  Georgia  in  1848/    So  where  an  architect  with  the  usual  powers 

1  MonongahelaNav.  Co.  v.  Fenlon,  4  W.  Gratt.  459  [1868];  citing  Ranger  «.  Great 

&  8.  305.  Western  By.  Co. 

'  Bee  4  Harris  469,  5  Casey  82,  4  Casey  •  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  t>.  Cranston  Co.  (Md.), 

824,  806.  17  Atl.  Rep.  894. 

8  The  Memphis,  etc  ,  R.  Co.  v.  Wilcox,  *  1  Amer.  A  Bug.  Encv.  Law  672. 

48  Pa.  St.  161.  '  Milnor  0.  The  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co., 

«  R.  A  O.  R.  Co.      Polly  Woods  Co. ,  14  4  Ga.  885  [1848]. 

*  See  Sees.  868-865,  eupra. 
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had  guaranteed  to  his  employer  that  the  total  cost  of  the  structure  should 
not  exceed  a  certain  sum,  which  fact  had  not  been  disclosed  to  the  builder 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into,  the  court  held  that  the  con- 
tractor was  not  bound  by  the  architect's  decisions.1  The  agreement,  it 
seems,  need  not  amount  to  a  guarantee  on  the  part  of  the  architect,  but  a 
simple  assurance  that  the  work  shall  not  cost  above  a  certain  amount  has 
been  held  sufficient  to  relieve  the  contractor  from  the  binding  effect  of  the 
architect's  certificate.' 

511.  Moral  Obligation  of  Engineer  Forbids  any  Secret  Interest. — 
Though  the  binding  effect  of  the  decision  of  engineers  has  been  estab- 
tablished  beyond  a  doubt,  when  it  expressly  agreed  that  it  shall  be  so  by 
and  between  the  parties,  yet  if  the  engineer  has  any  secret  interest  that 
might  prevent  him  from  exercising  a  free  and  unbiased  disposition  and  judg- 
ment, and  to  give  the  contractor  his  just  dues,  he  should  not  be  allowed  to 
hold  the  position,  nor  act  as  a  referee. 

One  can  hardly  believe  that  an  engineer  who  holds  a  few  thousands  of 
dollars'  worth  of  stock  in  a  large  corporation  would  be  induced  to  sacrifice 
his  sense  of  honor,  and  perhaps  his  professional  reputation,  if  detected,  by 
making  a  low  estimate  of  the  contractor's  work.  To  benefit  himself  a  few 
dollars  he  must  rob  the  contractor  of  thousands.  An  engineer  whose 
avarice  was  so  prominently  developed  would  not  content  himself  with  such 
trifling  gains,  but  would  be  seeking  larger  game  in  darker  fields  of  action, 
and  his  true  character  would  not  remain  long  undiscovered.  Whatever  the 
law  may  be,  no  engineer  that  has  the  interests  and  success  of  his  com- 
pany truly  at  heart  will  maintain  relations  with  it  or  the  contractor  which, 
if  discovered,  may  destroy  its  contractual  relations  and  subject  it  to  expen- 
sive and  ruinous  litigation.  Any  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  to  con- 
fer benefits  upon  his  company  to  which  the  contract  does  not  justly  and 
clearly  entitle  them  may  result  in  the  company's  loss  and  his  own  disgrace. 

If  the  engineer  desires  to  manifest  his  loyalty  to  his  company  and  prove 
the  value  of  his  services,  let  him  demonstrate  it  in  drafting  and  letting  the 
contract,  in  the  making  of  preliminary  tests  and  investigations  so  as  to 
enable  contractors  to  bid  understanding!  y  and  closely,  and  by  securing  the 
best  location  and  the  most  economical  design  and  construction.  If  sharp 
practices  are  to  be  indulged  in  let  the  parties  each  for  themselves  carry 
them  out;  it  is  not  or  should  not  be  the  office  of  an  engineer  to  encourage 
them  nor  give  his  support  to  them,  much  more  be  a  party  to  them.  This 
is,  without  doubt,  the  general  feeling  and  sentiment  of  the  engineering 
profession.' 

1  Kfmberly  t>.  Dick.  41  L.  J.  Ch.  88.  869;  Elliot  v.  8.  Devon  Ry.  Co.,  2  De  G.  & 

'Kemp  v.  Rose,  1  Gift  258  [18801.  8.  17;  Mcintosh  v.  Midland  Cos.  Ry.  Co., 

1  The  fact  that  the  engineer  hasan  interest  14  M.  &  W.  548;  Russell's  Law  of  Awards, 

with  the  company  or  his  employer  as  a  p.  116;  Monon.  Nay.  Co.  v.  Fenlon,  4  W. 

stockholder,  Ranger  v.  Qt.  W.  K.  Co.,  5H.  &  8.  205:  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Polly  Woods 

L.  Cas.  72;  Scott t>.  Corpn.  of  L.,  1  De  G.  &  J.  Co. ,  14  Oratt.  459,  and  see  Union  ft.  Go.  •» 
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The  fact  that  the  architect  was  called  as  a  witness  in  an  action  between 
the  parties  involving  the  matter  in  dispute  does  not  disqualify  him  as  a 
referee.1  The  possible  bias  of  an  engineer  in  favor  of  the  plans  and  specifi- 
cations he  has  drawn  or  revised  is  not  sufficient  to  disqualify  him  from 
acting  as  an  umpire  of  questions  referred  to  him  in  the  contract.1 

512.  Provision  that  Contract  may  be  Besoinded  if  the  Engineer  or  Any 
Officer  of  the  City  or  Company  is  Interested  in  the  Contract. 

Clause:  "And  the  contractor  further  declares  and  agrees  that  no 
member  of  the  engineering  department  [corps  of  engineers]  is  now, 
nor  shall  become,  interested  in  this  contract,  nor  in  the  works  under- 
taken under  it,  nor  in  the  supply  of  work  or  materials  in  connection 
herewith;  and  it  is  further  agreed  on  his  part  that  if  it  shall  be  known, 
or  discovered,  that  any  such  person  or  persons  is  [are]  interested  as 
aforesaid,  the  city,  company,  or  owner  may  rescind,  annul,  or  cancel 
this  contract  at  any  stage  of  its  performance,  and  the  rights,  liabilities, 
and  relations  of  the  parties  shall  be  the  same  as  if  the  contractor  had 
committed  a  material  breach  of  his  contract,  the  sums  denominated 
liquidated  damages  shall  be  forfeited  to,  and  belong  to,  the  said  city, 
company,  or  owner,  as  provided  in  Sees " 

513.  Provision  that  Gifts,  Presents,  and  Bribes  shall  Be  Sufficient  Cause 
for  Canceling  Contract. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  provided  and  agreed  that  should  the  con- 
tractor or  his  agent  offer  or  give  any  gratuity,  presents,  or  bribes  to 
any  officer,  agent,  or  servant  of  the  corporation,  such  act  or  acts  shall 
be  sufficient  cause  for  the  cancellation  of  this  contract  and  of  every 
agreement  and  obligation  herein  contained,  and  for  such  act  or  offer 
the  contractor  shall  forfeit  to  the  said  company  or  city  the  full  amount 
of  damages  assessed  and  described  in  this  contract,  as  liquidated  dam- 
ages for  the  nonperformance  of  his  contract  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
referred  to  and  explained." 

514.  The  Engineer  can  have  No  Interest  in  the  Contractor's  Business. — 

Although  an  engineer  may  be  an  employee  of  the  company  or  owner  of  the 
works,  and  may  have  and  hold  individual  interests  in  the  company  or  em- 
ployer's business,  yet  the  decisions  are  unanimous  in  forbidding  any  mutual 


Dull,  124  U.  S.  173  [18881;  (but  see  Smith  t>. 
B.  0.  A  M.  Ry.f  36  N.  H.  459;  Milnor  v. 
The  Georgia  R  &  Bkg.  Co.,  4  Oa.  885 
[1848];  B.  &0.  R.  Co.  v.  Canton  Co.  (Md.), 
17  All.  Rep.  394),  or  as  a  lessee  of  the  com- 

J  any,  Hill  *.  So.  Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.,  11 
urist  N.  S.  192,  has  been  held  not  to  be 
sufficient  to  impute  bad  faith  to  him  in 
making  his  estimates  or  to  disqualify  him 
from  acting  as  referee.  Numerous  cases 
express  the  opinion  that  the  interest  should 
not  be  secret,  nor  such  as  is  inconsistent 
with  an  impartial  »nd  unbiased  decision. 
Elliot  v.  S.  Devon  Rv.  Co.,  2  De  G.  &  S. 
17;  Russell's  Law  of  Awards,  p.  116:  Smith 
v.  B.  C.  &  M.  Ry.,  36  N.  H.  459:  Mil- 
nor «.  The  Gn.  R.  <&  Bkg.  Co.,  4  Ga.  886 


[1848];  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Canton  Co. 
(Md.),  17  Atl.  Rep  894.  It  must  not  be 
such  an  interest  as  shall  amount  to  a  fraud 
to  conceal  from  the  contractor.  Kimberly 
t>.  Dick,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  1;  Kemp  v.  Rose,  1 
Giff.  258;  Pawley  v.  Turnbull,  3  Giflf.  70. 

1  Barclay  v.  Deckerhoof  (Pa.  Sup.),  33 
Atl.  Rep.  71. 

,Farqubar  «.  Hamilton,  20  Ont.  App. 
86  [18931;  McNamee  v.  Toronto.  24  Ont. 
Rep.  813  [1894];  Adams  v.  Railway  Co., 
16  Scotch  Seas.  Cas.  843  [1889],  but  tee 
Connell  t».  Canadian  Pnc.  R.  W.  Co.,  16 
Ont.  Rep.  639;  and  see  Jackson  v.  Barry 
R.  Co.,  9  Times  L.  R.  90;  and  Hudson  on 
Building  Contracts  290. 
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interest  or  any  secret  relations  between  the  engineer  and  contractor.    He 
may  not  accept  gratuities  nor  profits  from  the  contractor.* 

If  the  engineer  were-  an  arbitrator  merely,  it  would  be  diOcult  to  explain 
why  the  company  should  demand  a  disinterested  judge  and  the  contractor 
should  accept  one  that  was  not  disinterested.  Here,  as  in  sa  many  other 
particulars,  the  status  of  the  engineer  is  modified  and  distinguished  by  his  pe- 
culiar relations  to  the  parties.  With  regard  to  the  company  and  the  outside 
world,  the  engineer  is  the  trusted  agent  of  the  company.  His  relations  to 
the  company  are  defined  by  the  laws  and  principles  of  agency,  and  except 
so  far  as  his  duties  as  an  umpire  and  £ua*i-arbitrator  require  him  to  be 
unbiased  and  disinterested,  he  is  the  agent  of  the  company,  and  for  many 
purposes  the  impersonation  of  the  company  itself.1  The  law  does  not 
recognize  or  tolerate  conduct  on  the  part  of  an  architect  which  is  hostile  to 
his  employer  and  in  the  interests  of  an  adverse  party  with  whom  he  is 
dealing.8  f  • 

If  an  agent  who  is  authorized  to  enter  into  a  contract  on  behalf  of  his 
employer  or  principal  accepts  a  secret  payment  or  gratuity  from  the  party 
with  whom  he  is  to  negotiate,  it  will  vitiate  the  contract.*  The  corrupt 
practice  of  giving  commissions  to  agents,  engineers,  and  officers  who  select, 
adopt,  or  purchase  certain  materials  of  constructions  or  certain  styles  of 
machinery  and  appliances  is  a  system  of  doing  business  that  is  certain  to 
lead  to  the  most  pernicious  results.  Such  contracts  are  not  enforceable  by 
the  party  offering  or  giving  the  gratuity,  and  the  commission  or  contract  to 
pay  a  share  of  the  profits  is  not  enforceable.4  An  engineer  who  accepts 
such  bribes  or  presents,  is  constantly  under  a  cloud,  and  his  reputation  is  in 
the  hands  of  parties  from  whose  power  he  should  be  absolutely  free.  As  to 
the  object  of  the  commissions  or  gifts  there  can  be  but  one  conclusion:  they 
are  given  to  gain  the  engineer's  favor, — whether  at  the  expense  or  loss  of 
the  company  or  employer  or  not,  does  not  matter.  A  charge  made  in  writ- 
ing against  a  supervising  architect  that  he  had  given  work  upon  a  certain 
building  to  certain  parties  who  paid  him  a  commission  therefor  is  not 
actionable  as  slanderous  or  libelous/  A  covenant  by  the  architect  with  the 
builder  to  receive  payment  from  him  is  sufficient  to  discharge  the  owner 
from  his  obligation  to  pay  him  his  salary  or  commissions.*  \ 

The  engineer  is  in  a  position  of  trust  in  relation  to  his  employer,  having 

1  Ranger  t>.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  5  H.  856  ;  O'Brien  f>.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  189  N.  Y. 

of  L.  Cas.  72 :  Williams  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  548. 

Ry.  Co.,  112  Mo.  468.  '  Smith  v.  Sorby,  L.  R.  8  Q  B.  D.  559. 

*  Lewis  v.  Slack,  27  Mo.  App.  119.  He  *  Atlee  *.  Fink,  75  Mo.  100  ;  see  Corn- 
is  so  far  tbe  agent  of  the  company  that  monwealth  v.  Phila.  (Pa  ).  85  Atl.  Rep. 
notice  to  him  of  matters  pertaining  to  the  195 ;  Mason  v.  Bauman.  62  111.  76. 
work  is  notice  to  the  company.  Danville  '  Legg  v.  Dunleavy,  80  Mo.  558. 
Bdge.  Co.  v.  Pomeroy,  15  Pa.  St.  151  •  Tahrland  f>.  Rodicr,  16  L.  C.  I.  Rep. 
[1850]  ;  see  also,  as  to  engineer's  agency,  473  ;  and  see  Norria  v.  Da  v.  10  L.  J.  N.  8. 
Suaitli  «.  Smith.  27  N.Y.  Supp  879;  Mul-  48;  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  (2d  ed.),  % 
faollaud  v.  Mayor  (N.  Y.),  20  N.  £.  Rep.  11 ;  and  see  Gill  man  v  Stevens.  54  How. 

*  See  Sees.  84  and  85,  supra.        f  See  Sec  849a,  infra.        %  See  Sec.  42,  supra. 
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been  employed  with  special  reference  to  his  skill,  judgment,  and  integrity. 
Any  acts  or  circumstances  that  tend  to  deprive  the  employer  of  the  free  and 
unbiased  exercise  of  an  honest  discretion  will  destroy  the  effect  of  what  has 
been  done.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  agent  or  engineer  shall  have 
yielded  to  the  influence  of  the  bribe,  or  that  he  shall  have  been  induced  to 
act  corruptly  ;  the  fact  that  he  might  have  been  biased  is  sufficient  reason 
for  the  employer  to  rescind  the  contract.  Even  though  it  be  proved  that 
the  company  has  not  actually  been  injured,  and  that  the  bribe  has  failed  to 
have  its  intended  effect,  the  principle  of  the  rule  is  the  same,  and  such  con- 
tracts cannot  be  enforced.1 

Collusion  and  fraud  between  contractor  and  engineer  for  contractor's 
benefit  and  to  company's  prejudice  in  making  up  of  estimates  will  vitiate 
and  avoid  the  same.'  Any  secret  interest  of  the  engineer  in  the  contract 
unknown  to  the  company  or  his  employer  being  inconsistent  with  the 
fiduciary  relations  supposed  to  exist  between  him  and  his  employer  will 
avoid  his  estimate,  and  this  is  so,  even  though  his  decisions  and  estimates 
are  correct,  and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  mind  of  the  engineer  has 
not  been  biased  by  the  relations  he  has  held  to,  or  by  the  commissions  he 
has  received  from,  the  contractor.'  * 

It  therefore  follows  that  an  engineer  cannot  be  a  subcontractor  of  works 
which  he  must  estimate,  and  in  respect  to  which  he  is  to  certify.  A  contract 
between  the  engineer  of  a  telegraph  company  and  the  construction  company 
who  had  contracted  to  lay  the  cables  of  the  telegraph  company,  by  which  the 
engineer,  who  was  to  certify  to  the  satisfactory  and  successful  completion  of 
the  line,  was  to  lay  the  cable  for  a  sum  of  money,  constituted  a  fraud,  which 
entitled  the  telegraph  company  to  have  their  contract  rescinded,  and  to 
receive  back  money  which  they  had  paid  under  the  contract.  It  was  held 
that  an  agreement  with  the  engineer  which  had  the  effect  of  depriving  the 
company  of  a  disinterested  engineer  and  of  the  full  benefit  of  their  contract 
was  sufficient  to  relieve  the  telegraph  company  from  the  obligations  of  their 
agreement.  The  fact  that  there  was  no  concealment,  nor  any  intention  to 
conceal  on  the  part  of  the  contractor,  did  not  change  the  rule.  There  must 
be  not  only  an  absence  of  concealment,  but  a  full  and  complete  disclosure  of 
the  relations  of  the  engineer  and  contractor.     Upon  every  principle  of  jus- 


Pr.  (N.  Y.)  197,  wbere  the  architect  had 
accepted  advances  or  loans  from  the  con- 
tractor ;  and  eee  Marsh  «.  Masterton,  101 
N.  Y.  401. 

1  Harrington  v.  Victoria  G.  Co. .  L.  R.  3 
Q.  B.  D.  549. 

•Hostetter  v.  Pittsburgh,  107  Pa.  St. 
419 ;  Hnrtupee  v.  Pittsburgh,  131  Pa.  St. 
485;  Lucas  Coal  Co.  *.  Del.  &  H.  C.  Co., 
148  Pa.  8t.  227:  McCauley  t>.  Keller,  180 
Pa.  St.  53  [1889] :  Glessner  *.  Patterson, 
164  Pa.  St.  224  ;  Gonder  t>.  R.  R.  Co.,  171 


Pa.  St.  497 ;  Kemp  t>.  Rose,  1  Gift.  258  ; 
Ktmherly  v.  Dick,  L.  R  18  Eq.  1. 

*  Panama  &  So.  Pac.  Tel.  Co.  t>.  Tel. 
Works  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  App.  515  ;  Har- 
rington t>.  Victoria  Dock  Co.,  89  L.  T.  Rep. 
120  [1878] ;  Scott  v.  Liverpool,  8  De  G.  & 
J.  834 :  Smith  v.  Sorby,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  D. 
552  [18781 ;  see,  however,  Cox  t>.  McLaugh- 
lin. 76  Cat.  60;  and  see  Union  R.  Co.  t>.  Dull, 
124  U.  S.  173  [1888] ;  Largey  «.  Bartlett 
(Mont.).  44  Pac.  Rep    962. 


*  See  also  Sec.  42,  eupra. 
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tice  and  fair  dealing  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  company  be  informed.1 
Nor  are  the  consequences  relieved  from,  by  the  fact  that  the  company  would 
have  adopted  and  acquiesced  in  the  arrangement  had  they  been  informed. 
They  should  have  had  the  option  of  deciding  whether  they  would  or  would 
not  acquiesce  in  their  engineer  being  placed  in  an  anomalous  and  dangerous 
position  in  which  his  interests  would  necessarily  conflict  with  his  duty.'  If 
the  cable,  or  any  part  of  it,  had  been  laid,  the  contractor  probably  could 
have  recovered  for  what  had  been  done,  but  not  under  the  contract,  nor  by 
the  certificate  of  the  engineer/ 

A  seemingly  contrary  decision  has  been  rendered  in  California  in  a  case 
in  which  the  facts  are  very  similar,  but  the  court  was  divided,  and  the  minor- 
ity of  the  justices  delivered  a  strong  dissenting  opinion.  The  suit  waa 
brought  by  a  subcontractor  against  the  principal  contractor  for  the  price  of 
wor}c  done,  so  it  will  be  seen  at  once  that  neither  party  to  the  suit  held  the 
relation  of  employer  or  principal  to  the  engineer.  The  work  in  question  waa 
a  railroad,  which  was  to  be  built  according  to  a  general  line  and  profile,  sub- 
ject to  such  variations  as  the  chief  engineer  of  the  road  might  direct.  A 
subcontractor  was  to  receive  a  fixed  price  for  the  work  whether  the  varia- 
tions ordered  by  the  engineer  made  the  work  heavier  or  lighter.  During 
the  progress  of  the  work  the  subcontractor  entered  into  a  secret  agreement 
with  the  engineer  by  which  he  was  to  receive  ten  per  cent,  of  the  profits  of 
the  contract  if  he  would,  without  impairing  the  character  of  the  road,  or 
doing  anything  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  railroad  company,  make  such 
variations  wherever  possible  as  would  make  the  work  less  expensive.  It  was 
proved  that  both  the  principal  contractor  and  the  company  were  willing  that 
the  engineer  should  make  the  work  lighter,  without  injury  to  the  company's 
interests.  It  was  proved  further  that  the  changes  in  some  instances  were 
made  at  the  request  of  the  company  and  principal  contractor,  and  that  all 
variations  were  submitted  to  and  approved  by  them.  It  was  shown  that  by 
extraordinary  diligence  and  application  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  that  it 
was  possible  to  so  perfect  the  final  location  of  the  road  as  to  suit  the  con- 
venience and  interests  of  all  the  parties  concerned.  The  changes  were  made 
openly  in  all  respects,  and  were  indorsed  by  the  parties,  and  the  majority  of 
the  court,  while  admitting  that  the  agreement  was  one  not  proper  to  have 
been  entered  into,  allowed  a  recovery  upon  the  ground  that  they  could  not 
see  how  the  principal  contractor  had  been  injured  by  the  arrangement,  and, 
therefore,  why  it  should  prevent  the  subcontractor  from  recovering  the  con- 
tract price  from  him.4 

If  this  case  had  been  a  suit  by  the  contractors  to  recover  from  the  com- 

1  Panama  &  So.  Pac.  Tel.  Co.  v.  India         •  Panama,  etc.,   Tel.  Co.  o.  India  TeL 

R.  G.  P.&  Tel.  Works  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Works  Co..  supra. 

App.   515.    The  owner  cannot  complain  *  Panama,  etc.,  Tel.  Co.  v.  India,  etc.* 

when  he  has  knowingly  employed  one  of  Tel.  Works  Co.,  L.  R.  10 Ch.  App.  015% 
the  contractors  as  a  superintendent,  Shaw         4Cox  v.  McLaughlin,  76  Cal.  60. 
v.  Andrews,  9  Cal.  73. 
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pany  there  is  little  doubt  but  that  the  facts  of  the  case  would  have  pre- 
vented a  recovery  upon  the  contract.  The  fiduciary  relations  between  an 
agent  and  his  principal  forbid  any  such  compact  between  the  agent  and 
other  parties  interested. 

Though  the  engineer  was  not  the  confidential  agent  of  either  contraqtor, 
he  was  the  umpire  between  them  and  between  either  of  them  and  the  com- 
pany. He  was  to  ascertain  the  proportion  of  work  performed  and  to  certify 
to  installments  due,  and  was  supposed  to  be  a  disinterested  umpire.  When 
he  became  a  secret  partner  of  one  of  the  contractors  employed,  he  disquali- 
fied himself  from  acting  as  an  umpire  and  thereby  rendered  the  performance 
of  the  contract  impossible.  The  principal  contractor  was  injured  by  being 
deprived  of  an  impartial  engineer,  and  by  the  risk  of  losing  his  own  contract 
rights  with  the  company,  on  the  ground  that  the  company  would  not  be 
bound  by  alterations  assented  to  under  the  advice  of  a  corrupted  engineer. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  share  in  the  profits  of  the  subcon- 
tractor tended  to  bias  the  free  and  honest  judgment  of  the  engineer.  His 
profits  would  be  increased  as  much  by  changes  to  the  injury  of  his  company 
as  by  those  which  were  indifferent  or  advantageous  to  the  company.  The 
fraud  constituted  such  a  breach  of  the  contract  as  should  have  prevented  a 
recovery  upon  it,  and  although  the  subcontractor  properly  may  have  been 
allowed  to  recover  to  the  extent  that  the  principal  contractor  had  been 
benefited  by  their  work  not  exceeding  the  contract  price,  it  should  have  been 
distinctly  held  not  a  recovery  upon  his  contract.1 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  deal  severely  with  any  crooked  transactions 
between  an  agent  and  those  with  whom  he  negotiates  on  behalf  of  his  prin- 
cipal, and  the  same  policy  is  pursued  in  dealing  with  arbitrators  who  have 
allowed  themselves  to  be  placed  in  compromising  positions. 

515.  Profits  Made  by  an  Engineer  or  Agent  in  the  Conduct  of  His  Em- 
ployer's Business  Belong  to  the  Employer.— It  is  a  well-established  principle 
of  law  that  the  profits,  directly  or  indirectly  made  in  the  course  of,  or  in 
connection  with,  one's  employment  as  a  servant  or  agent,  without  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  employer  or  principal,  belong  absolutely  to  the  employer  or 
principal.  If  an  engineer  be  an  employee  or  agent  of  his  employer  the 
same  rule  of  law  must  hold,  and  whatever  commissions  an  engineer  receives 
for  the  selection  or  adoption  of  certain  materials  or  appliances  or  by  reason 
of  certain  purchases  belong  to  the  company,  and  he  may  be  made  to  ac- 
count to  his  company  for  the  full  amount  received.  An  agent  can  acquire 
rights  in  the  property  of  his  principal  only  through  a  personal  contract 
with  him.1 

An  interesting  case  is  one  where  a  ship  was  consigned  to  a  party  to  be 
sold  for  not  less  than  190,000.  An  agent  was  employed  by  this  party  to  sell 
the  ship,  who  having  vainly  attempted  to  sell  the  ship  on  the  terms  stipu- 

1  Dissenting  opinion  in  Cox  v.  McLaugh-  9  Paige  o.  Akins  (Cal.),  44   Pac.   Rep,, 

lin,  76  Cal.  60  [1888];  s. a,  18 Pac.  Rep.  100.      666. 
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lated,  took  it  to  himself  at  190,000,  and  soon  afterwards  sold  it  for  1160,000 — 
$75,000  cash  and  the  remainder  on  credit.  The  agent  neglected  to  inform 
the  owners  that  he  had  taken  the  ship  to  his  own  credit  or  that  he  had 
resold  It.  lie  paid  the  $90,000  to  the  parties  and  it  was  remitted  to  the 
owners.  In  a  suit  in  equity  by  the  owners  to  compel  the  agent  to  account 
for  the  profits  he  had  realized  by  the  resale  of  the  ship,  the  court  held  that 
the  relation  of  agent  and  principal  was  established  between  the  owners  and 
the  broker,  and  that  the  latter  must  account  to  the  former  for  the  profit 
made  in  the  transaction.1 

A  case  more  directly  in  point  with  the  practice  that  is  in  vogue  in  con- 
struction of  receiving  and  accepting  commissions,  is  one  in  which  a  broker 
was  authorized  to  purchase  a  particular  ship  on  the  basis  of  an  offer  of 
£9000.  The  vendor  of  the  ship  had  authorized  his  broker  to  sell  the  same 
ship  for  £8500,  with  permission  to  retain  to  himself  all  that  he  received 
above  that  amount.  The  brokers  agreed  to  divide  the  profits,  and  the 
agent  of  the  purchaser  received  £225  as  his  part  of  the  profits.  In  an  ac- 
tion at  law  it  was  held  that  the  broker  was  an  agent  of  the  purchaser  to 
secure  the  ship  as  cheaply  as  it  could  be  got,  and  that  he  must  pay  over  the 
amount  received  from  the  other  broker  to  the  purchasers;  that  there 
was  a  legal  duty  imposed  upon  the  agent  to  pay  the  profits  that  have 
reached  his  hand  to  his  employer  as  belonging  to  him  absolutely,  and  that 
where  the  amount  is  ascertained  a  court  of  law  will  take  the  case,  there 
being  no  necessity  for  an  accounting.1 

This  case  is  not  unlike  the  ordinary  case  in  construction  work  where  an 
engineer  is  directed  to  recommend  an  equipment  or  to  purchase  the  requi- 
site materials,  as  in  the  case  cited.  He  is  expected  to  exercise  his  best  judg- 
ment and  discretion  in  the  selection  of  the  equipment  and  materials,  and  it 
is  required  of  him  that  he  shall  purchase  them  as  cheaply  as  they  may  be 
had.  If  he  accepts  two,  three,  or  five  per  cent,  of  the  amount  paid  for  stuff 
from  the  seller,  he  is  paying  that  much  more  for  it  than  he  need  pay,  and 
may  be  compelled  to  account  to  his  emplover  for  the  excess  paid. 

A  surveyor  and  superintendent  of  a  cemetery  association  has  been  held 
not  such  a  fiduciary  as  one  who  could  not  purchase  and  speculate  in  the 
lots  of  his  employer.*  A  city  surveyor  has  been  allowed  to  recover  a  reward 
for  discovering,  locating,  and  describing  real  estate  belonging  to  the  city,  in 
absence  of  proof  that  it  was  part  of  his  official  duties/ 

516.  Conspiracy  or  Collusion  Between  Contractor  and  Engineer. — Con- 
spiracy and  collusion  between  the  contractor  and  engineer  to  give  false 
certificates  will  prevent  a  recovery  in  an  action  by  the  contractor  or  his 
assigns  for  payments  due  under  the  contract.     It  is  a  good  answer  to  a  sub- 

1  DeBuacshe  «.  Alt.,  L.  R.8  Ch.  D.  286  *  Palmer  v.  Cemetery,   122  N.  Y.  420 

[1877-8]  [18901. 

9  Morris  «  Thompson.  L  R.  9  Q.  B.  480  4  Pi  lie  v  New  Orleans.  19  La.  Ann.  274 

,[1874].  [1867] ;  *ee  alio  Wills  «.  Abbey,  27  Tex.  202. 
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sequent  collateral  guaranty  to  pay  for  the  work  done,  if  the  fraud  be  dis- 
covered after  the  promise  was  made  to  pay.  It  seems  there  is  no  obligation 
upon  the  company  to  notify  the  assignees  of  their  discovery  of  the  en- 
gineer's fraud,  and  his  conspiracy  with  the  contractor,  until  steps  are  taken 
to  enforce  the  agreement.1 

An  employer  or  owner  has  a  good  cause  of  action  against  an  architect  or 
engineer  who  has  falsely  and  negligently,  and  acting  in  collusion  with  tne 
builder,  represented  to  the  owner  that  a  certain  amount  of  labor  and  mate- 
rials have  gone  into  the  house,  whereby  the  owner  was  induced  to  pay  the 
builder  an  amount  of  money  called  for  by  the  contract.' 

517.  Engineer  should  Be  a  Disinterested  Person  and  the  Agent  of  Neither 
Party.— Contractors  will  in  many  cases  fail  to  appreciate  a  rule  by  which 
an  engineer  may  be  interested  with  the  company  or  owner  in  the  work  pro- 
jected, and  under  which  he  can  have  no  interest  whatever  in  the  contrac- 
tor's business.  As  an  umpire  or  arbitrator  alone  there  is  no  just  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  have  the  same  interest  in  the  one  side  as 
in  the  other  side,  if  the  parties  are  both  informed  of  the  interest  held,  but 
an  engineer  has  a  deeper  relation  and  a  further  duty  to  his  employer  than 
he  owes  the  other  party.  That  this  duty  and  obligation  is  inconsistent 
with  the  character  and  duties  of  a  judge  cannot  be  denied,  and  it  is  much 
to  be  regretted;  yet  so  long  as  owners  and  companies  having  work  to  be  done 
they  will  insist  upon  making  the  terms  of  the  contracts,  and  require  that 
such  relations  shall  exist,  and  so  long  as  contractors  are  willing  to  submit 
their  rights  to  his  judgment  and  forego  an  appeal  from  his  decision,  they 
will  remain  in  use. 

A  custom  resorted  to  in  some  localities  of  stipulating  for  a  disinterested 
engineer  named,  whose  fees  and  salary  shall  be  shared  equally  by  both  par- 
ties, does  away  with  many  of  the  objections,  and  secures  all  the  advantages 
that  the  parties  pretend  to  provide  for  in  the  contract.  Engineering  under 
such  a  system  becomes  a  profession  in  its  strictest  sense,  and  engineers  be- 
come arbitrators,  or  umpires,  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  That  such  a 
practice  should  become  general  cannot  be  denied.  It  would  certainly  bo 
satisfactory  to  engineers  and  to  contractors,  and  it  would  save  a  great 
amount  of  litigation  that  is  now  being  carried  on.  When  the  construction 
contract  provides  that  the  expenses  of  the  arbitration  shall  be  borne  by  the* 
contractor  and  owner  equally,  it  is  no  defense  to  an  action  by  the  engineer 
against  the  party  who  selected  him  for  the  value  of  his  services,  nor  is  it 
error  for  the  court  to  exclude  the  contract,  as  its  admission  would  not  ben- 
efit the  defendant.' 

1  Wakefield  &  8.  D.  Bank  t>.  Norman-  '  Corey  «.  Eastman  (Mass.).  44  N.  E. 

town    Local    Board,   44  L.   T.   697 ;    tee  Rep.  217. 

O'Brien  c.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  189  N.  Y.  548,  «  Alexander  v.  Collins  (Ind.  App.),  88  N. 

142  N.  Y.  67.  E.  Rep.  190  [1891]. 
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518.  Company  or  Owner  may  Employ  an  Engineer  Known  to  be  Inter- 
ested in  the  Contract. — If  an  owner  or  company  knowingly  employ  a  con- 
tractor as  a  superintendent  or  engineer,  payment  upon  his  certificates 
cannot  be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  inconsistency.1  In  such  a  case  the  con- 
tract of  employment  must  be  clearly  proven.  The  nature  of  the  duties  of 
the  two  positions  being  inconsistent,  a  contract  of  employment  of  the  con- 
tractor as  superintendent  of  his  own  work  cannot  be  implied.* 

In  England,  statutes  have  been  passed  making  it  a  penal  offense  for  a 
public  surveyor  to  be  "  concerned  or  interested  "  in  a  contract  for  work 
which  he  is  to  estimate  or  to  which  he  is  to  certify.  A  contract  by  which 
the  surveyor  was  to  receive  a  percentage  of  the  amounts  he  should  certify 
to  be  due  was  held  to  be  within  the  act,  and  that  the  surveyor  was  liable  to 
a  penalty  in  respect  to  each  contract.* 

518a.  Differences  Between  the  Engineer  in  Charge  and  His  Associate  or 
Superior  Officers. — Pertinent  to  this  subject  of  "  interest "  of  an  engineer  is 
a  circumstance  or  position  into  which  any  engineer's  experience  may  place 
him.  It  is  that  of  dictation  or  coercion  of  superior  officers,  or  persuasion  of 
associate  officers,  who  display  and  even  may  have  an  unusual  interest  in  the 
success  of  the  contractor.  Such  cases  come  up  most  frequently  in  govern- 
ment or  city  work,  where  the  engineers  and  officers  are  appointed  under 
civil-service  rules,  and  where  the  subordinate  officers  are  required  to  swear 
to  the  accuracy  of  their  measurements,  estimates,  and  inspections.  Under 
civil  service,  subordinates  do  not  feel  that  they  owe  their  positions  entirely 
to  the  good-will  and  favor  of  their  superiors,  and  they  are  less  likely  to  be 
servile  to  political  machinations.  The  dictation  usually  takes  the  form  of 
suggestions  as  to  quantities  or  classifications  which,  if  not  acted  upon,  may 
be  given  the  formality  of  orders  to  classify  materials  in  a  certain  way,  or  to 
increase  the  quantities  to  suit  the  fancy  or  profit  of  the  resident  or  division 
or  chief  engineer.  Such  instances  have  occurred  in  the  experience  of  most 
engineers,  maybe  when  they  were  younger  in  the  profession  and  were  per- 
haps less  experienced  in  the  ways  of  the  world,  and  when  they  would  hardly 
believe,  or  scarcely  realize,  the  real  motive  or  inwardness  of  the  suggestions 
and  orders.  The  author's  experience  has  been  no  exception,  and  he  can 
clearly  recall  orders  issued  from  a  carriage  driven  along  the  line  of  works  to 
allow  a  uniform  depth  over  the  whole  line  for  the  mucking  or  grubbing  in- 
dependent, and  irrespective  of,  accurate  measurements  to  the  contrary, — to 
the  profit  of  the  contractor. 

In  such  a  position  the  engineer* — i.e.,  the  real  engineer  in  charge — 
must  either  swear  to  what  is  untrue  or  he  will  incur  the  displeasure  of  his 

1  Shaw  t>.  Andrews,  9  Cal.  73  ;  McCarthy  » Whitely  v.  Barsley,  L.  R.  31  Q.  B.  D. 

*.  Loupe  62  Cal.  299.  154  ;  and  §ee  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

»  Friedland   v.    McNeil,    88   Mich.    40  470,  note. 
[1875]. 

*  The  word  engineer  is  used  because  in  most  cases  the  officer  above  will  be  a  commis- 
sioner or  political  appointee  who  has  no  rigkt  to  the  title. 
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superior  officers,  for  by  the  contract  terms  frequently,  and  by  the  rules  of 
the  government  department  having  the  work  in  charge,  it  will  be  required 
that  the  engineer  in  charge,  and  the  other  officers  through  whose  hands  his 
estimate  passes,  shall  take  oath  to  its  accuracy  and  truthfulness.  His  refusal 
may  even  endanger  his  position  if  the  supreme  officer  of  the  department 
be  also  in  strong  sympathy  with  the  contractor,  or  has  been  trained  in  those 
methods  of  engineering.  In  such  a  case  there  can  be  but  one  straight  and 
narrow  path  under  any  circumstances,  whether  it  be  one  of  military  dis- 
cipline or  one  of  civil  construction,  and  that  is  to  either  execute  a  correct 
estimate  and  swear  to  it,  or  to  decline  to  act  and  to  even  resign  if  required 
so  to  do,  in  preference  to  committing  one's  self  to  such  dishonest  practices. 
If  there  is  anything  that  the  engineering  profession  demands  more  than  any 
other  profession,  it  is  honesty.  It  requires  square  men  with  backbone  and 
unflinching  courage,  and  no  man  need  fear,  nor  regret  the  loss  of  a  position 
which  requires  him  to  be  dishonest,  and  much  less  need  he  regret  the  asso- 
ciation of  men  given  to  dishonorable  and  fraudulent  practices,  however  high 
their  position. 

A  doubting  saver  of  souls,  a  hesitating  guardian  of  the  health,  or  a  timid 
public  prosecutor  can  better  be  tolerated  than  a  civil  engineer  who  knows 
not  the  weight  of  unadulterated  honesty.  Parsons,  doctors,  and  counselors 
<5an  be  judged,  but  the  engineer  knows  no  higher  authority.  He  is  the  judge. 
If  there  be  any  one  thing  that  every  young  man  who  aspires  to  become  a 
successful  and  self-respecting  member  of  the  honorable  profession  of 
engineering  should  base  his  career  upon,  it  is  honesty,  pure  and  simple, 
unwavering  and  undoubted. 

That  conflict  does  exist  between  assistant  and  chief  engineers,  or  between 
•city  engineers  and  street  commissioners  or  superintendents  of  public 
works,  or  between  city  or  state  engineers  and  the  comptroller,  is  evident 
from  the  cases  that  have  been  cited  in  various  parts  of  this  book.* 

*  See  cases  in  Sec.  445,  supra. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 
MATTER8  OP  DOUBT  AND  DISPUTE    SUBMITTED   TO    ARBITRATION, 

THE  APPOINTMENT   OF   ARBITRATORS  AND   AN    UMPIRE. 

519.  Provision  that  Disputes  shall  be  Submitted  to  Two  Arbitrators  and 
an  Umpire. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  agreed  that  if  any  dispute  or  difference  shall 
arise  between  the  said  owner  or  his  architect  and  the  builders  with 
respect  to  any  matter  or  thin?  arising  out  of  or  in  anywise  relating 
to  the  contract,  and  not  by  these  conditions  expressly  agreed  to  be 
determined  by  the  architect,  that  such  difference  or  dispute  shall, 
immediately  after  it  has  arisen,  be  referred  to  the  final  determination 
and  award  of  two  competent  persons  or  arbitrators,  one  of  whom  shall 
be  chosen  by  the  said  owner  and  the  other  by  the  builders,  and  of  an 
umpire  to  be  named  by  the  two  arbitrators,  and  the  award  of  the  arbi- 
trators, or  of  their  umpire,  if  they  disagree,  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive as  to  the  matters  referred  to  them  for  so  much  as  such  award 
shall  be  made  in  writing  under  their  or  his  hands  or  hand,  and  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  said  owner  and  the  builders  within calen- 
dar months  after  such  reference,  or  within  such  further  time,  not 

exceeding calendar  months,  from  the  time  of  such  reference,  as 

the  arbitrators  or  their  umpire  shall  by  writing,  under  their  or  his 
hands  or  hand,  from  time  to  time  appoint.  Such  award  of  said  arbi- 
trators or  umpire  shall  be  condition  precedent  to  a  final  settlement  for 
the  work  done  under  this  contract  and  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  owner,  company,  or  city  for  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  not  pre- 
viously and  voluntarily  paid  by  him  [it].  The  costs  and  charges 
attending  such  reference  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrators 
or  their  umpire,  and  shall  be  paid  as  they  or  he,  by  their  or  his  award, 
shall  direct. 

"And  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  that  if  either  party  shall  fail* 
neglect,  or  refuse  to  choose  or  select  an  arbitrator  as  above  provided 
within  ten  days  after  written  notice  from  the  other  party,  or  the  two 
arbitrators  shall  be  unable  to  agree  upon  an  umpire  within  ten  days 
after  they  have  failed  to  come  to  an  agreement,  then  it  is  mutually 
agreed  that  the  president  of  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers 
shall  be  and  hereby  is  authorized  to  select  such  arbitrator  or  umpire* 
at  the  request  of  either  party  to  the  contract,  and  without  notice  to 
the  other  party,  which  arbitrator  or  umpire  so  chosen  shall  be  and  is 
hereby  endowed  with  all  the  powers  of  those  selected  and  appointed  aa 
described  hereinbefore  [or  hereinafter]." 

Clause:   "If  on   the  completion  of  the  work  there  shall  remain 

448 
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between  the  engineer  and  the  contractor  any  difference  or  dispute  upon 
any  of  the  matters  or  things  referred  to  or  specified  in  clause  No.  , 
"Engineer's  Determination,"  or  as  to  payments  to  be  made  to  the  con- 
tractors, the  same  shall  be  referred  to  the  award  and  decision  of  Mr. 

,  Mem.  Am.  Soc.  G.  E.,  or,  failing  him,  to  some  other 

engineer  to  be  mutually  agreed  upon,  or  in  case  of  failure  to  agree 
upon  an  engineer,  to  some  other  engineer  to  be  appointed  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  whose  decision  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties.  The  arbitrator  shall  have 
power  to  determine  the  costs  of  any  proceeding  under  this  clause." 

It  will  not  be  out  of  place  to  discuss  come  of  the  difficulties  met  in 
such  a  submission  and  some  of  the  safeguards  to  be  observed. 

In  leaving  such  questions  to  arbitrators  it  would  seem  best  to  name 
them,  and  to  provide  for  their  selection  in  case  of  failure  to  act,  as  in  case 
of  death  or  incompetency.  If  their  appointment  is  merely  provided  for 
and  requires  in  any  way  the  assistance  and  co-operation  of  the  contractor, 
and  he  refuses  to  take  part  in  the  selection  of  arbitrators,  there  is  no  way, 
it  seems,  to  compel  him  to  do  so.  Moreover,  he  may  revoke  the  submission 
at  any  time  before  the  award  is  made.  When  the  decision  of  all  matters  is 
left  to  the  engineer  in  charge,  he  usually  acts  at  once  without  the  formality 
of  having  to  qualify  or  of  being  selected,  and  when  he  has  rendered  his 
estimate  it  is  then  too  late  to  question  its  validity  and  conclusiveness,  or  to 
revoke  the  power  conferred  upon  him  to  settle  the  disputes. 

To  avoid  these  questions  in  a  submission  to  arbitration,  the  award 
of  the  arbitrators  should  be  made  a  condition  precedent  to  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  owner,  and  to  any  right  to  recover  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor. 

To  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  such  an  arbitration  clause,  the  party 
seeking  its  protection  must  show  that  he  took  steps  for  the  selection  of 
arbitrators.1  * 

520.  Certain  Matters  to  be  Considered  in  a  Submission  to  Arbitration. 
— In  adopting  this  clause,  which  submits  important  questions  and  disputes 
to  arbitration,  several  questions  arise  which  should  be  ascertained  and  settled 
before  it  is  finally  inserted  in  the  contract.  It  should  be  ascertained,  first, 
that  the  subject  matter  is  a  proper  one  for  arbitration  ;  secondly,  have  the 
parties  to  the  contract  power  to  submit  the  questions  in  dispute  to  arbitra- 
tion ?  thirdly,  are  the  arbitrators  named  competent  to  act  in  that  capacity  ? 
fourthly,  the  agreement  should  be  made  a  submission  to  arbitration,  and 
not  a  mere  appraisal  ;  fifthly,  the  rules  or  laws  by  which  the  arbitrators  are 
to  be  governed  and  the  means  by  which  the  award  is  to  be  enforced  should 
he  described  and  set  forth. 

«  Williams  v.  Shields  (Com.  PI.),  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  502. 

*8ee  alio,  in  regard  to  arbitrators,  the  following  section?,  viz.:  Revocation  of  Sub- 
mission, Sees.  847-457  and  400-406 :  Decision  of  Questions  of  Law,  8ec.  486;  Fraud, 
Partiality.  Corruption,  or  Wilful  Misconduct,  Sees.  418-448  and  516;  Correction  of 
Mistake  in  Award,  Sees.  488-490,  wpra. 
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521.  What  Questions  may  be  Submitted  to  Arbitration.— Any  matter 
that  is  the  subject  of  a  dispute  or  controversy  and  that  is  a  lawful  subject 
matter  of  a  legal  contract  may  become  a  proper  question  to  submit  to 
arbitration  by  the  proper  authorities.  The  dispute  should  not  be,  though 
perhaps  it  could  be,  one  which  is  a  matter  of  fact ;  the  courts  hold  some* 
times  that  there  must  be  the  element  of  doubt  or  ignorance  as  to  the 
matter  in  dispute,  in  order  to  make  the  arbitrator's  decision  final  and  con- 
clusive.1 * 

A  finding  of  a  referee  on  conflicting  evidence  that  a  contractor  had 
performed  extra  work,  for  which  he  was  entitled  to  compensation,  will  not 
be  reversed,  as  against  evidence,  merely  because  the  contractor  did  not 
present  his  bill  for  extras  till  afteV  he  had  received  his  final  payment  on 
the  contract.* 

522.  What  Parties  may  Submit  Questions  to  Arbitration. — In  general 
any  person  who  can  contract  may  be  a  party  to  a  submission  to  arbitration 
as  to  his  own  affairs.  If  he  be  incapacitated  from  making  a  contract,  he 
certainly  cannot  be  held  under  a  contract  to  abide  the  award  of  arbitrators. 
The  liability  of  any  party  under  an  award  may  in  general  be  measured  by 
his  contract  obligation.  An  infant  may  avoid  it  or  not,  according  to  his 
election  when  he  becomes  of  age  ;  with  a  married  woman  it  depends  upon 
whether  she  has  the  independent  and  individual  power  to  contract  with 
regard  to  her  own  estates,  and  whether  she  can  convey  her  own  property. 
Bankrupts,  insane  persons,  idiots,  and  other  like  persons  cannot  submit 
their  affairs  to  arbitration  without  the  consent  and  approval  of  their  assigns 
or  guardians.' 

An  agent  cannot  without  express  authority  submit  his  employer's  affairs 
to  arbitration,  not  even  when  he  has  instructions  to  settle  out  of  court.  A 
factor,  broker,  or  commission  merchant  cannot  bind  his  principal  by  a  sub- 
mission, nor  can  matters  of  public  interest  and  trust  be  submitted  to  arbi- 
tration by  an  officer  to  whom  they  are  intrusted.4  An  officer  of  the  United 
States  cannot  submit  the  affairs  of  the  government  to  arbitration  unless 
authorized  so  to  do  by  special  act  of  Congress.'  However,  a  principal 
may  adopt  or  ratify  the  unauthorized  acts  of  his  agent  in  submitting  his 
affairs  to  arbitration,  and  such  ratification  may  be  implied  from  circum- 
stances.* 

It  may  be  doubted  if  authority  to  an  engineer  or  public  officer  to  pre- 
pare and  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  works  would  author- 
ize him  to  insert  in  the  contract  such  a  clause  for  the  submission  of  disputed 
questions  to  arbitrators  unless  the  contract  form  employed  had  been  adopted 

1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  vol.  i.  p.  658         4Mann  v.  Richardson,  14  Amer.   Law 

and  vol.  xxix.  p.  943,  find  cases  cited.  Reg.  (N.  8.),  578. 

•Porter  v.  Swan  (City  Ct.  Brook.).  85         Bl  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  653. 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1037.  •  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  658-4. 

» 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  648-9. 

*  See  Sec.  525,  ir^fra. 
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by  the  city  or  department  of  the  government  on  whose  behalf  it  was  ex- 
ecuted. It  seems  that  the  engineer  or  officer  should  be  specially  authorized 
to  make  such  a  stipulation  for  arbitration.  Contracts  containing  clauses  for 
arbitration  and  referring  matters  to  the  engineer's  determination  are  fre- 
quently made,  and  so  far  as  the  author  knows  the  question  of  their  validity 
has  never  been  raised  or  decided  in  the  higher  courts. 

In  the  contract  forms  adopted  by  some  of  the  governmental  departments 
and  by  nearly  every  municipal  corporation,  it  is  the  custom  to  provide  that 
the  engineer,  or  a  board  of  three  or  more  disinterested  persons,  shall  de- 
termine all  questions  in  dispute,  and  these  are  usually  held  to  be  valid 
and  binding  in  our  courts.  The  bringing  suit  by  the  government  or  city 
against  the  contractor,  or  the  use  of  such  a  stipulation  as  a  defense,  might 
be  such  an  adoption  of  that  part  of  the  contract  as  would  constitute  a 
ratification  of  the  engineer's  act  in  embodying  it  in  the  contract;1  but  if 
a  contractor  brought  suit  against  the  government  or  a  city,  and  the  latter 
sought  to  avoid  the  clause  by  pleading  that  the  engineer  bad  no  power  to 
make  such  a  submission,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  it  from  so  doing. 
How  far  the  existence  of  a  general  custom  to  employ  such  a  clause  in  con- 
struction contracts  might  prevail  in  establishing  authority  to  insert  such  a 
clause  would  depend  upon  the  justice  and  the  usage  of  the  government  or 
city  in  previous  contracts  for  similar  work.  This  may  be  a  good  reason 
why  disputes  and  questions  arising  in  government  work  are  rarely  left  to 
disinterested  arbitrators,  but  to  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  work,  and  it 
may  be  cited  as  some  evidence  that  the  decision  of  an  engineer  is  not  re- 
garded strictly  as  a  submission  to  arbitration. 

A  corporation  which  can  sue,  be  sued,  appear  in  court,  defend,  and 
prosecute  to  final  judgment  and  execution,  has  power  to  submit  a  demand 
made  against  it  to  arbitration.  It  is  well  settled  that  private  and  municipal 
corporations,  towns,  and  villages,  unless  forbidden  by  their  charters,  can 
submit  matters  in  dispute  to  arbitration.*  Selectmen,  supervisors,  county 
courts,  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  the  common  councils  of  cities  have  been 
accorded  powers  to  compromise  suits  and  to  submit  questions  to  arbitration/ 
It  has  even  been  held  that  the  council  of  a  city  could  intrust  the  selection 
of  the  arbitrators  to  the  city  attorney.4  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  New  York  gave  the  Common  Council  no  power  to- 
settle  claims  against  it/  A  committee  made  up  of  delegates  from  the- 
selectmen  of  two  or  more  towns  cannot  bind  their  respective  townships  by 
a  submission  if  each  one  is  not  expressly  authorized  to  submit  the  affairs 
of  the  township  to  arbitration.6    If  a  city  attorney,  without  authority, 

1  Counett  v.  City  of  Chicago.  114  111.  288;  ingham,  26  Vt.  846  [1854]. 
Anderson  v.  MiHer  (Ala.),  19  So.  Rep.  802.  *1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Lnw  660-654. 

* 1  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  649  ;  15         4  Kane  v.  Fond  du  Lac.  40  Wis  495. 
Amer.  &  Enir.  Ency.  Law  1051,  and  refer-  '  McGuinness  v.  New  York,  26  Huul42. 

ences  given ;  Walnut  Tp.  c.  Rankine  (la.),  'Hnddam  o.  East  Lyme  (Conn.),  5  Atl. 

22  Reptr.  750  [1886];  Dairy mple  v.  Whit-  Rep.  868. 
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submits  a  question  to  a  reference,  the  other  party  cannot  defend  a  suit 
by  the  city  to  enforce  the  award  on  the  ground  of  its  illegality,  since 
the  action  brought  by  the  city  is  a  ratification  of  the  agreement  by  the 
attorney.1 

An  award  and  decision  that  a  contractor  was  entitled  to  pay  for  extra 
work  rendered  by  a  board  of  health  who  had  been  designated  by  a  street- 
cleaning  contract  as  a  board  of  arbitration  to  decide  disputes  in  regard  to 
the  work  done,  was  held  binding  upon  the  city.* 

A  partner  has  no  power  by  virtue  of  his  relation  as  a  partner  to  bind  his 
co-partner  by  a  submission  to  arbitration  of  a  co-partnership  matter  so  as  to 
make  the  award  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement  binding  on  the  firm.  So 
when  a  firm  of  mason  contractors  had  a  dispute  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  "  face  of  the  work  that  shows  to  be  measured,  and  none  else,"  it 
was  held  that  one  partner  could  not  bind  the  firm  by  agreeing  that  a  certain 
person  should  decide  it.'  The  award  would  have  been  binding  on  the 
partner  signing  the  submission,4  and  he  would  hare  been  individually  liable 
for  the  whole  of  the  award.6  Persons  who  are  joint  heirs  and  joint  tenants 
bind  themselves  only  when  they  submit  matters  of  joint  interest  and  joint 
liability  to  arbitration.4 

The  powers  and  duties  of  executors,  administrators,  and  guardians 
legally  appointed  are  such  as  to  authorize  them  to  submit  to  arbitration 
matters  over  which  they  have  control."  Parties  having  capacity  to  submit 
to  arbitration  cannot  object  to  an  award  because  some  of  the  parties  to  it 
were  married  women  and  minors/ 

523.  What  Parties  may  Act  as  Arbitrators. — Before  naming  certain 
parties  as  arbitrators  in  a  submission  it  should  be  ascertained  that  they  are 
competent  to  act  as  such,  which  raises  the  question  as  to  who  may  be  arbi- 
trators. Any  person  may  be  an  arbitrator  if  he  be  mutually  selected  by  the 
parties  to  the  dispute.  He  can  have  no  secret  interest  in  the  matter  to  be 
determined,  and  should  be  guilty  of  no  misconduct.* 

A  remote  or  trifling  interest  in  the  controversy  will  not  disqualify  the 
arbitrator,  and  misconduct  may  be  any  acts  or  relations  cultivated  that  may 
tend  to  bias  the  arbitrator  or  to  influence  him  in  his  judgment.  Such  acts  are 
manifest  partisanship,  cultivation  of  intimate  relationships,  accepting  hospi- 
tality of  one  party,  or  expressing  an  opinion  before  tho  hearing,  etc. 

Competency  to  act  as  treated  above  has  reference  only  to  the  legal 
capacity;  that  parties  should  select  arbitrators  of  ability  and  integrity,  com- 
petent to  skillfully  and  intelligently  investigate,  consider,  and  decide  tho 

1  Cormett  t>.  Chicago,  114  HI.  238.  4 1  Amer.  &  En*.  Ency.  Law,  652. 

•Smith  f>.  Philadelphia,  18  Pbila.  (Pa.)         'Rusael  on  Arbitration,  p  20. 
177.  •  1  Amer.  &  En  p.  Ency.  Law  654. 

•St.   Martin    v.  Thrasher,  40   Vt.  461         T  Fortune  *.  Ki Hebrew  (Tex. ),  21  8.  W. 

[1868].  Rep.  986. 

*  See  Sees.  865,  $upra%  and  608-518,  infra. 
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questions  before  them,  and  able  to  make  and  properly  execute  a  complete 
award,  need  hardly  be  suggested. 

524.  What  Constitutes  a  Submission  to  Arbitration. — At  common  law  a 
submission  to  arbitration  could  be  oral,  in  writing,  or  under  seal.  The  laws 
of  some  states  require  that  it  be  in  writing,  and  if  the  validity  of  a  sealed 
instrument  is  to  be  determined,  or  if  the  title  to  real  estate '  is  to  be  affected 
by  the  award,  the  submission  must  be  under  seal.  A  submission  to  determine 
or  settle  the  boundary  line  between  two  estates  where  no  land  is  conveyed 
need  not  be  in  writing.* 

If  the  submission  be  a  part  of  a  construction  contract  it  will  be  in  writ- 
ing, and  usually  under  seal,  so  that  the  question  will  not  often  arise  as 
regards  the  contract  stipulation,  but  parties  to  construction  contracts  fre- 
quently get  into  disputes  over  questions  arising  about  the  works,  and  then 
and  there  verbally  agree  to  submit  it  to  other  parties,  and  almost  before 
they  realize  it  have  committed  themselves  to  an  arbitration.  In  general 
such  an  agreement  will  hold,  although  revocable  at  any  time  before  the 
award  is  made,  and  the  award  has  frequently  been  upheld  although  the  sub- 
mission did  not  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  the 
number  of  arbitrators  or  by  being  in  writing.'  A  simultaneous  or  a  sub- 
sequent written  submission  will  supersede  any  former  verbal  agreement  to 
refer.4 

A  parol  submission  must  be  clearly  established.  A  common  law  sub- 
mission may  be  in  any  form  of  words;  it  need  only  express  an  intention  to 
submit  certain  questions  to  the  determination  of  certain  arbitrators  and  to 
abide  by  their  award.  It  must  be  clear  that  the  submission  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  settling  the  question  in  dispute,  or  it  is  not  a  submission  to  arbitration. 
The  submission  must  contain  the  essential  elements  of  a  contract:  it  must 
be  definite  in  its  terms  as  to  the  parties,  the  matters  submitted,  the  number 
and  names  of  the  arbitrators,6  or  their  mode  of  selection,  and  an  under- 
taking clearly  expressed  or  implied  to  abide  by  the  result  of  the  arbitra- 
tion.* The  submission  must  be  mutual,  and  be  made  by  all  the  parties 
to  the  controversy.7  It  must  be  certain  as  to  the  subject-matter  and  def- 
inite as  to  what  it  includes,  though  the  courts  will  try  to  supply  deficien- 
cies so  far  as  the  circumstances  will  permit/  The  documents  and  papers 
submitted  to  arbitration  may  be  considered  in  determining  the  extent  of 
the  submission.8 

If  there  are  statutory  regulations  governing  submissions  to  arbitration, 
such  agreement  should   conform  strictly  with   the  requirements  of  the 

1  Port «.  Allen  (N.  C),  14  8.  E.  Rep.  685  •  Greiss  v.  State  Invest.  &  Ins.  Co.  (Cal.), 

[1809].  83  Pac.    Rt-p.   195;    Des   Moines  v    Des 

•Siewart  t>.  Cass.  16  Vt.  668;  Bowen  v.  Moines  W.  W.  Co.  (la,).  64  N.  W.  Rep. 

Cooper,  7  Wntts(Pa.)311.  260;   Reeves  ©.  McGlochlin,  2  Mo.  App. 

•1  Anier  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  655.  Rep.  1154. 

♦Symonds  v.  Mayo,  10  Cusu.  89  [1852].  '  1  Amer.&Eng.  Ency.  Law  657. 

5  North  western  G.  L.  Co.  v.  Channel  8 Com.  «.  Pejcpscut  Props.,  7  Mass.  809. 
(Minn.),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  121. 
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statute,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  courts  have  frequently  shown  a 
disposition  to  give  a  liberal  and  comprehensive  construction  to  submissions,1 
and  though  awards  insufficient  to  authorize  the  entry  of  a  final  award  under 
the  statute  have  been  upheld  as  a  commoh-law  award.' 

525.  A  Submission  to  Arbitration  should  be  Distinguished  from  an 
Appraisal. — In  drafting  the  agreement  to  arbitrate,  care  should  be  taken  to 
make  it  a  submission  to  arbitration  and  not  a  mere  appraisal.  "To  constitute 
a  submission  to  arbitration  there  should  be  at  least  a  matter  of  doubt  or  a 
controversy  which  requires  more  than  a  mere  operation  of  measurement, 
calculation,  or  investigation  to  determine.  A  matter  of  uncertainty  which 
merely  requires  the  services  of  an  engineer  or  accountant  or  of  an  expert  to 
determine  is  not  usually  regarded  as  a  subject  of  an  arbitration,  and  the 
results  obtained  are  frequently  held  not  to  have  the  conclusiveness  of  an 
award."  •  Mr.  Fry,  in  his  book  on  "  Specific  Performance  of  Contracts/' 
says  that  "the  persons  nominated  to  value  are  sometimes,  though  inaccu- 
rately, spoken  of  as  arbitrators.  Arbitrators  are  appointed  to  settle  a  pre- 
existing dispute — valuers  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  subject-matter  of  a 
sale.4  * 

In  regard  to  matters  left  to  engineers  on  construction  work  the  decisions 
cannot  be  reconciled,  they  are  so  much  at  variance.  Some  hold  the  deter- 
mination of  the  engineer  final  to  the  extent  of  his  employment,  even  when 
his  decision  is  not  made  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery  by  the  contractor. *f 
A  like  difference  of  opinion  exists  in  regard  to  appraisals.* 

The  binding  effect  of  a  contract  stipulation  to  refer  all  questions  and  di* 
putes  that  may  arise  in  the  course  of  the  construction  of  works  to  the  engineer 
in  charge  or  to  a  board  of  arbitration  is  not  recognized  as  a  submission  to 
arbitration  by  some  courts  on  the  ground  that  no  dispute  has  arisen,  and 
therefore  there  could  never  have  been  any  submission  of  a  dispute  or  diffi- 
culty that  has  never  arisen.  Many  cases  hold  that  the  stipulation  of  a 
construction  contract  for  the  determination  of  disputes  not  yet  arisen,  but 
which  may  come  up  in  the  course  of  the  work,  is  not  a  submission  to  arbitral 
tion,  because  there  can  be  no  submission  of  a  controversy  that  has  not  arisen,  or 
that  has  no  existence.  J  If,  however,  the  parties  have  attended  such  a  hear- 
ing under  such  a  stipulation  or  have  allowed  the  engineer  to  render  his  decision 
or  award  under  it  without  protest  or  revoking  the  ^ttflttt-submission,  the  award 
made  will  be  valid  and  binding,  for  they  will  be  held  to  have  adopted  the  sub- 
mission previously  drawn  up  and  executed.    After  the  award  has  been  made 

1 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  654-57 ;      case*  died. 
Kcndrick  t>.  Tarel,  26  Vt.  416  [1854].  4  Pry's  Spec.  Performance,  §  841,  p.  152. 

•  DocUerv  v.  Randolph  (Tex.),  80  8.  W.  §  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  659. 

Rep.  270 ;  Greer  t>.  Canfleld  (Neb.).  56  N.  •  1  Amer.  &Ene.  Ency.  Law  659.  M..  K. 

W.  Rep.  888.  A  T.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Elliot,  66  Fed.  Rep.  772. 

*  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  659,  and 

*fl»  Sec.  848,  tupra.        f  See  Chap.  XII,  and  Chap.  XIII,  Sees.  885-417,  svpra. 

t  Bee  Chap.  XII,  Sees.  885-866,  eupra. 
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neither  party  can  retain  the  benefits  of  the  arbitrators'  decision  and  avoid 
its  effect  as  a  bar  to  the  original  cause  of  action  based  on  the  controversy, 
by  showing  the  arbitrator's  misconduct.1  If  either  party  has  notice  of  mis- 
conduct of  an  arbitrator,  and  instead  of  revoking  the  submission  he  goes  on 
to  a  final  hearing  and  finding  by  the  arbitrators,  he  must  be  regarded  as 
waiving  his  right  to  object.*  In  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  machinery 
by  a  railroad  it  was  recited  that  "  if  a  satisfactory  price  cannot  be  agreed  on 
between  the  parties,  each  shall  select  an  arbitrator,  and  these  shall  select  a 
third,  who  shall  fix  the  price  of  the  machines,  and  whose  decision  shall  be 
final,"  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  submission  to  arbitration  and  not  a  stipu- 
lation for  a  mere  appraisal.* 

The  way  to  avoid  the  question  as  to  arbitration  is  to  make  the  appoint- 
ment and  certificate  or  award  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  to  pay- 
ment to  the  contractor  and  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  company  or 
to  any  action  by  the  contractor  for  the  price  or  value  of  his  work  done  or 
materials  furnished  by  him.  Such  a  condition  precedent  must  be  per- 
formed before  any  action  can  be  brought,  for  the  debt  in  that  case  does  not 
arise  upon  the  completion  of  the  job,  but  upon  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  condition  precedent  which  it  contains.4  * 

The  conclusiveness  and  binding  effect  of  an  engineer's  decision  often 
fails  when  disputes  have  been  left  to  his  decision  on  the  ground  that  no 
dispute  has  arisen  as  described  in  the  contract,  and  therefore  no  award  could 
properly  be  made,  f 

626.  What  Bales  Govern  the  Arbitration. — In  the  absence  of  statutory 
requirements  the  parties  may  by  the  terms  of  their  submission  agree  that 
the  hearing  shall  be  conducted  and  that  the  award  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  and  by-laws  of  any  association  or  society  or 
by  any  professional  code  of  ethics,  as  those  of  a  church  or  engineering 
society  to  which  the  parties  belong,*  and  the  award  is  none  the  less  binding 
when  made  pursuant  to  such  rules  and  regulations.*  They  may  agree  that 
no  oaths  shall  be  administered  to  arbitrators  and  that  the  testimony  of 
unsworn  witnesses  shall  be  received/  Likewise  the  oaths  of  the  arbitrators 
may  be  waived  by  the  parties,  but  if  the  statute  require  that  the  oath  be 
administered,  the  consent  to  waive  it  must  be  in  writing.* 

527.  Parties  are  Entitled  to  a  Hearing  and  to  Notice  of  the  Same.— In 
the  absence  of  a  stipulation  to  the  contrary  the  arbitrators  must  grant  the 
parties  a  hearing,  and  in  each  other's  presence,  and  they  should  have  ample 

1  Or  via  ».  Wells  F.  &  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  78  •  Payne  v.  Crawford,  supra. 

Fed  Rep.  110.  '  Russell  t>.  Beery  (Kan.),  85  Pac.  Rep. 

*  Beaton  v.  Kendall,  61  111.  App.  289.  812. 

*  M..  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  «.  Elliott,  50  Fed.  8  Flannery  v.  Babagian  (N.  Y.  App),  81 
Rep.  772.  N.  E.  Rep.  819  ;  In  re  Grening,  26  N.  Y. 

4 1  Araer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  669-70.  Supp.  117 ;  Erie  Tel.  &  Teleph.  Co.  ». 

6  Payne  v.  Crawford  (Ala.).  10  So.  Rep.      Bent,  39  Fed.  Rep.  409  [18891. 
Oil. 

*  See  Sees.  842-848,  845  and  407-417,  eupra.         f  See  Sec.  869,  414,  supra. 
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notice  of  the  time  and  place,  and  no  hearing  should  be  granted  to  one  party 
without  notice  to  the  other  party.  Affidavits,  statements  of  account,  esti- 
mates, and  other  documents  should  not  be  received  by  one  party  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  other  party.1 

Notice  need  be  given  and  the  attendance  of  the  parties  requested  only 
at  meetings  at  which  evidence  oral  or  written  is  received.  At  the  consul- 
tation or  when  the  award  is  drawn  up  and  signed,  or  at  a  meeting  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  viewing  tha  works  or  premises,  the  parties  need  not  be  in- 
vited.* 

It  has  been  held  that  notice  should  have  been  given  of  a  meeting  called 
solely  to  inspect  the  works,  but  which  was  attended  by  one  of  the  parties, 
and  at  which  various  inquiries  were  made  of  persons  present.8  The  sure- 
ties under  a  contract  it  seems  are  not  entitled  to  notice,  if  the  parties  them- 
selves or  their  attorneys  are  notified.4 

If  a  party  attends  a  hearing  and  presents  his  case  he  cannot  afterwards 
object  to  the  award,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  formal  notice  of  the 
meeting.4  Either  party  may  waive  his  right  to  a  notice  of  a  bearing.  An 
agreement  in  the  submission  that  the  arbitrators  may  proceed  ex  parte,  if 
either  party  fails  to  appear,  does  not  render  the  submission  irrevocable.*  * 

528.  Conduct  of  the  Hearing. — So  long  as  an  arbitrator  or  umpire  con- 
forms to  the  submission  and  to  the  statute  law  governing  arbitrations,  he 
may  conduct  the  hearing  at  such  time  and  place,  and  in  such  manner  as 
seems  to  him  most  fair  and  reasonable,  and  the  courts  will  not  review  his 
discretion  if  he  has  acted  according  to  the  principles  of  justice  and  with 
fairness  to  both  parties.  He  niay  change  the  time  and  place  of  hearing  or 
adjourn  it  at  the  request  of  either  party  as  he  sees  fit,  or  he  may  refuse  to 
postpone  it  if  he  has  good  reason. 

If  he  has  good  reason  to  believe  that  either  party  is  absenting  himself 
from  the  hearings  to  defeat  the  arbitration,  he  may  give  peremptory  notice 
of  his  intention  to  proceed  with  the  hearing  without  him.  If  the  party  does 
not  then  appear  or  give  a  very  satisfactory  excuse,  and  if  the  party  continue 
to  absent  himself,  he  may  for  good  cause  proceed  without  him.*  The  fact  that 
one  party  has  caused  some  needless  delay  is  not  sufficient  cause  for  the  arbi- 
trator to  close  the  case  without  giving  him  due  notice.  He  should  not  at 
any  time  unexpectedly  make  an  award  without  some  notice  to  the  parties 
that  the  hearing  is  at  an  end.*  He  should  hear  all  the  evidence  offered  by 
both  parties  that  is  material  to  the  question  at  issue.8 

1 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  686.  4 1  Amer.  &  En*.  Ency.  Law  686. 

'  Adams  t>.  Bushcy,  60  N.  H.  290;  Straw  'Boston  &  L.  R.  Corp.  v.  Nashua  &  L. 

«.  Truesdalc,  59  N.  H.  109  ,  Roloson  v.  R.  Corp.,  139  Mass.  468. 

Carson .  8  Md.  208  [  1 8551 .  *  Cases  cited  in  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

»  Wood  t).  Helme.  14  R  I.  325:  Knowl-  682. 

ton  v.  Mickles.  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.).  465;  but  71  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  681. 

see  Hull  v.  Norwalk  F.  I.  Co.  (Ct.),  17  All.  » 1  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency  Law  680. 
Rep.  356. 

*  See  Sec*.  492-498,  supra,  Clauses  waiving  the  right  to  a  notice. 
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Sometimes  the  stipulation  recites  that  the  engineer  is  appointed  on 
account  of  his  skill  and  knowledge  of  the  subject  in  dispute,  and  although 
not  generally  expressly  so  stipulated,  yet  in  fact  it  is  almost  universally  the 
case  in  engineering  and  architectural  contracts  that  the  arbitrators  are 
selected  because  of  their  special  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  sub- 
ject independent  of  any  evidence  presented  by  the  parties.  When  it  has 
been  so  declared  expressly,  it  has  been  held  that  the  arbitrator  might 
properly  refuse  to  hear  evidence  and  decide  the  questions  presented 
upon  his  own  knowledge  and  skill.1  So  it  has  been  held  that  an  engi- 
neer or  arbitrator  might  in  his  discretion  comply  with  a  request  of  either 
party  to  go  and  view  the  premises.*  His  refusal  to  bear  testimony  that 
estimates  furnished  by  his  assistants  were  wrong,  has  been  upheld  by  the 
courts." 

529.  Arbitrators  must  Determine  Questions  Themselves,  Cannot  Leave 
Them  to  Others. — Arbitrators  cannot  delegate  their  powers  and  duties  to 
others,  nor  can  they  elect  or  appoint  a  substitute  to  act  for  one  of  their 
number  who  fails  or  refuses  to  serve.  They  may  not  delegate  their  power 
to  decide  matters  embraced  in  the  decision  to  others,  not  even  to  the  court 
which  appointed  them.  They  cannot  provide  for  the  settlement  of  future 
disputes  by  another  tribunal,  or  agree  to  abide  the  decision  of  a  third  party 
or  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  some  other  engineer  as  to  a  question  of 
construction,  or  that  of  some  lawyer  on  a  point  of  law.* 

It  is  no  objection  to  an  award  that  the  arbitrators  took  advice  relative  to 
the  questions  before  them  if  they  decided  on  their  own  judgment.  They 
may  secure  the  assistance  and  council  of  engineers,  surveyors,  lawyers,  ac- 
countants, and  experts,  and  may  employ  their  opinions  and  results  as  evi- 
dence, and  adopt  them  as  their  own  conclusions  if  assured  that  they  are 
correct.  They  must  not  leave  matters  to  the  final  determination  of  others, 
but  the  decision  rendered  must  be  the  result  of  the  arbitrator's  own  delib- 
erations and  judgments/ 

The  valuation  of  a  mine  may  be  founded  upon  the  report  of  an  expert 
sent  by  the  arbitrator  to  visit  it,  and  certificates  of  work  may  be  based  upon 
estimates  made  by  assistant  engineers,  surveyors,  and  accountants,  these 
duties  being  held  purely  ministerial,  and  therefore  capable  of  being 
delegated/* 

Under  a  reference  to  two  disinterested  persons  together  with  W.,  as  sur- 
veyor, with  the  privilege  to  call  in  a  third  party,  it  was  held  not  to  make  the 
surveyor  an  arbitrator,  but  to  designate  him  merely  as  a  surveyor  to  assist 
them  in  their  estimates  and  measurements.* 

1  Cans  collected  in   1    Amer.   &   Eng.  4 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  6T&-686. 

Encv  Law  681.  •  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  678. 

»  Muudy  v.  Black,  9  C.  B.  N.  8.  557.  •  Crawford  v.  Orr,  84  N.  C.  246;  but  see 

»  Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.  Y.  19  [1889].  State  t>.  Bayonne  (N.  J.),  8  Atl.  Rep.  295. 

*  See  Sees.  500-505,  supra. 
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530.  The  Arbitrators  must  Act  Together. — When  a  dispute  is  left  to  the 
judgment  and  determination  of  three  arbitrators,  or  to  two  arbitrators  and 
an  umpire  to  be  selected  by  the  arbitrators,  the  three  must  act  together  as  a 
body  in  determining  any  and  all  questions.  A  finding  by  two  only  will  not 
be  binding  on  the  parties.1  If  the  submission  provide  for  the  concurrence 
of  the  three  arbitrators  an  award  signed  by  two  will  not  be  final,  even 
though  the  third,  while  refusing  to  sign,  state  that  "  it  is  all  right." '  If 
private  matters  be  submitted  to  three  persons,  and  there  is  no  express  nor 
implied  authority  that  a  less  number  may  decide  questions  submitted,  an 
award  by  two  of  them  will  be  void.*  In  public  matters  a  majority  may  make 
the  award,  but  they  must  act  together  and  all  take  part  in  the  proceeding.4 
Therefore,  if  the  arbitrators  are  appointed  in  pursuance  of  a  company's  char- 
ter and  a  majority  sign  the  award,  which  purports  to  be  the  act  of  all,  it  is 
valid.6  An  award  made  under  a  submission  to  two  arbitrators  and  an  umpire 
to  be  selected  by  them,  is  valid,  although  it  is  signed  by  only  one  arbitrator 
and  the  umpire.'  It  should  be  clear  that  the  reference  is  to  the  three  as  arbi- 
trators, and  that  the  umpire  is  regarded  as  an  arbitrator  merely,  and  not  as 
a  judge  between  the  two  arbitrators  selected.7 

Under  a  submission  to  three  arbitrators,  with  power  to  any  two  to  make 
the  award,  and  notice  of  a  meeting  is  sent  to  one  who  refuses  to  attend  and 
take  part,  it  was  held  that  the  other  two  may  proceed,  and  their  award  will 
'be  valid ; 8  but  if  the  submission  provides  that  an  award  of  the  majority 
shall  be  final,  all  three  must  be  present  at  every  stage  of  the  hearings.9  If 
one  refuse  or  fail  to  act,  the  others  can  make  no  valid  award.  It  is  well 
established  that  all  must  be  present  throughout  each  and  every  meeting, 
not  only  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  the  evidence  and  arguments,  but  for 
consultation  and  the  determination  of  the  award.  Both  parties  are  entitled 
to  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  and  discretion  and  to  the  benefit  of  the 
views,  arguments,  and  influence  of  each  one  of  the  arbitrators  they  have 
selected  at  every  stage  of  the  arbitration.19 

When  questions  are  left  to  the  judgment  of  two  architects,  the  judg- 
ment cannot  be  rendered  solely  upon  the  knowledge  and  inspection  of  one 
of  the  architects,  though  the  other  architect  had  been  fully  informed 
thereof.  Each  must  be  informed  independently  and  from  his  own  exami- 
nations and  inspections.11 

1  Stose «.  Heisler  (111.),  11  N.  £.  Rep.  161  26  [1880]. 

[188?  | .  i  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Decker  (Ga.), 

9  Weaver  t>.  Powel  (Pa.),  28  Atl.  Rep.  21  8.  E.  Rep.  872. 

1070.  « 1  Amer.  <fc  Eng.  Ency.  Law  684. 

»  Hubbard  v.  Great  Palls  M.  Co.  (Me.),  •  Doherty  v.  Doherty  (Mass.),  19  N.  E. 

12  Atl.  Kep.  878  [1888]  Rep.  352  [1889]  ;  Kent  v.  French  (la.).  40 

4 1  Amf-r.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  684:  but  see  N.  W.  Rep.  713_T18891 ;  and  see  Balles  v. 

Moore  v.  Mattoon  (III.  Sup),  45  N.  E.  Rep.  Bass  P.  &  M.  W'ks  (Iud.),  28  N.  E.  Rep. 

067.  a  report  by  three  commissioner*.  819  [1891]. 

'Dnrma  v.  Horicin  I.  M.  Co.,  23  Wis.  101  Amer.A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  688;  B'irr*. 

691;  sm  also  Newcomb  v.  Wood,  97  U.  S.  Cbandler  (N.  J).  20  Atl.  Rep.  788  [18901. 

081  [1878].  »  Benson  t>.  Miller  (Minn.),  67  N.  W. 

•  btiringer  v.  Toy  (W.  Va. ),  10  S.  E.  Rep.  p.  948. 
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531.  Matten  Left  te  Two  Arbitrators,  with  Power  to  Call  in  an  TFmpire. 
— When  matters  are  left  to  two  arbitrators,  and  in  case  of  dispute  or  disagree- 
ment it  is  provided  that  a  third  arbitrator  or  umpire  shall  be  called  in,  the 
umpire  must  sit  with  the  arbitrators  And  hear  testimony  offered.  An  award 
by  the  umpire  without  hearing  the  case  anew  is  invalid.1  The  parties  are 
entitled  to  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  such  hearing/  but  they  may 
expressly  waive  their  right  to  a  rehearing  when  the  umpire  may  use  the  evi- 
dence offered  the  arbitrators.1  The  award  may  be  signed  by  the  umpire 
alone,  or  by  the  umpire  and  one  of  the  arbitrators." 

When  the  contract  requires  that  in  case  the  arbitrators  cannot  agree 
they  shall  appoint  an  umpire  or  referee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  umpire  to 
decide  those  matters  only  which  the  arbitrators  failed  to  determine  or 
agree  upon.4  The  umpire  and  one  arbitrator  cannot  return  an  award  con- 
clusive upon  the  parties  about  matters  with  respect  to  which  no  differences 
have  arisen/  Without  express  authority  in  the  submission,  the  arbitra- 
tors have  no  implied  power  to  call  in  an  umpire  to  make  a  decision  as  to 
their  differences.8 

The  award  must  be  the  result  of  the  arbitrator's  or  umpire's  judgment; T 
it  must  not  be  determined  by  lot  or  by  chance,  or  by  striking  an  average. 
In  the  selection  of  an  umpire  the  appointment  must  be  the  joint  Act  of  all 
the  arbitrators,  and  be  based  upon  the  concurrent  judgment  of  them  all,  and 
should  be  in  writing.1  The  appointment  may  be  embodied  in  the  award/ 
Therefore  when  questions  are  submitted  to  three  arbitrators,  of  whom  two 
were  to  be  selected  by  the  parties,  and  those  two  were  to  choose  the  third, 
all  three  to  be  competent  civil  engineers,  and  the  two  could  not  agree  upon 
a  third,  it  was  held  that  a  choice  by  lot  was  not  made  in  the  exercise  of  the 
judgments  of  both  arbitrators,  but  was  a  result  of  chance,  and  therefore 
was  invalid.9  A  somewhat  different  rule  seems  to  have  been  held  in 
the  English  courts,  which  have  held  that  when  two  persons  have  been 
proposed  to  which  neither  arbitrator  made  objection,  a  choice  by  tot  was 
valid." 

So  when  two  arbitrators  were  unable-  to  agree  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
award,  and  they  arrived  at  a  decision  by  dividing  by  two  the  aggregate  suift 
which  each  thought  the  contractor  was  entitled  to,  the  award  was  held  void, 
both  from  the  method  adopted  and  because  the  submission  provided  for  the 
choice  of  a  third  arbitrator  in  case  of  a  disagreement.11  However,  there  at* 
numerous  cases  in  which  arbitrators  have  awarded  the  average  or  etaot 

1  In  re  Grening,  26  N.  Y.  8upp.  117.  Ins.  Co.  (Ca1.)f  88  Pnc.  Rep.  63$. 

• 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  691.  *  1  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  681,  et  Wtf. 

'Sheffield  v.  Clark,  78  Ga.  92.  •  Hart  t>.  Kennedy  (N.  J.),  20  All.  Bap. 

4 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  689.  29  [1890], 

5  Manufacturers*  &  B.  F.  Ins.  Co.©.  Mai-  "Caw  collected,  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

ten  (Neb),  67  N.  W.  Rep.  445.  Law  690. 

•Allen-Brndley  Co    v.  Aderson  A  N.  "Luther  e.  MedburyfR.  I.), 26 At).  Rep. 

Dist.  Co.  (Ky.)f  85  8  W.  Rep.  1128.  87. 

Y  Harvester,  etc.,  Works  v.  Glens  Falls 
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mean  of  several  sums  named  by  witnesses,  and  they  have  been  held  valid, 
the  presumption  being  that  the  arbitrators  exercised  their  own  judgment 
and  were  convinced  that  their  decision  was  right.1  Likewise,  the  decision 
of  an  umpire  must  be  the  result  of  his  judgment.  He  may  not  adopt  the 
opinion  of  one  of  the  arbitrators,  but  must  bear  the  case  and  come  to  his 
own  conclusions.9  The  award  of  the  umpire  should  be  in  writing  and 
signed ;  if  one  or  both  arbitrators  sign  it,  it  will  amount  to  their  approval  of 
his  decision.* 

The  mode  or  method  adopted  by  the  umpire  and  by  which  he  arrives  at  his 
conclusions  cannot  be  questioned  in  the  absence  of  collusion,  corruption,  or 
partiality." 

532.  The  Award. — The  award  or  certificate  must  be  possible,  and  must 
not  require  the  parties  to  do  an  illegal  act,  as  to  change  the  course  of  a  river 
or  to  obstruct  navigation;  but  an  award  which  orders  one  party  to  pay  a  sum 
of  money  which  he  does  oiot  possess  is  not  an  impossibility  in  the  eyes  of  the 
law.4 

The  award  should  be  so  certain  and  explicit  as  to  the  amount  of  money 
to  be  paid  or  the  acts  to  be  performed  that  a  specific  performance  can  be 
ordered  and  enforced.  If  the  award  is  in  regard  to  the  title  to  real  estate 
or  boundary  lines,  it  should  be  so  definite  that  an  officer  can  give  possession 
and  designate  the  limits  by  metes  and  bounds.  It  must  be  certain  as  to  per- 
sons required  to  perform  the  award,  and  as  to  those  who  are  to  receive  its 
benefits,  and  as  to  the  time  of  performance.6 

All  the  questions  in  dispute  and  submitted  must  have  been  considered 
and  decided,  or  the  award  will  be  void.*  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  award 
disposes  of  all  matters  submitted,  and  includes  nothing  else.7  An  award 
is  set  aside  by  an  agreement  in  writing  between  the  parties  to  submit  the. 
matter  in  controversy  to  different  arbitrators  made  subsequent  to  its 
rendition.' 

533.  Compensation  of  Arbitrators  and  Costs  of  Arbitration.— An  arbi- 
trator, or  engineer  acting  as  such,  may  make  a  reasonable  charge  for  bis  ser- 
vices, and  is  entitled  to  pay  for  every  day  he  is  necessarily  employed  on  the 
case,  including  the  time  of  deliberation."  He  may  collect  the  full  amount 
from  either  party  to  the  submission,  and  each  arbitrator  should  sue  for  his 
own  fees  and  charges.9  He  may  award  fees  to  himself  and  he  may  have  a 
lien  on  the  award  for  the  amount  of  his  fees.  He  may  even  retain  the 
award  in  his  hands  until  his  fees  are  paid."    If  two  cases  are  identical  as  to 

1 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  685;  Hart-  [1817]. 

ford  F.  I.  Co.  0.  Bonner  M.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  '  Seaton  t>.  Kendall.  61  111.  App.  280;  and 

56  Fed.  Rep.  378.  see  People  d.  Benton,  7  Barb.  209. 

*  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  691.  8  Payne  v.  Crawford  (Ala.),  14  So.  Rep. 
8  Harlford  F.  I.  Co.  t>.  Bonner  M.  Co.,  854. 

tuvra.  • 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  686-88;  see 

4 1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  704.  also  Alexander  v.  Collins  (Ind.  App.),  28  N 

*  1  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency.  Law  699.  E.  Rep.  190  [1891]. 

*  Jackson  o.  Ambler,  14  Johns.  Rep.  96 
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the  subject-matter,  and  they  are  tried  in  the  same  time  that  one  would  re- 
quire, the  arbitrators  are,  it  seems,  entitled  to  fees  as  for  but  one  case/ 

The  court  may  on  motion  or  exception  inquire  into  the  fairness  of  the 
charges  made  even  when  the  arbitrators  were  authorized  to  fix  their  own 
compensation.' 

Generally,  but  not  universally,  it  is  the  law  that  the  arbitrator  may  award 
the  costs  of  the  arbitration."  If  the  award  makes  no  mention  of  the  costs, 
it  seems  they  may  be  recovered  from  the  defeated  party.4  The  compensa- 
tion of  an  arbitrator  should  not  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the  award,*  - . 

1  Butcher  «.  Scott,  1  Pa.  L.  J.  Rep.  811.         •  Stewart «.  Greer  (Del.),  83  Atl.  Rep.  828. 
1  Kelly   9.    Lynchburg  &   D.   R.  Go.         4  1  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  687. 
(N.  C.),  15  S.  E.  Rep.  900.  •  Thomas  t.  Caukett,  57  Mich.  882. 
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EXTRA  WORK   OR    EXTRAS.    ALTERATIONS,  ADDITIONS,  OMISSIONS. 

AND  SUBSTITUTIONS. 

BXTRA  HOBK  OB  EXTRAS.      STIPULATIONS  TO  AVOIB  1XTBA  WORK. 

534.  Provision  that  Extra  Work  shall  Be  Ordered  in  Writing,  and  that 

Owner  or  Engineer  may  Make  Alterations,  Additions,  and  Omissions  to  the 

Work. 

General  clause :  "  No  part  of  the  works  shall  be  altered  from  that 
shown  on  the  drawings,  or  described  in  the  specifications,  nor  shall  any 
work  in  the  nature  of  extra  or  additional  work,  or  any  work  not  con- 
templated by  the  specifications,  drawings,  or  plans  be  performed  with- 
out the  express  written  order  of  the  owner  or  engineer;  but  should  it 
be  deemed  expedient  by  the  engineer,  at  any  time  while  the  works  are 
in  progress,  to  increase  or  decrease  the  dimensions,  quantity  of  material, 
or  work,  or  alter  the  situation  or  levels,  or  vary  the  form  or  dimensions 
of  any  part  of  the  said  work,  or  vary  in  any  other  way  the  work  herein 
contracted  for,  the  owner  or  engineer  shall  have  full  power  so  to  do,  if 
done  in  accordance  with  the  said  contract,  and  to  order  and  direct  any 
such  increase,  diminution,  alteration,  or  extra  work  to  be  made  or  per- 
formed, and  without  in  any  way  vitiating  or  affecting  the  said  contract; 
and  the  contractor  shall,  in  pursuance  of  such  order  and  directions 
as  he  may  receive  in  writing  from  the  said  owner  or  engineer,  execute 
the  works  thereby  ordered  and  directed,  and  the  difference  in  expense 
occasioned  by  any  such  increase,  diminution,  or  alteration  so  ordered 
and  directed  shall  be  added  to  or  deducted  from  the  amount  payable 
under  this  contract,  and  the  said  engineer  shall  ascertain  the  amount  of 
such  additions  or  deductions;  but  if  any  extra,  additional,  or  different 
works  be  proceeded  with  or  executed  by  the  contractor,  without  previous 
orders  given  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  said  engineer,  as  herein- 
before referred  to,  no  charge  for  the  same  will  be  allowed." 

535.  Extra  Work  or  Extras  should  be  Avoided  or  Controlled. — When  a 
tricky  contractor  discovers  that  he  has  a  determined  engineer  or  architect  to 
deal  with,  one  who  is  a  competent  judge  of  good  materials  and  of  good  work, 
and  who  requires  him  to  live  up  to  the  terms  of  his  contract  and  specifica- 
tions strictly,  his  scheme  is  usually  to  work  the  job  for  all  the  "  extras  n 
there  are  in  it.1  So  successful  and  profitable  has  the  practice  been  to  a  cer- 
tain class  of  contractors,  that  works  are  frequently  taken  at  the  bare  cost  of 

1  An  Interesting  little  book  on  the  subject  is  ''Scamping  Tricks."    By  John  New- 
man,  1891. 
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construction,  the  contractors  depending  for  their  profits  upon  the  extras 
that  the  job  will  afford.  In  view  of  these  facts  it  is  a  study  in  drafting  con- 
struction contracts  to  make  stipulations  like  the  foregoing  clause  that  shall 
keep  extra  work  within  reasonable  limits  and  prevent  unreasonable  charges 
for  work  rendered  necessary  by  changes  due  to  unforeseen  difficulties  and 
dangers  or,  if  possible,  to  avoid  all  extras  of  whatever  description. 

A  variety  of  provisions,  stipulations,  and  conditions  have  been  employed 
to  effect  this  purpose,  but  only  a  few  will  be  given  as  being  in  general  use 
and  deserving  special  notice.  Some  have  limited  the  compensation  which 
the  contractor  should  receive  strictly  and  absolutely  to  the  price  named  in 
the  contract;  while  others  have  provided  that  no  extra  pay  whatever  should 
be  demanded  or  allowed  unless  the  work  was  ordered  in  writing  and  weekly 
or  monthly  estimates  [statements]  rendered  therefor,  or  except  for  work 
ordered  by  the  owner  [or  by  his  engineer  or  architect  duly  authorized],  and 
the  price  or  value  thereof  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  and  the  agreement 
endorsed  upon  and  made  a  part  of  the  original  contract.  Yet  another  form 
has  left  the  question  of  what  were  extras,  and  the  compensation  the  con- 
tractor should  receive,  to  the  determination  of  the  engineer  or  to  arbitration. 

Any  one  of  these  conditions,  clearly  expressed,  would  answer  its  pur- 
pose if  literally  enforced,  i.e.,  if  not  modified  or  changed  by  subsequent 
agreements,  and  if  both  parties  insisted  upon  its  performance  and  execution. 
Pretty  much  all  the  trouble  over  extra  work,  under  a  contract  containing 
such  clauses,  comes  from  parol  agreements  substituted  and  which  change 
the  terms  of  the  provision,  or  from  a  lax  enforcement  of  its  terms,  amount- 
ing to  a  waiver. 

It  is  very  dangerous  to  the  binding  effect  of  a  construction  contract  to 
be  content  with  a  lax  enforcement  of  its  terms  and  stipulations.  One 
instance  of  indulgence  leads  to  another,  and  several  instances  may  consti- 
tute a  waiver  of  the  whole  effect  of  a  provision.  Assenting  once  unquali- 
fiedly to  dispense  with  the  performance  of  a  provision  requiring  written 
orders  for  extras  may  open  the  door  to  a  suit  for  a  whole  bill  of  extras.  An 
owner  or  an  officer  of  a  company  cannot  be  too  careful  in  the  exercise  of 
his  powers  as  dictator  on  works  in  the  process  of  construction  which  have 
been  placed  in  charge  of  and  under  the  immediate  superintendence  of  an 
engineer  or  architect.  Any  interference  or  change  either  in  the  contract  or 
the  works  without  notifying  and  consulting  the  person  in  charge  and  con-, 
sidering  the  express  terms  and  provisions  of  the  contract  are  certain  to 
cause  trouble  and  unlooked-for  complications. 

The  question  as  to  what  are  extras  must,  of  course,  depend  upon  the 
particular  circumstances  of  each  case,  examples  of  which  will  be  given  in  a 
section  following,  but  it  is  proposed  now  to  consider  the  effect  of  the 
ordinary  provisions  of  a  construction  contract  whose  object  is  to  determine, 
limit,  or  avoid  extra  work.  If  the  question  of  extras  cannot  be  deter- 
mined, and  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  whether  the  work  was  within  the 
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contract  or  in  excess  of  it,  the  presumption  of  law  is  that  it  was  required 
by  the  contract.1 

536.  Provision  Limiting  the  Recovery  of  the  Contractor  to  the  Contract 
Prioe. 

Clause:  "It  is  distinctly  understood,  intended,  and  agreed  that  the 

said  sum  of dollars  ($ )  shall  be  the  price  of,  and  be 

held  to  be  the  full  compensation  for,  all  works  embraced  in  or  con- 
templated by  the  said  contract,  or  which  may  be  required  by  virtue  of 
any  of  its  provisions  or  conditions,  and  the  contractors  shall  not, 
upon  any  pretext  whatever,  be  entitled,  by  reason  of  any  change, 
alteration,  or  addition  made  in  or  to  such  works,  or  in  the  said  plans 
or  specifications,  or  by  reason  of  any,  or  the  exercise  of  any,  of  the 

powers  vested  in  the  governor by  the  act  entitled , 

or  in  the  commissioners  or  engineers  by  this  contract  or  by  law,  to 
claim  or  demand  any  further  sum  for  extra  works  or  as  damages  or  other- 
wise, the  contractors  hereby  expressly  waiving  and  abandoning  all  and 
every  such  claim  or  pretension  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatever, 
except  as  provided  in  tbe  section  of  the  contract  relating  to  alteration 
in  grade  or  line  of  the  location/' 

537.  Express  Waiver  of  All  Claims  for  Extra  Work. — Such  a  clause  is  a 
waiver  of  all  claim  for  payment  of  extra  work,'  but  the  adoption  of  it  is  an 
expensive  one  to  the  owner  and  onerous  to  the  contractor.  The  owner 
may  depend  that  the  contractor  will  allow  a  very  liberal  estimate  for  every- 
thing in  a  contract  by  which  he  undertakes  to  overcome  all  the  obstacles 
and  unforeseen  difficulties  that  may  be  met,  and  in  which  he  may  be  called 
upon  for  alterations  and  additions  for  which  he  will  receive  no  extra  com- 
pensation. The  proprietor  loses  the  advantage  of  a  close  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  work,  and  it  is  therefore  not  a  favorite  stipulation. 

538.  No  Claims  for  Extra  Work  unless  Ordered  in  Writing  and  Notice 
Given  Thereof. — The  provision  that  has  found  the  greatest  favor  is  that 
which  provides  for  extra  work,  and  which  requires  the  price  thereof  to  be 
agreed  upon  and  indorsed  in  writing  upon  the  contract.  Some  good 
examples  of  such  clauses  are  given  in  the  sections  following. 

539.  Provision  that  Extra  Work  must  be  Ordered  in  Writing,  Signed, 
Prices  Agreed  upon  and  Indorsed,  and  Periodical  Statements  Rendered. 

Clause:  "It  is  mutually  agreed  and  understood  that  no  claim  what- 
ever will  be  made  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  (said  contractor) 
for  any  extra  work  or  extra  materials,  or  for  a  greater  amount  of 
money  than  is  herein  stipulated  to  be  paid,  unless  in  each  and  every 
case  such  extra  work  and  materials  shall  have  been  previously  ordered 
in  writing  and  the  price  agreed  upon  and  entered  therein,  and  the 
agreement  duly  executed  and  signed,  by  the  owner,  commissioner, 
board,  or  company,  or  by  his  [its]  engineer  or  architect,  duly  authorized 
in  writing,  and  notice  of  such  claims  shall  have  been  given  to  the  said 
owner or  company  within  ten  days  after  the  beginning  of  such 

1  Crocker  «.  United  States,  21  CU  of  CI.         'Berlinquet  v.  The  Queen,  18  Canada 
255.  Sup.  Ct.  26  fl8771. 
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extra  work  or  the  furnishing  of  such  extra  materials.  The  cost  of 
such  extra  work  or  materials  shall  be  included  in  the  progress  cer- 
tificate next  succeeding  the  completion  of  such  extra  work  or  the 
delivery  of  such  extra  material. 

"  And  the  said  contractor(s)  hereby  expressly  waive(s)  all  claims  or 
demands  to  any  pay  or  allowances  for  any  alterations,  additions,  or 
extra  work  or  extra  materials,  unless  in  each  case  such  extra  work  or 
materials  shall  have  been  furnished  upon  said  written  order,  the  price 
therefor,  and  the  time  of  completion  thereof  agreed  upon  and  entered 
therein,  the  same  order  signed  or  duly  authorized  in  writing,  and  due 
notice  of  said  work  given." 

540.  Provision  that  Extra  Work  shall  be  Ordered  in  Writing  and  the 
Price  Determined. 

Clause  (short  form) :  "  No  claims  for  extra  work  will  be  allowed 
unless  ordered  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  owner  or  commissioner  or 
board  of  public  works,  and  the  price  for  such  agreed  upon  in  advance; 
and  all  claims  for  extra  labor  or  materials,  or  for  damages,  or  for  any 
other  matter  or  thing  for  which  the  contractor  may  consider  himself 
entitled  to  extra  remuneration,  must  be  made  in  writing  before  the 
extra  labor  or  materials  are  furnished,  or  at  the  time  the  damages, 
occur  or  the  cause  for  the  claim  arises,  aud  no  claim  will  be  considered 

which  has  not  been  so  presented  to  the  engineer  or  owner, or 

board." 

541.  Provision  that  Extra  Work  shall  be  Ordered  and  Claim  Presented. 

Clause  (short  form) :  "  The  contractor  further  agrees  that  he  shall 
have  no  claim  for  compensation  for  extra  work,  unless  the  same  is 
previously  ordered  in  writing  and  endorsed  in  writing  upon  the  con- 
tract by  said  engineer,  and  unless  the  claim  for  the  same,  when  so 
ordered,  is  presented  to  the  said  owner,  commissioner,  or  board  before 
the.... day  of  the  month  following  that  during  which  each  specific 
order  is  complied  with  (or  as  soon  as  practicable  after  work  is  done  and 
before  the  final  estimate)." 

542.  Provision  that  Extra  Work  shall  be  Certified  to  Be  for  Public  Good 
and  the  Price  Thereof  Limited. 

Clause:  "No  claim  for  extra  work  shall  be  considered  or  allowed 
unless  the  same  is  approved  and  ordered  by  the  engineer,  and  the  said 
commissioner  or  board  shall  authorize  in  writing  such  extra  work, 
and  shall  certify  that  it  is,  in  their  opinion,  for  the  public  interest  that 
such  extra  work  be  done,  stating  in  a  certificate  their  reasons  there- 
for. The  aggregate  price  to  be  paid  for  extra  work  authorized  or 
ordered  under  and  by  virtue  of  trie  foregoing  provision  of  this  con- 
tract shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  on  any  one 
order.  All  claims  for  extra  work  done  in  any  month  shall  be  made  to 
the  engineer,  in  writing,  before  the  15th  day  of  the  following  month." 

543.  Provision  that  if  Parties  are  Unable  to  Agree  upon  Price,  Contractor 
•hall  Hot  Interfere  with  Third  Party  Doing  Work. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  part...  of  the  second  part  further  agrees 
that  if  he  ("they,  or  it]  and  the  said  commissioner  are  or  shall  be 
unable  to  agree,  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  price  or  prices  to  be  paid  for 


466      ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§  544. 

any  extra  work  which  may  be  authorized  as  aforesaid,  the  said  part. . . 
of  the  second  part  will  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  or  molest  such 
other  person  or  persons  as  the  said  engineer,  commissioner,  or  board 
may  employ  to  do  such  extra  work;  and  that  the  said  part. . .  of  the 
second  part  will  suspend  such  part  of  the  work  herein  specified,  or  will 
carry  on  the  same  in  such  manner  as  may  be  ordered  by  the  said 
engineer,  so  as  to  afford  all  reasonable  facilities  for  doing  such  extra 
work;  and  no  other  damage  or  claim  by  the  said  part. . .  of  the  second 
part  shall  be  allowed  therefor,  other  than  an  extension  of  the  time 
specified  in  this  contract  for  the  performance  of  said  suspended  work, 
as  much  as  the  same  may  have  been,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer, 
delayed  by  reason  of  the  performance  of  such  extra  work.*' 

544.  Provision  that  Contractor  will  Not  Interfere  with   Other  Con- 
tractors. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  if 
the  contractors]  is  [are]  unable  or  refuse(s)  to  undertake,  perform,  and 
complete  the  additional  or  extra  work  required  by  reason  of  such  altera- 
tions or  otherwise,  or  the  parties  cannot  agree  upon  a  price  for  such 
extra  work,  or  upon  the  time  to  be  allowed  for  its  completion,  he  [they] 
will  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  or  molest  such  other  person  or  per- 
sons as  the  engineer,  owner,  board,  or  company  may  employ  to  do  such 
work,  and  will  suspend  such  part  or  parts  of  the  work  herein  specified, 
or  will  carry  on  the  same  in  such  manner  as  may  be  ordered  by  the 
engineer,  owner, ,  or  company,  to  afford  all  reasonable  facili- 
ties for  doing  such  work;  and  no  other  damage  or  claim  by  the  said 
contractor  therefor  shall  be  allowed,  except  such  extension  of  the  time 
specified  in  this  contract  for  the  performance  thereof  as  shall  be  agreed 
upon,  or  as  the  engineer  or  architect  may  deem  reasonable." 

545.  Ho  Recovery  can  be  Had  for  Work  Done,  and  Hot  Ordered  as  Re- 
quired by  the  Contract. — These  stipulations  are  in  very  common  use  in 
engineering  and  architectural  contracts.  They  are  inserted  to  insure  that 
a  record  shall  be  kept  of  all  extra  work  and  to  protect  the  company  or 
owner  from  claims  for  extra  work  that  have  been  completed,  and  perhaps 
covered  up  and  concealed,  or  so  incorporated  with  the  other  work  as  to  be 
no  longer  distinguished.  Without  such  provisions  the  proof  of  the  amount, 
character,  and  value  of  the  extra  work  would  depend  upon  oral  evidence,  in 
the  production  of  which  the  contractor  would  be  supported  by  a  courtroomf  ul 
of  employees  and  servants,  while  the  company  might  be  limited  to  the  testi- 
mony of  their  engineer,  and  he  perhaps  regarded  as  an  interested  party. 

The  provisions  are  manifestly  for  the  protection  of  the  company,  and  are 
reasonable  and  equitable  to  all  parties  concerned.  Their  validity  cannot  be 
doubted,  and  such  a  provision  is  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  company  for  work  done  outside  of  the  contract,1  the  non- 
performance of  which  will  preclude  recovery  by  the  contractor.* 

1  Roscoe's  Digest  of  Biding.  Cases  82,  Woodruff  v.  R.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y. 

and  English  eases  cited;  Howard  v.  Pensa-  89  [1888] ;  Shaw  v.  Wolverton  W.  W  Co 

cola  A  A.  R.  Co.,  5  So.  Rep.  856  ;  White  6  Exch.  187. 

*.  S.  R.  &  S.  Q.  R.  Co.,  50  Cal.  417  [1875] ;  •  Flood  «.  Morrisey,  (N.  B.)  4  Pugsley 
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The  stipulations  when  taken  alone,  unqualified  by  subsequent  agreement, 
have  always  been  held  binding  and  conclusive.  When  the  contract  provides 
that  no  claim  shall  be  made  or  allowed  for  extra  work  unless  it  is  performed 
under  written  contracts  or  under  orders  signed  by  the  engineer  qr  architect,  no 
contract  can  be  implied,  or  presumed,  to  pay  for  work  done  without  such 
written  order,  in  contradiction  to  the  provision.1  Nor  can  evidence  be  in- 
troduced to  prove  labor  and  materials  furnished  beyond  the  requirements 
of  the  contract,  without  procuring  the  written  agreement  and  the  price  and 
signature  of  the  superintendent,  as  required  by  the  contract.9 

The  fact  that  the  company  has  taken  possession  of  the  works,  or  of  the 
structure  containing  them,  when  completed,  and  has  had  the  benefit  of  the 
•extra  work,  will  not  render  it  responsible  for  its  value.* 

If  extra  work  has  been  done  without  observing  the  formalities  required 
by  the  contract  with  regard  thereto,  and  it  has  been  paid  for  through  a  mis- 
take of  the  engineer  in  including  it  in  his  estimate  of  work  regularly  done 
under  the  contract,  the  excess  so  paid  for  extra  work  may  be  recovered  back.4 
If  it  is  required  by  a  special  act  of  legislature  that  work  shall  be  ordered  and 
undertaken  in  a  certain  manner,  and  extra  work  has  been  done  which  was 
not  ordered  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act,  no  recovery  can  be  had  for 
it,  though  done  with  the  approbation  of  the  engineer.* 

546.  Conditions  Precedent  to  Liability  must  be  Strictly  Performed. — The 
general  rule  of  contraction,"  that  when  certain  requisite  forms  or  conditions 
are  prescribed  that  are  to  be  executed  or  to  be  performed  precedent  to  lia- 
bility or  the  promise  to  pay  on  the  part  of  the  company,  they  must  be 
strictly  complied  with  and  performed,"  applies  here  as  to  other  provisions 
and  stipulations.*    Their  terms  must  be  carefully  executed  or  expressly 

<fe  B.  5  [18801 ;  Thames  I.  Wks.  v.  Royal  ruff  v.  Rochester  A  P.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y. 

Mail  Co.,  18  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  858 ;  Baltimore  39;  Ferrier  u.  Knox  Co  (Tex.).  88  8.  W. 

Cem.  Co.  u.  Coburn,  7  Md.  202.  Rep.  896  ;  and  see  Abbott  v.  Gatch,  13  Md. 

1  Vanderwerker  u.  V.  C.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  814  ;  Franklyn  t>.  Darke,  8  F.  &  F.  65  ; 

130;  Russell  v.  Bandeira,  18  C.  B  (N.  8.)  Miller  t>.  McCaffrey,  9  Pa.  St.  245:  Hotis- 

149  ;  Baltimore  Cem.  Co.  v.  Coburn,  7  Md.  ton  R  Co  v.  Trentem,  63  Tex.  442 ;  Fitz- 

202 ;  Gillison  v.  Wannamaker,  140  Pa.  St.  gerald  v.  Beers,  31  Mo.  App.  356. 

358  [1891] ;  Wortman  v.  Kleinschmidt,  12  9  Sutherland    v.   Morris,  45    Hun    259 

Mont.  316  ;  Shaw  v.  First  B.  C,  44  Minn.  [1887]  ;  l  Wortman    t>.    Kleinschmidt,    12 

22  ;  White  v.  8.  R.  &  8.  Q.  R.  Co.,  50  Cal.  Mont.  316. 

417  [1875]  ;  Thames  Iron  Works  v.  The  R.  3  Woodruff  u.  R  &  P.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y. 

M.  P.  Co.,  8  Jurist  (N.  S.)  100  :  Kirk  v.  39  [1888]  ;  Hommersham  v.  Waterworks,  6 

Bromley  Union,  2  Phill.  640 ;  Richards  v.  Exch.    187  [1851]     Sharpe  v.  San  Paulo 

May,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B  D.  400  ;  O'Ketfe  v.  Ry.  Co., 8  Ch.  App.  607 ;  Boston  Elec.  Lt. 

St.  Francis  Church,  59  Conn.  551  [1890] ;  Co.  v    Cambridge  (Muss),  89  N.  E.  Rep. 

O'Brien  t>.  New  York,  139  N.  Y.  543,  142  787  ;    semble    Wortman  t>.   Kleinschmidt 

N.  Y.  671 ;  Lee  t>.  Braylon  (R.  I.),  26  Atl.  (Mont.),  30  Pac.  Rep.  280  :  but  see  Tyron 

Rep.  256,  the  contractor  can  have,  no  lien  ;  v.  White  &  C   Co.,  62  Conn.  161. 

Meyers  *.  Sari,  3  El.  &  El.  306;  Howard  4Duluth«.  McDonnell  (Minn.).  68N.W. 

v.  Pensacola,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  24  Fla.  560 ;  II-  Rep.  727. 

linoislnst.  v.  Piatt,  5111.  App.  567;  Dun-  *  Hommersham  v.  Water  Works  Co.,  6 

can  v.  Miami  Co.,  19  Ind.  154:  Taff  Vale  Exch.  137;  O'Brien  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y., 

R.  Co.  v.  Nixon,  I  H.  L.  Cases  111.  7  Hare  139  N.  Y.  543. 

136;    Bently  «.  Davidson,   74  Wis.  420;  •  Vanderwerker  v.  Vt.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  27 

Condon  v.  Jersey  Citv,  48  N.  J.  Law  452 ;  Vt.  180 ;  Russell  «.  Bandeira,  18  C.  B.  (N. 

Ahem  v.  Boyce,  19  Mo.  App.  552 ;  Wood-  8.)  149. 
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waived  to  give  the  contractor  any  rights  to  recovery.  If  the  contract  pro- 
vides that  no  extra  charges  shall  be  made  unless  a  written  agreement  be 
attached  to  the  contract,  it  has  been  held  to  require  the  order  not  only  to  be 
written,  but  to  be  attached  as  stipulated,  and  that  the  contractor  could  not 
recover  (on  the  contract),  even  though  the  work  was  done  at  the  request  of 
the  owner.1* 

547.  An  Unsigned  Sketch  or  Flan  is  Not  a  Written  Order. — A  stipulation 
that  the  cost  of  changes  or  extra  works  should  be  determined  by  supple* 
mental  contract  was  held  to  require  them  to  be  specified  in  writing,  or  an 
express  waiver  of  the  provision  shown,  or  no  claim  for  extra  work  could  be 
maintained.1  So  the  giving  of  a  plan  of  extra  work  which  is  necessary  to 
the  security  of  the  work  is  not  a  compliance  with  a  stipulation  requiring 
that  no  alterations  should  be  paid  for  unless  ordered  in  writing.  The  owner 
is  not  bound  by  such  a  direction  and  order.3  When  it  was  stipulated  that 
for  all  extra  work  written  directions  should  be  given  under  the  hand  of  the 
architect,  a  sketch  made  by  the  architect,  and  not  signed  by  him,  is  not  such 
a  direction  as  complies  with  the  contract;4  but  when  city  building  inspectors 
ordered  changes,  a  sketch  of  which  was  prepared  by  the  architect,  and  the 
contractor  was  directed  to  make  such  changes  so  that  the  building  should 
conform  to  the  city  ordinances,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  express  con- 
tract in  writing  for  the  extras,  yet  it  was  the  duty  of  the  owner  to  see  that, 
the  order  was  obeyed,  from  which  arose  an  obligation  to  pay  for  the  work 
necessary  therefor,  done  with  his  consent  under  the  direction  of  his  archi- 
tect* 

548.  Progress  Certificates  of  Work  Done  are  Hot  Written  Orders  for  Extra 
Work. — Certificates  of  work  performed  are  not  written  orders,  and  will  not 
satify  the  clause  requiring  work  to  be  ordered  in  writing.  They  have  been 
held  insufficient,  even  when  the  contract  has  made  the  certificate  pre-emin- 
ent.* Thus  under  a  clause  "  that  no  alterations  or  additions  shall  be  made 
without  a  written  order  from  the  engineer,  and  that  no  allegations  by  the 
contractor  of  knowledge  of,  or  acquiescence  in,  such  alterations  or  additions,, 
on  the  part  of  the  company  or  their  engineers,  shall  be  accepted  or  available 
as  equivalent  to  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  or  in  any  way  superseding  the 
necessity  of  such  certificate  as  the  sole  warranty  for  such  alterations  and 
additions,  it  was  held  that  the  neglect  to  order  extras  in  writing,  as  required 
by  the  contract,  was  not  cured  by  the  engineer's  having  included  them  in  hia 
certificate.' 

1  Abbott  «.  Gatch,  18  Md.  814.  •Tharsus  8.  <fc  C.  Co.  «.  McEleroy,  8 

'Trustees  v.  Piatt,  5  Bradw.  (111.)  567.  App.  Cas.  1040  [1878].  in  which  the  engi- 

*  Stuart  v.  Cambridge.  125  Mass.  102.  neer's  decisions  were  not  final  and  conclu- 
4  Myers  v  Sari,  80  L.  J.  Q.  B.  9  [I860]  :  sive 

but  $ee  Wood  t>.  Port  Wayne,  119  U.  S.  812  '  Tharsus  S.  &  C.   Co.  v.  McElroy,  8 

[18*6].  App.   Cas.    1040;  Lamprell  v.   Blllencay 

*  Cunningham  «.  Fourth  Bap.  Cu.  (Pa.),  Union,  8  Bxch.   288;  Gillison  v.  Waua- 
28  Atl.  Rep.  490.  maker,  140  Pa.   St.  858  [1891];  Brunsdon 

*  See  Sec.  559-568,  infra. 
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549.  Want  of  Written  Order  may  be  Cured  by  Final  Certificate,  if  Certifi- 
cate Partakes  of  the  Nature  of  an  Award. — Some  of  the  English  cases  have 
made  a  distinction  between  progress  certificates  and  the  final  certificate.1  Pro- 
gress certificates  have  been  regarded  as  simple  statements  of  matters  of  fact, 
such  as  the  weight  or  measure  of  the  materials  delivered,  or  of  the  work  done, 
and  their  contract  prices,  and  the  payments  under  them  as  provisional  and 
subject  to  adjustment  and  revision  when  the  contract  is  completed  and  the 
final  estimate  rendered.'  Interim  or  progress  certificates  are  not  given  the 
weight  of  adjudications,  the  final  estimate  alone  being  accorded  the  final  and 
conclusive  effect  of  an  award.9  If  such  extras  are  included  in  the  progress 
certificates  the  omission  to  order  them  in  writing  is  not  cured,  but  if 
included  in  the  final  certificate,  or  the  award,  the  necessity  of  a  written 
order  is  done  away  with.4  * 

When  the  engineer  had  been  made  sole  umpire  with  respect  to  the 
amount,  state,  and  condition  of  the  works  actually  executed,  and  also  of  any 
and  every  question  that  may  arise  concerning  the  construction  of  the  pres- 
ent contract,  or  the  said  plans,  drawings,  elevations,  and  specifications,  or 
the  execution  of  the  works  thereby  contracted  for,  or  in  anywise  relating 
thereto,  should  be  final  and  without  appeal ;  and  where  a  submission  has 
been  made  to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  engineer,  the  English 
courts  have  repeatedly  held  that  the  engineer's  or  architect's  certificate  was 
conclusive  for  the  sum  certified,  even  though  it  did  include  extra  work  which 
had  not  been  ordered  in  writing  as  required  by  the  contract/ 

It  is  equally  conclusive  upon  the  company  and  the  contractor,  and  neither 
party  can  raise  the  question  whether  there  was  sufficient  order  in  writing.* 

The  ground  upon  which  the  decisions  were  supported  was  the  finality  of 
the  engineer's  decisions,  he  having  been  made  a  ?ua*t-arbitrator  of  not  only 
the  nature,  quality,  and  quantity  of  the  works,  but  also  of  the  meaning  and 
construction  of  the  contract  and  specifications.  In  every  case  known  to  the 
author  where  this  decision  has  been  rendered,  the  engineer's  powers  have 
been  extended  to  the  interpretation  of  the  contract,  and  his  judgment 
•thereof  has  been  made  final  and  conclusive.7 


v.  Staines  Local  Bd.t  1  Cab.  &  El.  272 ; 
Goodyear  v.  Weymouth,  85  L.  J.  C.  P.  12. 

1  Emden's  Law  of  Building  and  Building 
Leases    215 

*  Tharsus  8.  &  C.  Co.  «.  McElroy,  L.  R. 
8  App.  Cas.  1045. 

*But  96e  Chicago  8.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Price,  188  U.  8.  185  [18911 ;  and  Price  t>. 
Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Fed.  Rep.  807 
[18891. 

4  Tharsus  Sulphur  &  Copper  Works  t>. 
McElroy  &  Sons,  L.  R.  8  App.  Ca«.  1040  ; 
Lamprell  v.  Billericay  Union,  8  Ex.  288 ; 
Abells  v.  Syracuse  (Sup),  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 


288,  part  payment  had  been  made  ;  but  see 
Brunsdon  v.  Staines  Local  Bd.,  1  Cab.  & 
El.  272,  where  the  fact  that  weekly  bills 
were  to  be  delivered  for  extras  was  re- 
garded as  a  saving  clause. 

'Lepthorne  v.  St.  Aubyn,  1  C.  &  E. 
486  [1885];  Commissioners  «.  Water  Com- 
missioners, 5  Irish  Rpts.  C.  I.  55  [1871] ; 
Goodyear*.  The  Mayor.  85  L.  J.  C.  P.  12; 
$ee  also  Kirk  &  R.  v.  The  E.  &  W.  India 
Co..  55  L.  T.  R.  (N.  S.),  245  [1886]. 

'Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  217, 
and  Snglieh  ea$es  cited. 

7  Commissioners  v.  Water  Commissioners, 


•See  Sees.  465-490,  eupra. 


470     ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  549. 

If  the  architect's  or  engineer's  decision  as  regards  the  value  of  the 
extras  and  addition  is  made  final  and  conclusive,  it  might  be  that  the  courts 
would  ignore  the  stipulation  for  a  written  order  and  allow  the  contractor  to 
recover  for  all  that  the  certificate  included ;  but  to  say  the  least,  it  is  doubtful. 
Justice  Willes  in  one  decision  said  :  "  It  is  true  that  the  architect,  if  he 
does  his  duty,  has  no  power  to  certify  for  extras  not  ordered  in  writing;  but 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  if  he  has  allowed  for  extra  and  additional 
work  without  the  production  of  such  an  order,  though  he  has  decided 
erroneously,  that  is  a  matter  for  which  the  company  have  to  blame  them- 
selves for  selecting  him/'  "Suppose,"  said  he,  "that  in  dealing  with  the 
extras  the  architect  had  disallowed  an  item  for  which  the  contractor  had 
received  a  written  order,  would  that  be  binding  on  the  parties  ?  Certainly 
it  would,  for  they  put  him  in  the  position  of  an  arbitrator  having  power  to 
disallow  it." l 

The  court  seems  to  have  regarded  the  denial  of  any  liability  on  the  part 
of  the  company  as  an  effort  to  affect  the  contractor  by  the  breach  of  duty 
of  the  engineer  for  giving  certificates  for  work  not  ordered  in  writing  as 
required  ;  and  to  have  applied  the  rule  that  a  contract  should  be  so  ex- 
pounded as  to  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  that  the 
intention  was  to  be  collected  not  from  the  language  of  a  single  clause  of 
the  covenant,  but  from  the  entire  context.  That  if  the  contractor  had 
safely  omitted  a  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  work  by  direction  of  the  engineer, 
and  the  engineer  had  so  certified,  there  would  be  no  doubt  that  the  con- 
tractor could  not  recover  for  the  omissions,  and  that  it  was  a  poor  rule  that 
did  not  work  both  ways;  that,  therefore,  the  obligation  should  be  extended 
equally  to  additions  as  to  omissions.'  The  justice  who  delivered  the  opinion 
said  :  "  By  their  agreement  the  parties  have  constituted  the  architect  their 
tribunal  to  decide  whether  there  was  a  written  order  for  extra  work  and 
what  was  the  nature  of  it,  and  his  certificate  assumes  that  there  was  such  a 
written  order,"  and  against  it  there  is  no  appeal."  The  agreement  referred 
to  was  the  ordinary  clause  making  the  engineer  the  exclusive  judge  of  the 
execution  of  the  works  and  of  everything  connected  with  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  that  his  certificate  should  be  binding  and  conclusive 
on  both  parties. 

In  another  case,  where  the  architect's  decisions  were  to  be  final  only  as 
to  the  measures  made  during  the  progress  of  the  work  and  other  questions 
and  disputes,  including  the  allowance  of  extras  and  additions  and  any  other 
matters  arising  under  or  out  of  the  contract,  were  left  to  further  arbitra- 
tion before  another  person,  it  was  held  that  a  certificate  for  final  balance 

$upra;  Goodyear  v.  The  Mayor,  supra;  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  76  Fed.  941. 

Lepthorue  t>.  St.  Aubyn,  supra.  'Commissioners    t>.     Commissioners,    5 

1  Goodyear  «.  The  Mayor,  30  L.  J.  C.  P.  Irish  R.  (C.  L.).  55-66. 

It;  and  see  Marks  9.  Northern  Pac.  R.  *  Commissioners  v.  Commissioners,  supra. 
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could  not  include  extras  that  had  not  been  ordered  in  writing  and  weekly 
bills  delivered  as  required  by  the  contract.1 

When  a  contract,  after  specifying  certain  works  to  be  done  for  a  gross 
sum,  provided  that  extra  work  which  the  company  or  its  engineer  should 
by  any  writing  under  his  hand  require  to  be  executed,  should  be  deemed  to 
be  included  in  the  contract,  and  should  be  paid  for  at  a  certain  rate,  and 
that  the  contractor  should  not  be  entitled  to  make  any  claim  for  any  altera- 
tion or  addition  which  he  made  without  such  written  and  signed  instruc- 
tions, it  was  held  by  the  Vice-Chancelor  of  England  and  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords  that  a  suit  for  an  account  of  the  moneys  due  to  the  con- 
tractor, in  respect  of  the  works  done  under  the  contract,  was  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  jurisdiction  in  equity." 

550.  English  and  American  Practice  Compared.  —  These  English  cases 
illustrate  the  difference  in  the  status  of  American  and  English  engi- 
neers. In  England  the  parties  are  held  strictly  to  their  agreement  to  abide 
by  the  engineer's  decision.  It  is  a  frequent  practice  to  refer  any  and  every 
question  as  to  the  work  and  the  contract  to  the  engineer,  and  the  courts 
enforce  the  obligations  assumed  by  the  parties  as  they  would  any  other 
contract  obligation.  The  American  courts  have  often  given  a  less  rigid 
construction  to  this  provision  of  contracts  and  have  been  more  indulgent  to 
contractors,  and  the  effect  may  be  seen  in  our  public  works  and  our  general 
construction.  English  engineering  works  are  said  to  be  executed  strictly  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications  and  the  contract.  If  the  attor- 
ney through  ignorance  or  inadvertence  has  failed  to  express  things  clearly, 
then  the  engineer  interprets  them  as  they  should  be.  The  English  courts 
seem  to  have  been  more  alive  to  the  interests  involved  and  to  have  encour- 
aged enterprise  and  development  and  to  protect  capital.  While  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  the  American  courts  have  less  need  to  encourage  the  rapid 
progress  of  our  country  they  have  had  more  sympathy  with  the  Weaker 
party  and  on  the  side  of  the  oppressed,  an  inherent  trait  of  a  democratic 
people.  The  American  cases  cannot  be  reconciled;  some  having  followed 
the  more  liberal  American  decisions  and  others  having  adopted  the  more 
stringent  and  rigorous  application  of  the  English  law. 

551.  Provision  Relating  to  Extra  Work,  Alterations,  and  Omissions, 
Ordered  by  the  Owner  or  Engineer. 

€i  Clause:  It  is  further  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  hereto  that 
should  the  said  owner,  board,  committee,  council,  or  company  require  any 
alterations,  changes,  deviations,  omissions,  or  additions  in,  to,  or  from 
the  said  plans  and  specifications  or  works,  or  any  extra  work  to  be  done, 
which  may  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  proper  construction  and  com- 
pletion of  the  whole  work  herein  contemplated,  they  may  authorize  and 
empower  the  engineer  or  architect  [or  the  engineer  or  architect,  with 
the  written  consent  in  every  case  of  the  said  owner  or  company,  shall 

'  Brundsen  v.  Local  Board,  1  C  &  E.         *  Nixon  «.  Taff  Vale  R.  R.  Co.,  7  Hare 
872  [1884].  186. 
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have  the  full  power  and  authority],  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times 
to  make  and  issue  such  further  drawings,  and  to  give  such  further 
instructions  and  directions  in  writing  and  over  his  hand,  as  may  appear 
to  him  necessary  or  proper  for  the  guidance  of  the  contractor,  and  for 
the  food  and  sufficient  execution  of  the  works,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  specification;  and  the  contractor  shall  receive,  execute,  obey, 
and  be  bound  by  the  same,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
thereof,  and  as  fully  and  effectually  as  though  they  had  accompanied 
or  had  been  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  specification;  and  the 
engineer  or  architect  may  [within  limits  consistent  with  the  nature  of 
the  contract],  make  such  changes  in  the  forms,  dimensions,  grades,  and 
alignments  or  position  of  any  of  the  works  as  the  interest  of  the  work 
shall  seem  to  require;  or  he  may  order  any  of  the  works  to  be  omitted, 
without  the  substitution  of  any  other  works,  in  lieu  thereof,  or  may 
order  additional  works  to  be  executed;  and  the  contractor^]  shall,  in 
pursuance  of  such  orders  and  directions,  execute  the  works  in  con- 
formity therewith,  but  he  [they]  shall  not  otherwise  make  any  altera- 
ations,  variations,  omissions,  substitutions,  or  additions  in,  from,  or  to 
the  works." 

552.  Engineer's  Authority  to  Direct  Alterations,  Additions,  or  Omissions 
is  Hot  Authority  to  Order  Extras  except  in  the  Manner  Required  by  Con- 
tract.— The  existence  of  a  clause  in  the  contract  to  the  effect  that  the  work 
shall  be  under  the  supervision  and  direction  of  the  engineer,'  or  that  the 
engineer  may  direct  alterations  in,  additions  to,  or  deductions  from  the 
work,  or  that  he  may  make  other  modifications  in  the  amount  and  character 
of  the  work  contracted  for,  authorizes  the  engineer  to  order  extra  work, 
but  only  in  the  manner  required  by  the  contract  terms.  If  the  contractor 
execute  work  outside  of  the  contract  without  insisting  that  it  be  ordered  in 
the  manner  required  by  his  contract  he  cannot  recover  either  at  law  or  in 
equity.1 

Express  stipulations  are  rigidly  construed  by  the  courts,  and  even  though 
a  contractor  has  bound  himself  to  perform  certain  works  according  to 
specifications  and  drawings,  and  the  architect  has  power  to  direct  additions 
and  omissions,  he  cannot  recover  for  work  done  under  the  direction  of  the 
architect  unless  he  can  show  that  the  architect  had  authority  to  order  the 
work.*  If  such  authority  is  not  shown  the  contractor  has  no  case,  even 
though  he  plead  that  the  deviations  were  by  direction  of  the  company's 
architect  or  engineer.4  In  the  United  States  court  a  different  rule  has  been 
maintained  in  at  least  one  case,  where  it  was  held  that  a  provision  which 
required  that  claims  for  extra  work  must  be  made  within  ten  days  after  the 

1  Murphy  «.  Albtna  (Oreg. ),  30  Pac.  Rep  Gatcb,  18  Md  814:  Stuart  «  Cambridge, 

858  {1802].  125  Mass.  102;  Sutherland  «.  Morris,  46 

*  White  v.  8.  R.  &  8.  Q.  R  Co.,  60  Cal.  Hun  260. 

417  [1875];    Trustees  v.  Piatt,  5  Bradw.  »  Rex  t>.  Peto.  1  Y.  &  J.  87. 

667;  and  see  also  1  Red  field  on  Rys.  (4th  4  Cooper  v.  Langdon.  9  M.  &  W.  60 ; 

ed.)  411;  Kirk  v.  Guardians,  2  Phfla.  640;  Emden's  Law  of  Build  In-,  etc  .  220  ;  and 

Thayer  v.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  24  Vt.  440;  Her-  $ee  Denver  &  R.  G.  Rv  Co.  o.  Nets  (Colo.), 

rick  t>.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  27  Vt.  678;  Richards  14  Pac.  Rep.  105  [1887]. 
9.  May,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  D.  400;  Abbott  v. 
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completion  of  the  work,  or  before  the  next  monthly  payment,  did  not  pre- 
Tent  the  contractor  from  recovering  for  extra  work  caused  by  alterations  of 
the  plans  made  by  one  party  in  pursuance  of  a  clause  empowering  it  to 
make  such  alterations.  That  though  the  work  required  to  make  such  an 
alteration  was  in  one  sense  extra  work,  yet,  if  it  was  caused  by  an  alter- 
ation of  the  plan  by  the  proper  authorities,  it  was  to  be  paid  for  at  the 
contract  rate  for  work  of  its  class,  and  that  orders  to  make  alterations 
under  such  circumstances  was  equivalent  to  a  written  order  by  the  party  or 
the  engineer.' 

If  the  architect  has  by  agreement  or  orders  induced  the  sub-contractors 
to  use  a  different  material  for  plastering  from  that  specified  in  the  con- 
tract, without  the  knowledge  of  the  contractors,  the  latter  have  been  held 
not  liable  for  damages  because  such  substituted  material  was*  defective;* 
■and  though  the  building  contract  requires  a  written  order  for  any  change 
which  affects  the  cost  of  the  building,  or  time  of  its  completion,  yet  the 
contractor  is  not  responsible  for  a  delay  caused  by  a  change  in  the  plans  of 
the  building,  made  at  the  owner's  oral  request.1 

553.  Without  Special  Authority,  the  Engineer  or  Architect  cannot  Bender 
His  Employer  Liable  for  Extra  Work.* — The  fact  that  the  engineer,  archi- 
tect, or  superintendent  has  orally  ordered  extra  work  to  be  done,  when  the 
contract  requires  that  it  shall  be  ordered  in  writing,  will  not  render  the  com- 
pany or  owner  liable  therefor,  nor  enable  the  contractor  to  recover  for  such 
extra  work  performed.*  If  the  contractor  has  performed  extra  work  upon 
the  assurance  of  the  engineer  or  architect  that  it  will  be  allowed  by  the 
•company  or  owner  without  the  requisite  formality,  he  must  look  to  the  en- 
gineer or  architect  for  compensation.  He  cannot  recover  from  the  company 
cither  in  a  court  of  law  or  a  court  of  equity ;'  and  it  seems  that  the  archi- 
tect may  render  himself  personally  liable  for  the  value  of  extra  work  or- 
dered by  him  without  authority  of  the  owner,  whether  he  falsely  or  in 
good  faith  and  under  a  mistaken  belief  represents  to  the  contractor  that  he 
has  the  requisite  authority.*  f 

However,  verbal  assurances  by  an  engineer  of  a  bridge  company  to  a 


1  Wood  «.  Fort  Wayne,  119  U.  8.  812 
11886]. 

•  Robinson  v.  Baird  (Pa  ),  80  Atl.  Rep. 
1010. 

3  Focht  v.  Rosen  baum  (Pa.  Sup.),  84 
Atl.  Rep.  1001. 

4  Vanderwerker  v.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  87 
Vt.  125  [1854]  ;  Woodruff  v.  ft.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  108  N.  Y.  39  [1888]  ;  Pasbby  v.  Tbe 
Mayor,  18  C.  B.  2  [1856] ;  Barker  t>.  Troy 
A  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  766  ;  O'Keefe  v.  St. 
Francis  Cburcb.59  Conn. 551  [1890];  Ahem 
«.  Boyce.  19  Mo.  App.  552 ;  Kens  v.  Qrand 


Rapids  (Micb.),  41  N.  W.  Rep.  263  [1889]; 
but  see  Elgin  v.  Joslyn,  186  111.  525  ;  and 
see  Commissioners  v.  Motherwell.  128  Ind. 
864. 

•Woodruff  v.  R  &  P .  R.  Co.,  108  N. 
Y.  39 :  Randell  «.  Trimmeu,  18  C.  B.  786 
[1856]. 

«  Randell  v.  Trimmen,    18  C.  B.   786  , 
and  see  Woodruff  v.  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  106 
N.  Y.  89 ;  aUo  Hall  v.  Crandall.  29  Cal 
567  [1865]  ;  Ludbrook  v.  Barrett,  46  L.  J. 
C.  P.  D.  798. 


*  See  Sees.  37.  39,  870-380,  supra,  and  Sec.  768,  infra. 
f  See  also  Sees.  275,  515,  supra,  and  842,  infra. 
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materialman  that  if  he  would  supply  lumber  to  the  contractor  for  the 
bridge,  he  would  get  his  money  as  soon  as  the  contract  was  completed,  does 
not  render  the  engineer  liable  for  the  bill  of  the  lumber,  as  it  is  a  verbal 
undertaking  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  and  is  void,  being  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.1 

An  engineer  has  no  power  by  virtue  of  his  position  to  bind  the  city,  hia 
company,  or  employer  by  his  contracts."  There  is  nothing  in  his  general 
duties  that  will  authorize  him  to  order  alterations  or  additions,  or  to  employ 
others  to  do  work  which,  by  express  contract,  belongs  to  the  contractor  to 
perform."  He  must  have  special  authority  to  bind  his  company  and  to  ren- 
der them  liable.  As  Judge  Redfield  of  Vermont,  in  a  very  early  case,  has  said : 
"  No  one  could  for  a  moment  be  led  into  any  misapprehension  as  to  the 
extent  of  aft  engineer's  authority  to  charge  his  company  by  varying  its  exist- 
ing contracts  and  making  new  ones.  The  engineers  were  there  (upon  the 
works)  for  no  such  purpose;  they  had  no  such  agency  except  under  specific 
limitations  and  restrictions  contained  in  the  contract." 4  Though  the  engi- 
neer be  an  agent  of  the  company,  if  he  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract  and 
takes  no  part  in  the  negotiations,  and  is  intrusted  with  no  special  duty  with 
regard  to  it,  he  cannot  bind  his  employer  by  any  statement  or  representa- 
tion which  he  may  make  with  reference  to  it.6  * 

Such  a  special  duty  is  conferred  by  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing  an 
engineer  or  agent  to  act  for  the  owner  in  all  matters  relating  to  a  building 
contract  and  the  construction  of  the  building.  Under  such  a  power  of 
attorney  the  engineer  is  authorized  to  order  the  removal  of  stones  which 


1  Engleby  v.  Harvey  (Va.),  25  S.  E.  Rep. 
225. 

9  Gardner  v.  B.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  70  Me. 
181  [18791;  Mclutosh  t>.  Hastings  (Mass.), 
31  «.  E.  "Rep.  288;  Rens  v.  Grand  Rapids 
(Mich.).  41  N.  W.  Rep.  263  [1889];  Mend- 
ian  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Schulber  (Miss.),  17  So. 
Rep.  167;  Sexton  v.  Cook  Co.,  114  111.  174; 
Murphy  v.  Albina  (Oreg.).  29  Pac.  Rep. 
853  [1892]  ;  Woodruff  v.  R.  A  P.  R.  Co., 
108  N.  Y.  40  [1888] ;  Shaw  v.  Wolverton 
W.  W.  Co.,  6  Exch.  137;  O'Brien  v.  Mayor 
of  N.  Y.,  139  N.  Y.  542;  Baltimore  Cem. 
Co.  «.  Coburn,  7  Md.  202;  Starkweather  v. 
Goodman,  48  Conn.  101;  Sexton  t>.  Cook 
Co.,  114111.  174;  Hommershaw  t>.  Wolver- 
ton W.  W.  Co.,  6  Exch.  137;  Reg.  v. 
Starrs,  17  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  118;  Sharpe  v.  San 
Paulo  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  605,  note. 

1  Vanderwerker  v.  V.  C.  R.  Co..  27  Vt. 
125  [18541  ;  Baum  v.  Covert,  62  Miss.  113 
[1884] ;  Engleby  t>.  Harvey  (Va.),  25  S.  E. 
Rep.  225;  Alexander  v.  Robertson,  86  Tex. 
511;  McKey  «.  Nelson,  43  111.  App.  456; 
and  eee  Wendt  v.  Vogel,  87  Wis.  462;  Bowe 
«.  United  States,  42  Fed.  Rep.  761. 

4 Vanderwerker*.  V.  C.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt. 


125  [1854]  ;  accord,  Rex  v.  Peto,  1  Y.  &  J. 
87;  Cooper  «.  Langdon,  9  M.  &  W.  60; 
Dist.  of  Columbia  v.  Gallagher,  124  U.  8. 
505. 

6  Wolf  t>.  The  Des  Moines  &  Ft.  D.  Ry. 
Co..  64  Iowa  380;  Campbell  v.  Day.  90  111. 
363:  but  tee  Becket's  Building,  pp.  17-20; 
and  Adlard  v.  Muldoon.  45111.  198;  Kim- 
berly  t>.  Dick,  L.  R.  18  Eg.  1;  Hall  v.  Holt, 
2  Vern.  822;  Wyatt  v.  Marq.  Hertford,  8 
East  147.  The  latter  cases  are  English 
cases,  which  give  more  extended  powers  to 
engineers  than  do  the  American  contracts. 
Some  English  cases  have  held  that  the  ar- 
chitect could  employ  all  proper  and  rea- 
sonable means  to  carry  out  the  intention  of 
his  employer.  Johnston  v.  Kershaw,  L.  R. 
2  Ex.  82;  Richardson  v.  Anderson.  1 
Camp.  48,  note;  Robinson  v.  Mollett,  L.  R. 
7  H.  L.  802.  It  has  been  held  that  he 
could  employ  a  surveyor  to  make  out  the 
quantities.  Moon  v.  Guardians, etc.  ,3  Bing. 
N.  C.  817;  Mayor  *.  Eschbach,  17  Md.  276; 
and  see  Taylor  «.  Hall,  4  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  467; 
Wigglesworth  v.  Dallison,  1  Sm.  L.  O.  (7th 
ed.)  606. 


*  See  Sec.  849a,  infra. 
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were  sunk  below  the  surface  of  the  building  site  unbeknown  to  either  the* 
owner  or  contractor.1 

Even  in  the  absence  of  a  clause  requiring  extras  to  be  ordered  in  writing 
or  weekly  accounts  to  be  rendered,  the  engineer  cannot  order  extra  work  or 
change  the  contract  terms  without  special  authority,  which  must  be  shown 
by  the  contractor.  When  orders  have  been  given  for  additional  work  by  the 
engineer,  either  within  or  entirely  without  the  contract,  the  ordinary  prin- 
ciples of  the  law  of  agency  will  apply.  In  general,  the  architect  or  engi- 
neer is  an  agent  entrusted  only  with  power  to  see  that  the  works  contemplated 
by  the  contract  are  properly  executed  and  completed ;  he  cannot  therefore 
bind  his  employer  to  pay  for  any  additional  work.1  It  is  also  true  of  a  city 
engineer.* 

554.  Who  May  Authorize  Extra  Work  or  Order  Alterations  on  Behalf  of 
the  Parties. — It  has  been  shown  that  the  engineer  or  architect  cannot,, 
unless  expressly  or  impliedly  authorized,  order  work  or  materials  outside  of 
or  in  addition  to  those  called  for  in  the  contract,  whether  the  contract 
requires  that  such  extras  shall  be  ordered  in  writing  or  not;  and  notwith- 
standing he  has  power  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  direct  alterations, 
additions,  and  changes,  he  cannot  render  his  company  liable  for  extras  by 
verbal  orders  when  the  contract  forbids  their  being  ordered  in  any  other  way 
than  in  writing.  A  provision  that  work  shall  be  under  the  supervision  of  a 
committee  on  streets  and  the  engineer  in  charge,  confers  no  authority  upon 
them,  or  any  of  them,  to  change  or  modify  in  any  essential  particular  the 
provisions  of  the  contract.4  *  Modifications  of  contracts  by  unauthorized 
officers  are  not  binding  upon  the  city.*  Extra  work  done  at  their  request 
cannot  be  recovered  for.6 

555.  Boards,  Councils,  Committees,  and  Corporate  Bodies  must  Act  as  a 
Unit.f — In  law  nobody  can  make  changes  in  a  contract  or  create  new  obli- 
gations thereunder,  except  the  parties  thereto  or  their  authorized  agents.' 
It  is  sometimes  important  to  know  who  are  authorized  agents  to  order  extra, 
work  or  alterations  in  the  contract,  plans,  and  specifications. 

Cases  in  which  doubt  most  frequently  arise  are  those  of  associations,  in- 


!Michaud  t>.  McGregory  (Minn.),  63  N. 
W.  Iiep.  479. 

*  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc  ,  220. 

•Murphy  v.  City  of  Albiua  (Oreg.),  29 
Pac.  Rep.  858;  sembU,  Reus  v.  Grand 
Rapids  (Mich.),  41  N.  W.  Rep.  263  [1889] ; 
but  see  Mulholland  v.  Mayor  (N.  Y.),  20  N. 
E.  Rep.  856. 

4Bonesteel  t>.  Mayor,  22  N.Y.  162;  Rens 
v.  City  of  G.  R..  78  Mich.  287;  Dillon  t>. 
Syracuse,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  98 ;  Genovese  v. 
Mayor,  55  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct  897;  but  see 
Board  t>.  O'Connor  (Ind.),  85  N.  E.  Rep. 
1006. 


8  Dillon's  Mun.  Corp..  §  451,  note  1; 
Bonesteel  v.  Mayor,  22  N.  Y.  162  [I860]  ; 
Hague  v.  Philadelphia,  48  Pa.  St.  527; 
O'Harra  v.  New  Orleans.  30  La.  Ann.  (Pt. 
1)  152. 

•Addis  v.  Pittsburgh,  85  Pa.  St.  379 
[1877]  ;  O'Brien  v.  City  of  N.  Y.,  139  N. 
Y.  542;  Sexton  v.  Cook  Co..  114  111.  174; 
Benton  Co.  v.  Patrick,  54  Miss.  240;  Camp- 
bell v.  Day.  90  111.  868;  Gibson  Co.  v. 
Motherwell  I.  Co..  128  Ind.  864,  contra  f 
and #«Eigeman  «.  Posey  Co.,  82  Ind.  418. 

7  Bray  v.  Loomer  (Conn.),  28  Atl.  Rep. 
881. 


•See  Sees.  88-89, 870-880,  supra,  and  Sec.  768,  infra,    f  See  Sees.  89,  40,  and  48,  supra. 
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"corporated  or  otherwise,  where  the  contractor  has  to  deal  with  boards  or 
committees,  who  are  themselves  the  representatives  or  agents  of  a  city,  com- 
pany, church,  or  society,  or  its  governing  board.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule 
that  the  affairs  of  a  corporate  body,  private  or  municipal,  can  be  transacted 
only  at  a  corporate  meeting,  regularly  convened,  and  that  the  acts  of  indi- 
vidual members  in  no  way  bind  the  corporation.  The  only  existence  of  the 
common  council  of  a  city  is  as  a  board,  and  its  members  can  do  no  valid  act 
except  as  a  board.1  The  board  must  act  as  a  unit,  and  only  at  meetings 
regularly  called.'  Promises  by  individual  members  of  a  municipal  board  to 
pay  existing  debts  of  the  board  made  at  different  times  and  places,  and 
without  that  joint  official  deliberation  which  the  law  requires,  are  not  binding 
upon  the  city.3  A  written  order  for  materials  and  supplies  signed  by  the 
majority  of  the  members  of  a  school  board  with  promises  to  ratify  the  con- 
tract at  the  next  meeting  of  the  board  is  not  binding,  if  the  board  fail  or 
refuse  to  ratify  the  contract,  even  though  the  materials  have  been  delivered/ 
The  agreement  to  ratify  is  void,  being  against  public  policy/  and  the 
members  have  no  authority  to  act  except  when  together  in  session.  The 
same  rule  has  been  held  for  street  commissioners  *  and  for  county  commis- 
sioners/ and  may  be  taken  to  be  general.' 

If  the  power  to  contract  is  conferred  upon  two  or  more  bodies  they  must 
all  meet  for  consultation  and  deliberation  and  act  together.  When  they 
have  done  so  the  vote  of  the  majority  will  control,  even  if  one  of  the  bodies 
did  leave  before  the  vote  was  taken.* 

Knowledge  obtained  by  members  of  a  city  council  as  individuals,  that  a 
demand  had  been  made  for  extra  compensation  for  work  done,  is  not  to  be 
•charged  to  them  when  they  voted  to  accept  the  work,  unless  the  demand  was 
made  of  the  council  when  the  vote  was  taken.10  Yet  a  notice  to  a  council- 
man of  a  defect  in  a  street  has  been  held  a  notice  to  the  city,  although  the 


1  Murphy  v.  Albfna  (Oreg.),  29  Pac.  Rep. 
855  [1892];  riling  1  Dillon's  Mimic.  Corpus. 
455,  note;  Board  of  Com' re.  v.  Bunting 
(Ind.).  12  N.  £.  Rep.  151;  15  Amer.  £ 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  1028;  Deyt?.  Jersey  City, 
19  N.  J.  %.  412;  Butler  v.  Charleston,  7 
"Gray  12;  Turnpike  v.  Craver,  45  Pa.  St. 
886:  In  re  St.  Helen's  Mill  Co.,  8  Sawy. 
88;  Zottraan  v.  San  Francisco,  20  Cal.  96; 
Gashweiles  «.  Willis,  88  Cal.  11;  Schumrn*. 
Soy  more,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  148;  Commonwealth 
v  Hurd  (Pa.),  85  All.  Rep.  682;  City  of 
Waco  v.  JPrather  (Tex.),  87  S.  W.  Kep. 
812 

•15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1029; 
cases  cited  in  Fleming  v.  Village  of  Sus- 
pension Bridge.  92  N.  Y.  868  [18881. 

*  8trong  t.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  4  Mackey 
(D.  C.)  242:  accord,  Shaw  t>.  First  B.  C. 
(Minn  J,  4«  N.  W.  Rep.  146.  44  Minn.  22: 
and  see  Kerfoot  v.  Cromwell  Mound  Co., 


115  111.  502;  Miller  v.  McCaffrey,  9  Pa.  St. 
245;  Board  of  Com 're.  «.  Bunting  (Ind.), 
12  N.  E  Rep.  151  [1687],  change*  in  plans. 
4  McCortleu.  Bates,  29  Ohio  St.  419;  and 
Me  Manfs.  Fur.  Co.  v.  Kremer  (S.  D.),  64 
N.  W.  Rep.  528. 

*  See  Mayor  v.  Britton,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  867,  note;  and  Briiton  v.  Mayor,  21 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  251. 

'  Schumm  v.  Seymour,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  148. 

*  Potts  v.  Henderson,  2  Ind.  827. 

8  8ee  Moser  v.  White,  29  Mich.  59;  and 
$ee  Heman  Const.  Co.  v.  Leery,  2  Mo. 
App.  Hep  1128;  Eigeman  v.  Posey  Co.,  82 
Ind.  418:  Campbell  v.  Brackenridge,  8 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  471;  Archer  t>.  Allen  Co.,  8 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  501. 

*  Gildersleeve  «.  Bd.  of  Ed.,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  210. 

10  Murphy  t>.  Albina  (Oreg.),  29  Pac 
Rep.  858. 
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member  was  not  at  the  time  sitting  in  the  council.1     Knowledge  of  a  council- 
man is  not  knowledge  of  the  council.*  * 

It  therefore  follows  that  the  assent  of  individual  members  of  a  city 
council  or  board  to  changes  ordered  by  the  engineer  is  not  binding  upon 
the  city  unless  ratified  by  the  council  at  a  regular  meeting,  nor  is  a  ratifica- 
tion of  such  orders  to  be  implied  from  acceptance  and  use  of  the  works.' 
If  the  charter  provides  that  no  improvement  shall  be  ordered  "  except  by 
ordinance,  which  shall  set  aside  a  specific  appropriation  for  the  work  ordered, 
based  upon  an  estimate  of  its  cost,"  the  contractor  is  bound  to  take  notice 
of  the  amount  of  the  appropriation,  and  he  cannot  recover  for  extras 
ordered  by  the  engineer  in  excess  of  the  appropriation.4  If  a  corporation  or 
association  act  through  a  building  committee,  and  a  major  part  of  that  com- 
mittee concur  or  act  in  making  a  contract  o/  changing  its  terms,  it  will  be 
binding  upon  the  committee  and  company  within  .the  scope  of  the  com- 
mittee's authority.*  The  majority  of  such  a  committee  may  constitute  a 
quorum  to  do  business/ 

If  an  act  creating  a  board1  of  commissioners  empowers  them  to  contract 
for  specific  works,  and  further  provides  that  the  work  may  be  intrusted  to 
engineers  of  the  department  of  public  works,  as  the  commissioners  shall 
direct,  but  declares  that  in  no  event  shall  the  city  be  held  in  any  action 
brought  under  any  contract  made  by  the  commissioners  to  any  greater  or 
other  liability  than  that  expressed  therein,  it  prohibits  the  contractor  from 
bringing  an  action  for  the  increased  cost  of  the  work  contracted  for,  and 
occasioned  by  errors  of  the  engineer  in  giving  erroneous  grades,  lines,  and 
centers.7 

556.  Ordinances,  Resolutions,  and  Appropriations  cannot  be  Changed 
by  Members  of  the  Bodies  Creating  Them. — Contractors  doing  public  work 
under  the  supervision  of  a  committee  or  engineer,  but  authorized  by  ordi 
nance  or  a  resolution  of  a  public  board,  should  keep  strictly  within  tho 
ordinance  or  resolution  directing  the  work.  The  work  undertaken  by  the 
contractor  should  comprise  only  those  things  authorized  by  the  act  or  reso- 
lution, and  the  appropriation  made  should  not  be  exceeded  by  the  cost  of 
the  work  performed.    Orders  and  directions  by  the  committee  or  engineer 


1  Logansport  r.  Justice,  74  Ind.  878; 
Frazier  v.  Borough  of  B.  (Pa.),  88  Atl. 
Rep.  691. 

•  Frazier  v.  Borough  of  B.  (Pa),  supra; 
see  also  eases  cited  in  Woodruff  v.  Roch.  & 
P.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  T.  39. 

8  Murphy  v.  Albina  (Oreg.),  29  Pac.  Rep. 
868;  Sexton  t>.  Cook  Co..  114  III.  174; 
Benton  Co.  «.  Patrick.  54  Miss.  240;  Shaw 
%.  1st  Bap  Ch.,  44  Minn.  2i:  see  Mur- 
dough  v.  Revere   (Mass.),  42  N.  E    Rep. 

502. 
•Perkinson  v.   St.   Louis,   4  Mo.  App. 


822;  Louisiana  v.  Miller,  66  Mo  467, 
where  engineer  undertook  to  order  a  side- 
walk. 

5  McNeil  «.  Boston  Chamber  of  C,  154 
Mass.  277:  Howard  «.  School,  78  Me.  280. 

'  Damon  v.  Granby,  2  Pick.  (Mass.),  845; 
see  also  Meth  Epis.  Parish  v.  Clarke,  74 
Me.  110. 

*  O'Brien  «.  City  of  New  York  (N.  Y. 
App.),  85N.E  Rep.  823;  accord,  Trenton, 
Loco.  Co.  t>.  United  States,  12  Ct.  of  CL 
147. 


*  See  Sec.  849a.  infra. 
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in  charge  should  be  carried  out  with  caution,  for  authority  to  contract,  or 
to  make  important  changes  increasing  the  cost  of  the  work,  or  doing  away 
with  important  parts  of  the  work,  are  acts  which  councils,  boards,  etc.,  can- 
not delegate  to  others.1  The  committee  having  such  work  in  charge  cannot 
order  work  to  be  continued  beyond  the  stage  named  in  the  resolution,  nor 
can  they  by  approving  such  an  extension  ordered  by  the  architect  render 
the  city  or  county  liable  for  such  work  or  for  damages  suffered  by  under- 
taking such  work.9  They  cannot  require  nor  properly  request  the  con- 
tractor to  stop  work  pending  an  injunction  suit,  and  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  for  delay  due  to  granting  such  request.'  *  They  cannot  change 
the  site  of  a  structure  and  render  the  county  responsible  for  the  extra 
expense  attending  the  change,  even  when  they  have  been  authorized  to 
select  and  submit  the  site  to  the  county  board  before  the  contract  was 
awarded.4  f  In  an  action  for  extra  work  under  a  contract,  it  is  error  to  exclude 
-evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  extra  work  was  either  directly  forbidden 
or  unauthorized  by  the  only  responsible  officials  empowered  to  authorize 
-such  extra  work.* 

557.  The  Acts  of  Individual  Members  may  be  Ratified  or  Adopted  by 
the  Board. — When  a  contractor  has  in  good  faith  performed  his  contract 
<and  the  city  has  had  the  benefit  thereof,  there  is  a  strong  equity  in  his 
favor  entitling  him  to  the  benefit  of  a  ratification  upon  slight  evidence  if 
the  ratifying  body  has  general  power  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract/ The  formal  action  or  resolution  of  the  common  council  is  not  there- 
fore always  necessary  to  establish  the  assent  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  a 
change  and  modification  of  a  contract;  but  such  assent  may  be  implied 
from  its  acts  relating  to  the  contract  work,  unless  the  contract  is  required 
to  be  made  in  a  prescribed  manner  by  statute  or  charter,  when  it  must  be 
annulled  in  the  same  manner.7 

Acts  of  the  engineer  or  of  individual  members  of  a  council  or  board 
may  be  ratified  by  an  express  vote  of  the  board  at  a  regular  meeting  or  by 
some  acts  which  amount  to  an  adoption  of  the  unauthorized  act.'  An 
action  brought  upon  the  contract  made  by  an  unauthorized  person,*  or  the 
appropriation  of  the  benefits  of  such  a  contract,  when  restitution  is  possible, 


1  Potts  t>.  Henderson,  2  Ind.  827;  Ma- 
thews v.  Alexandria,  68  Mo.  115. 

» Sexton  v.  Cook  Co.  (111.),  114  111.  174 
118911:  and  see  Bass  Fd'y  Wks.  v.  Parke 
Co.,  115  Ind.  284. 

*  Mathewson*.  Grand  Rapids  (Mich.),  50 
N  W.  Rep.  651 ;  Jmt  eee  Walker  t>.  Fitch- 
burg,  102  Mass.  407;  and  see  Phila.,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  v.  Howard,  18  How.  807 ;  8  c  ,  1  Am. 
Ry.  Cas.  70. 

4  Hague  t.  Philadelphia,  48  Pa.  St.  527 
"[1865] ;  and  tee  Damon  t>.  Granby,  2  Pick. 
<Mass.)  845;    and  Shaw  t>.   First    B.    C. 

•  See  Sec.  689,  infra 


(Minn.),  46  N.  W.  Rep.  146. 

•  Fisher  v.  Williamsport,  1  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  Rep.  886. 

•  Moore  v.  Mayor,  78  N.  Y.  288. 

T  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns  (4th  ed.),  § 
458;  Norwalk  Gas.  Lt.  Co. '«.  Norwalk 
(Conn  ).  28  Atl.  Rep.  82. 

8  Silsby  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Allentown  (Pa.),  26 
Atl.  Rep.  646. 

•  Buffalo  v.  Bettingen,  76  N.  Y.  893; 
Jones  v.  Gilchrist  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.  Rep. 
890. 


t  See  8ec.  48,  tupra. 
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may  amount  to  an  adoption  of  that  contract.  *  Therefore  when  a  committee 
-of  a  common  council  employed  a  builder  to  prepare  plans  and  specifica- 
tions for  a  structure,  which  they  had  not  the  power  to  do,  it  was  held  that 
an  appropriation  and  use  of  the  plans  by  the  council  was  a  ratification  of 
the  committee's  act  in  employing  the  builder.1 

Acceptance  and  occupancy  of  a  public  building  by  a  county  is  not  such 
a  ratification  as  will  enable  the  builder  to  recover  an  amount  in  excess  of 
that  appropriated,  though  caused  by  changes  and  additions  in  the  original 
plan;3  but  if  the  extra  work  and  materials  ordered  by  a  commissioner, 
under  whose  direction  the  work  was'  to  be  done,  are  rendered  necessary  by 
the  action  of  the  city  authorities  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  contract, 
and  if  without  such  extra  work  and  materials  the  contract  requirements 
could  not  have  been  fulfilled,  then  the  city  is  liable.8  f 

Acts  of  acquiescence  do  not,  as  is  sometimes  carelessly  said,  ratify  an 
unauthorized  contract;  but,  in  the  language  of  the  better  authorities,  they 
do  authorize  judges  and  juries  to  presume  consent  or  ratification.  A  man's 
conduct  may  be  such  as,  in  the  light  of  human  experience  or  of  business, 
accompanies  or  indicates  consent  or  approval.4  The  use  of  a  structure  alone 
may  not  be  evidence  of  acceptance,  but  it  may  be  evidence  if  accompanied 
by  silence  and  the  absence  of  complaint,  where  to  complain  would  be  natural 
and  suitable,  or  if  accompanied  by  circumstances  indicating  acquiescence/ 
A  void  contract  may  be  ratified  and  made  binding  by  the  action  of  the 
school  district  in  completing  the  building  left  unfinished  by  an  absconding 
contractor;  by  furnishing  the  same  with  seats,  desks,  and  other  necessary 
schoolhouse  furniture;  by  occupying  the  same  for  school  purposes;  and  by 
insuring  the  same.* 

If  extra  work  has  been  done  for  a  corporation  with  knowledge  of  the 
majority  of  the  directors,  and  upon  assurances  of  one  of  them  that  the 
company  will  pay  for  it,  and  upon  the  after  assurance  that  thefe  had  been 
a  meeting  at  which  the  company  had  in  fact  agreed  to  pay  it,  this  is  suf- 
ficient to  raise  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  pay  for  such 
work  as  it  has  received  the  benefit  of,  regardless  of  whether  the  director 
had  authority  to  make  such  assurances  or  whether  he  told  the  truth  or  not.7 

558.  Engineer's  Authority  to  Order  Extras  may  be  Established  by  Impli- 
cation, Ratification,  or  Adoption. — Authority  to  make  changes  in  the  speci- 


1  Peterson  v.  Mayor,  17  N.  T.  449. 

»  Richard  «.  Warren  Co  ,  81  Iowa  881. 

>  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns  (4th  ed.)  $  451, 
note  1 ;  Messenger  «.  Buffalo,  21  N.  Y.  196 
[I860];  Board  v.  Newlin  (Ind.),  81  N.  E. 
Rep.  465 ;  and  see  Cunningham  v.  Fourth 
B.  C.  (Pa.),  28  Atl.  Rep.  490;  semble,  Stef- 
fin  v.  St.  Louis  (Mo.).  86  S.  W.  Rep.  81. 

*  Delafleld  v.  Illinois,  26  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
192 ;  Mayor  «.  Reynolds,  20  Md.  1. 

*  See  Sec.  377,  supra 


8  Wilson  v.  School  Dist.,  32  N.  H.  188 ; 
and  see  Davis  v.  School  Dist.,  24  Me.  349. 

e  School  Dist.  «.  Sullivan  (Kan.),  29  Pac. 
Rep.  1141 ;  but  tee  Nichols  v.  State  (Tex.), 
82  S.  W.  Rep.  452;  and  Reichard  «.  Warren 
Co..  31  Iowa  881. 

1  Tryon  v.  White  &  Co.,  62  Conn.  161, 
two  justices  dissenting ;  see  also  Cunning- 
ham t>.  M.  S.  &  F.  C.  R  Co.,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  600  [1892],  and  eases  cited. 

f  See  Sees.  648  and  701,  infra. 
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fications  or  contract  and  to  order  extra  work  or  additional  materials  may 
be  implied  sometimes  by  reason  of  the  parties'  acts  or  consent,  expressed  or 
implied,  before  or  after  the  order  was  given.  Such  authority  may  be  im-* 
plied  from  previous  orders  that  have  been  honored  and  settled  or  paid  for, 
or  it  may  be  established  by  a  subsequent  ratification  or  adoption  by  the 
parties.  If  an  engineer  or  architect  has  been  allowed  on  several  prior  oc- 
casions to  make  similar  changes  or  orders  at  an  extra  cost  to  the  contractor, 
and  the  owner  has,  without  protest  or  reservation,  paid  for  such  work  or 
materials  or  delay,  then  he  cannot,  in  fairness,  refuse  to  pay  for  a  later  order 
or  charge  without  notice  to  the  contractor 'of  an  intention  not  to  pay.  Such 
is  the  law.  It  was  so  held  when  the  owner  of  a  building  had  ratified  the  acta 
of  his  architect  as  many  as  seventeen  times,  in  making  changes  in  the 
plans  and  specifications,  and  even  when  the  change  in  question  entailed  an 
extra  expense  of  over  $4,000. '  The  fact,  however,  that  the  owner  has  on 
one  occasion  paid  for  work  done  without  proper  authority  does  not  create 
a  contract  to  pay  for  other  unauthorized  work  ordered  by  the  architect.1 

The  fact  that  there  \\a&  been  a  course  of  dealing  in  which  the  engineer 
has  made  purchases  and  ordered  things,  and  the  contractor,  acting  on  the 
faith  of  his  having  proper  authority,  has  supplied  work  and  materials,  is 
sufficient  to  make  the  owner  or  employer  responsible  for  such  orders,  and 
neither  can  abrogate  the  contract  made  by  the  engineer  on  the  ground  that 
he  did  not  possess  such  authority  in  fact.8  The  ratification  must  be  fully 
established,  and  the  mere  act  of  the  company  taking  possession  and  making 
use  of  the  works  will  not  amount  to  a  ratification  of  the  engineer's  acts  or 
agreements  on  behalf  of  the  company,  in  the  absence  of  knowledge  on  its 
part  of  the  engineer's  promises  on  its  behalf.4 

If  the  engineer  assumes  to  act  as  agent  of  the  owner  and  makes  ordera 
with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  such  knowledge  and  consent  will  amount 
to  a  ratification  and  the  owner  will  be  bound.*  The  owner  must  have  full 
knowledge  of  the  material  facts  concerning  the  engineer's  acts  on  his  behalf, 
and  if  with  such  knowledge  he  does  not  disavow  them  within  a  reasonable 
time  he  will  be  held  to  have  ratified  them/  He  must  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  repudiate  or  ratify  the  engineer's  unauthorized  acts/  and  the  fact 


1  Jackson  A.  I.  Wks.  v.  Rouss,  15  N.  Y. 
Bupp.  187. 

»  Sexton  v.  Cook  Co..  114  111.  174; 
Starkweather  v.  Goodman,  48  Conn.  101 ; 
O'Keefe  v.  St.  Francis'  Ch.,  59  Conn.  551 
[1890]. 

» Levy  t>.  N.  Y.  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R  Co., 
24  N.  Y.  Supp.  124 ;  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Simons  (Tex.),  25  S.  W.  Rep.  996 ;  sec  also 
Sbinn  «.  Hicks  (Tex),  4  S.  W.  Rep.  486 
[1887]  ;  Smith  v.  Bd.  Miami  Co.  (Ind.),  88 
N.  E.  Rep.  243 ;  and  sec  Tall  man  v.  Kim- 
ball (Sup.),  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  811,  a  me- 
chanic* 

4  Hommersham    v.    Water    Works,    6 


Exch.  187  [1851]  ;  Woodruff  «.  R.  &  P. 
R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  89  [1888] ;  semtoe,  Baum 
t>.  Covert,  62  Miss.  118  [1884] ;  and  sec 
Michigan  S.  Co.  v.  Iron  Range  &  H.  B.  R. 
Co.  (Mich.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  646;  and  sec 
Keim  v.  Lindley  (N.  J.),  80  Atl.  Rep. 
1063. 

6  Crockett  v.  Chattahoochee  B.  Co.  (On.), 
21  S.  E.  Rep.  42 ;  Wall  is  «.  Robinson,  3 
F.  &  F.  807. 

*  Cases  collected  in  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  441. 

1  Williams  v.  Storms,  6  Cold.  (Tenn.) 
208. 
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that  he  did  not  instantly  repudiate  them  on  being  informed  is  not  of  itself 
a  ratification.1  Neglect  to  give  notice  of  a  disavowal  does  not  amount  to  a 
ratification  unless  the  party  who  keeps  silent  when  he  ought  to  speak  is 
benefited  or  the  other  party  is  injured  thereby.*  As  to  what  is  a  reasonable 
time  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case  and  the  conditions 
in  which  the  parties  are  placed.  It  would  seem  proper  that  an  owner 
should  have  time  to  confer  with  his  architect  and  get  his  side  of  the  story. 
The  fact  that  an  owner  has  received  a  written  statement  or  bill  of  extras 
without  objecting  at  the  time  will  not,  it  seems,  estop  him  from  afterwards, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  making  objections  to  them,  or  to  afterwards  deny 
his  architect's  authority  to  order  them,  it  not  appearing  that  the  owner  had 
committed  any  act  to  induce  the  contractor  to  expect  or  to  rely  upon  his 
paying  for  them.8 

If  the  unauthorized  acts  of  the  engineer  are  to  the  advantage  or  profit 
of  his  company,  it  seems  his  employer  may  elect  to  adopt  them  or  not; 
and  so  long  as  the  condition  of  the  parties  is  unchanged  the  contractor  can- 
not prevent  such  acts  from  being  adopted  because  he  prefers  to  treat  the 
agreement  as  invalid.4  It  was  so  held  where  a  city  engineer  changed  the 
grade  of  a  street  that  had  been  fixed  by  ordinance.  The  court  held  that 
the  city  might  repudiate  the  act  of  the  engineer  or  ratify  it  by  adopting 
the  irregular  grade,  and  having  done  so,  no  third  person  as  a  property 
owner  could  intervene  to  avoid  the  contract/  Part  payment  of  an  esti- 
mate containing  extra  work  ordered  without  authority  has  been  held  to 
amount  to  a  ratification.* 

The  fact  that  the  company  has  paid  other  claims  created  by  the  engineer 
without  authority,  but  to  other  parties  than  the  contractor,  will  not  render 
the  company  liable  to  pay  him  for  unauthorized  work  unless  the  fact  had 
been  known  to  the  contractor  at  the  time  he  did  the  work,  and  was  a  factor 
in  inducing  him  to  believe  that  the  engineer  had  the  necessary  authority/' 
To  establish  the  authority  of  the  engineer  to  hire  and  discharge  his< 
assistants,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  person  who  formerly  held  the  posi- 
tion of  engineer  had,  with  the  employer's  knowledge,  hired  and  discharged 
his  assistants.8 

It  seems  that  authority  to  enter  into  a  contract  on  behalf  of  a  company 
confers  authority  to  extend  the  time  of  performance.* 

It  has  been  held  that  a  submission  to  arbitration  of  a  claim  for  extra 

1  Miller  «.  Excelsior  Stone  Co.,  1   111.  278  [1879]. 

App.  278 ;   Caswell  «.  Cross,  120    Mass.  •  Abells  v.  Syracuse  (N.  Y.  Sup.),  40 

545.  N.  Y.  Supp.  288  [1896],  Follett  and  Green, 

•  Whittemore   t>.   Hamilton,    51    Conn.  J.J.,  dissenting. 

153  ,  Johnston  v.  Berry,  8  111.  App.  256.  *  Vnnderwerkeru.  V.  C.  Ry.  Co»,  27  Vl 

8  Starkweather  t>.   Goodman,  48  Conn.  125  [1854]. 

101  [1830];  and  see  Sharpe  t>.  San  P.  Ry.  •White  v.   San   Antonio    W.  W.    Co. 

Co.,  8  Ch.  App.  607.  (Tex.),  29  S.  W.  Rep.  252. 

4  Andrews  v.  ^Etna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  92  N.  •  Locust  Mt.  W.  Co.  «.  Yorgey  (Pa.),  18 

Y  596.  Atl.  Rep.  956  [1888]. 

•  McKnight  «.  Pittsburgh,  91    Pa.  St. 
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work  which  had  been  ordered  by  a  superintendent  of  the  works  was  a  rati- 
fication of  his  agreement  to  compensate  the  contractor  for  the  extra  work.1 

559.  Liability  for  Extra  Work  may  be  Assumed  by  a  Hew  or  Supple- 
mental Agreement.  —  Liability  for  extra  work  is  probably  most  frequently 
created  by  the  employer  or  company  agreeing  or  undertaking  to  regard  cer- 
tain work  as  extra  or  to  pay  the  contractor  an  additional  sum  or  price  for  its 
performance  when  the  question  is  raised  as  to  who  shall  bear  the  expense 
of  work  not  strictly  and  clearly  within  the  terms  of  their  contract.  When 
the  employer  has  so  agreed  to  pay  an  extra  price,  he  cannot  insist  after  the 
work  is  done  that  the  written  contract  included  it  and  required  the  con- 
traotor  to  do  it  at  his  own  expense.*  Such  an  agreement  is  regarded  either 
as  an  independent  collateral  agreement  or  as  an  abandonment  or  waiver  of 
the  original  contract,  or  such  part  of  it  as  the  new  agreement  refers  to,  and 
a  substitution  of  the  new  terms  agreed  to;  more  often  the  latter.8 

560.  Contract  Stipulations  Modified  or  Rescinded  by  Subsequent  Agree- 
ment.— Evidence  of  a  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreement  or  understand- 
ing between  two  parties  to  a  contract  is  not  admissible  to  vary  the  terms  of 
a  written  agreement,  because  it  is  presumed  that  the  contract  contains  all 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  but  evidence  of  subsequent  agreements  modify- 
ing, changing,  or  even  rescinding  a  written  agreement  is  admissible.* 

Illustrations  are  afforded  in  almost  every  piece  of  construction  where 
the  parties,  acting  upon  previous  understandings,  undertake  to  do  certain 
things  in  a  written  contract  that  they  would  not  have  assumed  to  do  if 
they  had  realized  the  worthlessness  of  their  claims  for  remuneration  there- 
for. An  instance  is  shown  in  the  case  where  a  company  had  verbally 
promised  the  contractor,  either  at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed  or  in 
the  preliminary  negotiations  concerning  it,  to  construct  a  slope  wall  against 
an  embankment  as  his  work  advanced  which  would  have  prevented  damage. 
It  was  held  that  the  promise  could  not  be  shown  because  of  the  rule  that 
such  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  control  or  vary  a  contract  in 
writing.4 

The  owner  of  a  building  which  had  been  erected  under  a  contract  and 
specifications  that  did  not  require  the  builder  to  do  the  papering  was  not 
allowed  to  prove  an  oral  agreement  made  at  the  time  of  the  written  con- 
tract that  150  should  be  deducted  from  the  contract  price  in  consequence 
of  the  omission  of  the  papering/ 


1  Jones  v.  Gilchrist  (Tex.),  27  8.  W.  Rep. 
890;  see  also  Davis  v.  Ford  (Md.)>  32  All. 
Rep.  280. 

'Stewnrte.  Keteltas,  9  Bosw.  (N.  T.)» 
861  [1862]. 

•  Lynch  v.  Henry  (Wis.),  44  N.  W.Rep. 
887;  see  also  Osborne  t>.  O'Reilly  (N  J  ).  9 
Atl.  Rep.  20i*[lH87];  Rir-jre  v.  Gates 
(Wis.),  88  N.  W:  Rep.  181  [1888];  Brown 


v.  Everhard,  52  Wis.  205;  but  $?e  Chicago 
&  Gr.  E.  R.  Co.  «.  Vosburg,  45  III.  811; 
McGrnw  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  2  Cent 
Rep.  565. 

4  Boyle  v.  A  en  warn  Canal  Co.,  22  Pick. 
(M'iss  \  881  [1839]. 

1  McGmn ness  v.  Shannon  (Mass.)*  27  N. 
E.  Rep.  881  £1891]:  see  <>Uo  to  tlus  same 
effect  Hills  v.  Riz  (Minn.),  46  N.  W.  Rep. 


*  See  Chap.  V,  Sees.  122-181,  supra. 
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561.  Simple  Contracts  and  Those  Under  Seal  may  be  Changed  by  Parol. — 

If  the  contract  is  written  but  not  sealed,  and  it  is  not  one  which  the  law 
requires  shall  be  executed  in  writing,  the  parties  themselves  may,  at  any 
time  before  it  is  performed,  by  mutual  consent,  agree  orally  either  to  waive, 
dissolve,  rescind,  or  annul  the  original  contract  or  in  any  manner  agree  to 
amend,  add  to,  or  subtract  from,  or  change  or  qualify  the  terms  of  the 
former  agreement.1  * 

By  the  common-law  contracts  under  seal  could  not  be  modified,  waived, 
or  discharged  by  a  new  parol  agreement;  but  to-day  in  England  and  in  the 
United  States,  where  the  new  procedure  prevails,  and  where  the  use  of 
private  seals  is  abolished,  an  executory  sealed  contract  may  be  modified, 
discharged,  or  rescinded  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement  founded  upon  a 
sufficient  consideration.*  By  ignoring  this  rule  of  the  common  law  the 
chief  object  of  executing  a  contract  under  seal  has  been  frittered  away.  A 
contract  under  seal  was  an  instrument  of  a  higher  dignity  than  a  simple 
agreement,  and  it  could  be  changed,  released,  or  rescinded  at  law  only  by 
an  instrument  equally  ceremonious  and  important.  A  court  of  equity  was 
not  bound  by  the  same  rules  as  a  court  of  law,  and  in  it  the  rule  was  other- 
wise, and  where  the  jurisdictions  of  law  and  equity  are  blended  and  an 
equitable  defense  can  be  interposed  a  parol  release  of  a  sealed  contract  will 
be  respected.'  The  tendency  throughout  the  United  States  is  to  apply  the 
same  rule  to  sealed  instruments  that  is  applicable  to  simple  instruments. 
In  many  cases  it  is  held  that  the  new  parol  agreementvmust  have  been  car- 
ried out  in  full  in  order  to  discharge  the  former  sealed  contract;4  that  the 
agreement  must  be  executed  or  have  been  followed  by  actual  performance. 
The  ground  of  these  decisions  is  probably  that  the  parol  contract  is  lacking 
a  consideration  if  there  has  been  no  performance/  It  is  frequently  held  in 
construction  contracts  where  the  undertaking  to  make  changes  or  furnish 


297;  Bupp  t>.  O'Connor  (Tex.),  21  S.  W. 
Rep.  619;  but  see  too  Piahkos  v.  Wortek 
(TexA  18  8.  W.  Rep.  788;  Thomas  v.  Hunt 
(N.  Y.),  8  Transp.  App.  191  [18671 

1  28  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  587;  cast* 
in  17  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  447,  note; 
Badders  v.  Davis,  88  Ala.  867  [1889] ;  Bart- 
let  v.  Stanchfield,  148  Mass.  894  [1889]; 
O'Donnell  v.  Clinton,  145  Mass.  461; 
Bishop  v.  Bus<e,  69  111.  408;  McGran  v.  N. 
Lebanon  R.  Co..  29  Pa  St.  82;  Toledo  8. 
L.  &  K.  R.  Co.  v.  Levy  (Ind  ),  26  N.  E. 
Rep.  778  [1891];  Greene  «.  Paul,  155  Pa. 
St.  126:  West*.  Piatt,  127  Mass.  867;  On- 
derdonk  v.  Gray.  19  N.  J.  Eq.  65;  Maher 
t>.  Davis,  etc.,  Co.  (Wis.),  57  N.  W.  Rep. 
857;  West  Haven  W.  Co.  «.  Redfleld,  58 
Conn.  89;   Banm  v.  Covert.  62  Miss.  118 

SI 8841;  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald  Constn. 
Jo.  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  888;  Groffam 
«.  Pierce,  143  Mass.  886;  O'Brien  «.  Fow- 


ler (Md.),  11  Atl.  Rep.  174  [1888];  Kalman 
v.  Baylis,  17  Cat.  291;  McCreery  v.  Day, 
119  N.  Y.  1;  Robinson  v.  Hyer  (Fin.),  17 
So.  Rep.  745;  and  see  cases  under  sea  I  which 
haw  been  varied  by  parol,  McCreery  «.  Day, 
supra;  Badders  v.  Davis,  supra;  Cook  «. 
Murphy,  70  111.  96:  Rnndel  e.  Chesapeake 
&  D.  C.  Co .  1  Harrington  288  [1838]; 
Morrill  t>.  Colehour,  82  111.  618. 

*  Cases  collected  in  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law,  vol.  8,  p.  890;  vol.  20,  p.  742;  vol. 
21.  p.  68;  vol.  28,  589. 

»  McCreery  v.  Day,  119  N.  Y.  1. 

4  McCreery  f>.  Day,  supra;  Voege  «. 
Ronalds,  81  N.  Y.  8upp.  353;  8igourney 
v.  Sibley,  21  Pick.  (Mass.)  101:  Monroe  v. 
Perkins,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  298  [1830];  Ben- 
son  v.  8hotwell  (Cal.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  147. 

1  Hasbrouck  v.  Winkler,  48  N.  J.  Law 
481;  Albert  v.  Ziegler,  29  Pa.  St.  60. 


*  See  Sees.  180-181,  supra. 
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extra*  is  the  consideration  for  the  parol  agreement  to  pay  additional  com- 
pensation, that  a  sealed  instrument  may  be  modified  or  rescinded  by  paroL' 

662.  The  Agreement  to  Waive  or  Bescind  should  be  Supported  upon, 
a  Sufficient  Consideration. — Without  doubt  a  contract  to  waive,  dissolve, 
rescind,  or  annul  a  contract  in  writing  or  under  seal,  or  to  in  any  manner 
alter,  add  to,  or  subtract  from,  or  qualify  its  terms  requires  a  consideration 
to  support  it  as  much  as  does  any  other  contract.9  If  no  consideration 
passes  at  the  time  the  contract  is  made — i.e.,  if  nothing  is  paid  to  induce  the 
owner  to  consent  to  the  changes  proposed,  and  it  is  not  clearly  proven  that 
the  agreement  was  bilateral,  a  mutual  exchange  of  promises — then  the  con- 
sideration must  be  the  performance  of  the  work  required  by  the  alterations^ 
and  until  the  contractor  has  performed  such  work  he  cannot  demand  com- 
pensation therefor.  It  has  been  held  that  the  original  consideration  may 
be  imported  into  the  oral  agreement,"  and  that  no  consideration  was  neces- 
sary; but  at  best  such  decisions  must  be  regarded  as  doubtful  law,  and  they 
have  not  been  followed.4 

Where  the  agreement  to  vary  or  rescind  is  mutual  between  the  parties, 
the  consideration  for  the  promise  of  either  party  is  the  renunciation  by  the 
other  party  of  his  rights  under  the  contract.  Each  party  abandons  his 
rights  in  consideration  that  the  other  party  will  do  likewise.*  If  the  con- 
tract has  been  executed  and  wholly  performed  on  one  side  as  by  the  con- 
tractor, then  the  owner  no  longer  has  any  such  rights  to  forego,  and  the 
contract  cannot  be  rescinded  by  a  simple  agreement  unless  it  is  founded 
upon  some  new  consideration,  which  would  amount  to  an  accord  and  satis- 
faction.4 If  the  change  is  entirely  on  one  side — i.e.,  imposes  new  obligation: 
upon  only  one  party  only — it  will  not  hold  unless  the  contract  has  been 
rescinded,  for  it  lacks  the  necessary  consideration.7 

So  in  case  of  a  breach  of  the  original  contract,  the  rights  of  either  party 
may  have  been  destroyed,  so  that  the  consideration  would  be  wanting.4  If 
the  change  be  followed  by  actual  performance  of  the  substituted  agreement 
it  will  hold,  whether  made  before  or  after  breach  of  the  original  contract.*  * 

563.  Consideration  may  be  Founded  upon  a  Claim. — As  there  are  no 
degrees  of  validity  in  valuable  considerations,  it  follows  that  almost  any 
pretense  to  a  claim  will  be  a  good  consideration,  whether  the  claim  would 


1  See  cases  in  8  Amer.  A  Encr.  Ency.  Law 
891;  and  Hallenbeok  v.  Kindred  (N.  Y.), 
15  N.  E.  Hep.  887ri888]. 

•  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  vol.  20,  p. 
744;  vol.  21,  pp.  69,  70;  vol.  28,  p.  638. 

■  Lyuch  t>.  Henry,  75  Wis.  631. 

4  Eq.  L.  Amur.  Soc.  t>.  Smith,  25  El. 
App.  471;  Brown  v.  Catawba  Riv.  Lumb. 
Co.  (N.  C).  23  S.  E.  Rep.  253. 

6  Brown  t>.  Catawba  Riv.  Lumb.  Co., 
supra;  21  Amer.  A  Eug.  Ency.  Law  69, 


and  vol.  3,  p.  889. 

6  See  Foster  v.  Dawber,  6  Excb.  839; 
Hill  t>.  Smith,  34  Vt.  585;  McCormick 
Harv.  M.  Co.  v.  Wilson  (Minn.),  40  N.  W. 
571  [1889],  and  eases  died. 

1  3  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  890. 

8  Semble,  28  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
587. 

•  McCreeder  v  Day,  119  N.  Y.  1;  Mo- 
Clay  f>.  Gluck  (Minn.),  40  N.  W.  Rep,  87* 
[1889]. 


*  See  Sees.  69  and  122-181.  supra. 
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have  been  successful  or  not.1  The  contractor,  when  he  finds  he  is  not 
making  any  money  on  a  job,  may  under  the  plea  of  misrepresentations  or 
some  other  frivolous  pretense  refuse  to  proceed  with  the  work,  or  threaten 
to  rescind  the  contract;  and.  if  the  owner  or  principal  contractor  promise 
additional  compensation  under  such  circumstances,  it  will  be  supported 
upon  the  claim  as  a  consideration.*  So  when  a  contractor  claimed  that  he 
had  made  a  mistake  of  $500  in  his  estimate  of  the  cost  and  price  of  a  build- 
ing which  he  was  under  contract  to  erect,  whereupon  the  owner  verbally 
agreed  to  pay  him  $500  in  addition  to  the  contract  price,  it  was  held  that 
the  new  and  subsequent  agreement  was  founded  upon  sufficient  considera- 
tion, and  was  therefore  binding  on  the  owner;  *  and  when  a  contractor  has 
undertaken  to  do  work  which  turned  out  to  be  different  and  much  more 
difficult  than  was  expected,  and  he  had  given  notice  to  the  company  that 
he  could  not  carry  out  his  undertaking  at  the  price  agreed  upon,  and  had 
quit  work,  and  the  company,  to  induce  him  to  complete  the  work,  promised 
to  pay  him  additional  compensation  for  his  work,  it  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany were  bound  to  pay  the  extra  price.4 

There  are  cases  to  the  contrary  which  hold  that  the  contractor  by  per- 
forming his  work  has  done  no  more  than  he  was  obliged  to  do  by  the  original 
contract,  and  that,  therefore,  it  could  not  be  a  consideration  for  a  new  and 
subsequent  agreement.*  *  It  was,  therefore,  held  in  New  York  that  when  a 
party  was  under  contract  to  do  work  for  another  for  $1000,  a  subsequent 
agreement  to  pay  $1500  for  the  same  work  was  as  barren  of  consideration 
as  a  promise  to  pay  a  man  for  doing  nothing  at  all/  These  cases  maintain 
that  when  a  contractor  is  bound  by  his  written  contract  to  do  certain  work, 
a  promise  to  pay  extra  compensation  for  the  same  work  is  not  binding  as  a 
legal  contract  It  was  so  held  when  a  contractor  had  been  promised  extra 
pay  for  hard-pan  excavations,  which  the  court  held  were  included  in  earth 
excavations.7  A  promise  to  pay  additional  compensation  to  the  contractor 
if  he  will  refrain  from  an  intended  breach  of  the  contract  has  been  held 
without  consideration.' 


1  Carter  White  Ld.  Co.  «.  Kivlin  (Neb.). 
66  N.  W.  Rep.  586:  Do  vale  e.  Ackerman 
(Sup.)  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  959;  3  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  887. 

•  Osborne  v.  O'Reilly.  42  N.  J.  Eq.  467 
[1887];  Cook  v.  Mur  hy,  70111.  96;  Mun- 
roe  v.  Perkins,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  2J8;  Hart 
v.  Latin  man,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y  )  410;  and 
cones  cited  in  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
891;  and  see  Wa'kins  v.  H  >dges,  6  Har.  & 
J.  (Md.)  45;  McHenry  v.  Brown  (Minn.), 
68  N.  W.  R«p.  847. 

•  Cook  v.  Murphy,  70  111.  96  [18781 

4  Hart  «.  Launman,  21  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
410;  Osborne  v.  O'Reilly,  supra;  Holmes 
«.  Doane,  9  Cush.  185;  Wilgus  v.  White- 


8 


head,  6  W.  N.  of  C.  537;  Munroe  v.  Per- 
kins, 9  Pick.  (Ma<s.)  298  [1880]. 

*  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  891,  note  1. 

•  SeyboU  «.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co., 
95  N.  Y.  562. 

1  Nesbitt  v.  Louisville,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
8.  C).  2  Spears  697 :  and  see  Col  cock  & 

o.  «.  L  ,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co..  1  Sirob.  (8.  C), 
829 ;  Morril  v.  Colehour,  82  111.  618  ;  Widi- 
man  v  Brown  (Mich.),  47  N.  W.  Rep. 
281  [18901:  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald  &  M. 
C.  Co.  (Neb. ).  59  N.  W.  Rep.  838 ;  Mc- 
Carty  v.  The  Hampton  Bldg.  Assn.,  61  la. 
287  0883]. 

■King  v.  Duluth,  M.  &  N.  Ry.  Co. 
(Minn.),  63  N.  W.  Rep.  1105. 


*  See  Sec.  66,  supra,  and  574,  infra. 


486      ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§  564. 

The  cases  cannot  be  reconciled,  but  in  every  contract  a  consideration 
must  be  found,  and  whether  a  court  will  discover  a  consideration  in  any  par- 
ticular case  will  depend  probably  upon  the  precedents  already  established  in 
that  jurisdiction  and  upon  the  circumstances  attending  the  case  in  hand. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  a  good-faith  compromise  of  a  real  claim  is  a 
good  consideration  for  a  contract.  The  law  favors  the  settlement  of  con- 
troversies, and  will  find  a  consideration  for  the  agreement  to  settle  such 
claims  in  the  mutual  agreements  of  the  parties  to  abide  the  result  of  the 
compromise.1  The  claim  must  be  such  a  one  as  can  reasonably  be  regarded 
as  serious,  and  the  parties  must  believe  that  it  is  a  good  claim.  If  the 
party  knows  or  ought  to  know  that  the  claim  has  no  foundation  it  will  not 
be  a  sufficient  consideration.*  The  trouble  is,  in  a  construction  contract  a 
court  cannot  determine  whether  a  claim  made  by  a  contractor  on  account  of 
misrepresentations,  mistakes,  etc.,  has  any  valid  ground  or  not  unless  he 
puts  the  matter  to  trial.  The  proper  way  to  avoid  the  question  is  to  make 
no  promises  except  such  as  are  to  be  performed  for  a  consideration,  and  to 
enter  them  upon  the  contract  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  it. 

564.  The  Owner,  City  or  Company  may  by  Express  Agreement  on  Its 
Part  become  Liable  for  Extra  Work,  though  Hot  Ordered  in  Writing. — 
From  what  precedes  it  is  evident  that  when  a  contract  provides  that  no  extra 
work  is  to  be  paid  for  except  by  contract  in  writing,  the  parties  may  verbally 
rescind  this  provision  and  agree  to  alterations.8  It  has  been  held  even  that 
a  written  contract  may  be  modified  by  a  subsequent  verbal  agreement,  though 
the  contract  recites  that  no  modifications  shall  be  made,  except  in  writing/ 

Every  effort  should  be  made  by  the  company  and  engineer  to  preserve 
the  contract  intact,  to  meet  its  obligations,  and  perform  its  part  of  the  con- 
tract to  the  letter,  and  to  give  the  contractor  no  opportunity  to  escape  its 
binding  force.  If  the  agreement  is  mutual  between  the  parties,  they  may 
by  mutual  consent  verbally  rescind  any  of  its  stipulations,  and  enter  into  a 
new  or  subsequent  oral  agreement  as  to  changes,  alterations,  or  extras/ 
Whether  the  agreement  was  rescinded  or  not  depends  upon  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  which  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  *  from  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  and  all  the  circumstances.7  The  parol  agreement  to  rescind 
may  even  be  inferred  from  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parties.8 

1  Richardson  &  Co.  v.  Hampton  (la.),  81  (Sup.),  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  723;  Clark  «.  Pope. 

N.  W.  Rep.  871.  70  111.  128;  Rude  «.  Mitchell,  97  Mo.  365; 

1  See  cages  collected  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Porter  «.  Swnn,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  851. 

Law  838  ;  Read  «.  Hutchins,  71  Me.  590  *  A.  J.  Anderson  E.  Co.  v.  Cleburne  W., 

[18801.  I.  &  L.  Co.  (Tex.),  27  B.  W.  Rep.  504. 

•  McFadden  v.  O'Donnell,  18  Cal.  160  *  Morrill  v.  Colehour,  82  111.  618 :  Cook 

[1861];  Lewis  v.  Yngel,  77  Hun  (N.  Y.),  t.  Murphy,  70  111.  96;  Kelman  t>.  Baylis, 

887,  and  other  cases  svpra\  Close  v.  Clark  17  Cal.  291;  McFadden  v.  O'Donnell,  IS 

(Com.  PI),  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  538;  Trustees  Cal.  160  [18611. 

v.  Piatt.   5  Bradw.  567;  Ford  v.   United  'Noble  ©.Ward,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  135;  5  B. 

States.  17  Ct.  of  CI    60  ;  Donlin  v.  Daeg-  &  A.  65;  Blount  v.  Guthrie  (N.  C),  5  S.  E. 

ling.  HO  111.  608:  Bartlett  v.  Stanchfield,  Rep.  890. 

148  Mass.  894;  Condon  v.  Jersey  City,  14  '£wMii8selbacht».Norman,122N.Y.578. 

vroom    452 ;    and  see  Hogon  v.   Burton  *  Chanteau  v.  Jupiter  I.  W'ks  (Mo.),  7 
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It  is  not  necessary  that  the  written  contract  be  expressly  annulled,  that 
the  owner  may  render  himself  liable  for  extras  ordered  orally.  If  he  neg- 
lect to  give  a  written  order  for  the  extra  work,  but  expressly  agrees  to  pay 
for  it  as  extra  work,  the  contractor  may  recover  upon  the  subsequent  prom- 
ise so  made,  although  it  seems  he  cannot  recover  for  it  in  an  action  on  the 
written  contract.1 

565.  The  Stipulation  for  a  Written  Order  may  be  Waived.— The  stipula- 
tion for  a  written  order  may  be  waived  by  the  parties,  and  changed  by  a 
parol  agreement  or  a  verbal  order ;  *  and  it  is  error  to  exclude  evidence 
offered  of  a  verbal  request  for  additions  and  a  verbal  promise  to  pay  there- 
for on  the  part  of  the  owner.8  Such  evidence  should  go  to  the  jury  on  a 
question  of  waiver  of  the  stipulation  that  no  charge  should  be  made  for 
extras  unless  ordered  in  writing  and  the  price  thereof  agreed  upon.4 

566.  The  Order  most  be  More  than  a  Mere  Bequest  that  the  Work  be 
Done. — A  contractor  who  intends  to  rely  upon  the  abandonment  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement  or  its  rescission,  and  the  substitution  of  a  parol  contract, 
should  ask  the  court  to  submit  the  question  of  the  abandonment  and  sub* 
stitution  to  the  jury,  and  must  prove  it  to  their  satisfaction/  and  proof  that 
extra  work  was  done  at  the  request,  or  with  the  knowledge  and  consent, 
express  or  implied,  of  the  owner,  will  not  alone  entitle  the  contractor  to 
recover,  without  the  owner  has  waived  the  written  order  required  by  the 
contract,  or  has  made  an  independent  promise  to  pay  for  it.*  When  altera- 
tions and  changes  are  merely  assented  to,  and  there  is  no  agreement  as  to 
their  value  or  cost,  the  presumption  is  that  no  increased  cost  was  contem- 
plated.7 The  mere  fact  of  assenting  to  extras  should  not  deprive  an  owner 
of  the  protection  of  his  contract,  and  render  him  liable  to  extra  charges.8 

The  owner  must  have  been  expressly  informed,  or  must  necessarily  have 
known  from  the  nature  of  the  work  that  the  alterations  would  increase  the 
expense.*    No  recovery  can  be  had  for  extra  work  and  materials  unless  fur- 


8.  W.  Rep.  467  [1888]  ;  Blount  t>.  Guthrie 
(N.  C).  5  8.  E  Rep.  890. 

1  O'Brien  «.  Fowler  (Md.).  11  Atl.  Rep. 
174  [1888];  Badders  v.  Davis,  88  Ala.  807 
[1880];  Davis  v.  Badders  (Ala.),  10  So.  Rep. 
422. 

•  MoLeod  v.  Genius.  81  Neb.  1  [1890]  ; 
Erskine  v.  Johnson.  28  Neb.  261  [1888] ; 
Porter*.  Swan.  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  851;  Abefls 
v.  Syracuse  (Sup.).  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  288; 
Elgin  v.  Joslyn,  86  111.  App.  801;  and  see 
Illinois  Inst.  t>.  Piatt,  5  III.  App.  567; 
Abern  «.  Boyce,  19  Mo.  App.  552;  Balti- 
more Cem.  Co.  v.  Coburn.  7  Md.  202;  Kirk 
v.  Bromley  Union,  17  L.  J.  Ch.  (N.  S.)127. 

•Porter  v.  Swnn,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  851 ; 
Dcmarest  v.  Hnide,  5*3  N  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
398;  Lange  «.  Johnson  (Wis.),  57  N.  W. 
Rep.  1109. 

4Bartlet  «.  Stanchfield,  148  Mass.  894 
[1889] ;  Mowry  v.  Starbuck,  4  Cal.  274 ; 


see  Mulholland  v.  New  York,  20  N.  E.  Rep. 
856  [1*89]  ;  and  Truckee  Lodge  v.  Wood, 
14  Nev.  293. 

•  Flood  v.  Morrisey,  4  Pugsley  &  B.  (N. 
B  )  5  11880]  ;  Mass  v.  Hernandez  (La.),  19 
So.  Rep.  269. 

•Wormian  v.  Kleinschmidt  (Mont.).  80 
Pac.  Rep.  280 ;  Abbott  «.  Gatch,  18  Md. 
814  ;  Beswick  t>  Piatt  (Pa.),  21  All.  Rep. 
806 ;  Dobson  v.  Hudson.  1  O.  B.  (N.  8.) 
659:  but  see  Moran  v.  Scbmitt  (Mich.).  67 
N.  W  Rep.  323  :  Baum  v.  Covert,  62 Miss. 
113;  Cannon  t>.  Wildman,  28  Conn.  491. 

7  Badders  v.  Davis,  88  Ala.  867  [1889]  ; 
Bryant  o.  Stillwell,  24  Pa.  St.  314 ;  Jones 
v.  Woodbury,  11  Monroe  167  [1850];  Love- 
lock ».  King,  1  Moody  &  R.  60. 

8  Lovelock  «.  King,  1  Moody  &  R.  60 ; 
Trustees  v.  Bledsoe,  5  Ind.  138;  Wilmot*. 
Smith  C.  &  P.  458. 

*  Lovelock  u.  King,  1  Moody  &  R.  60. 
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nished  at  the  request  of  the  owner; '  and  the  request  must  have  been  made 
with  knowledge  or  imputed  knowledge  that  the  work  was  not  comprehended 
in  the  written  contract  and  that  the  cost  would  be  increased  thereby.* 

When  a  structure  is  being  built  for  a  fixed  price,  recovery  cannot  be  had 
for  extra  work  merely  by  proving  that  the  work  was  done  at  the  owner's 
request,  and  that  it  was  accepted  when  finished;  such  a  request  has  been 
held  to  be  merely  a  notice  that  the  contract  called  for  the  work/  The  mere 
oral  directions  or  suggestions  of  the  employer  or  owner  to  do  increased  work 
will  not  sustain  a  claim  for  extra  work,  unless  a  new  contract  is  proven.4  If 
a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  erect  a  structure  according  to  plans,  and 
agrees  afterwards  to  changes,  but  makes  no  arrangements  as  to  a  new  or 
different  price,  his  recovery  will  be  confined  to  the.  original  contract  price. 
If  the  changes  require  extra  work  and  material,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  were  included  in  the  price  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  or  were  done 
at  the  same  rate.* 

If  the  parties  have  proceeded  with  the  work  without  any  regard  to  the 
stipulation  for  a  written  order  for  extras  they  will  be  held  to  have  waived 
it."  The  acts  of  the  parties  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement,7  but  the  fact  that  parties  have  had  dealings  that  were  incon- 
sistent with  the  contract,  and  have  substituted  such  dealings  for  the  provisions 
of  their  contract,  will  not  bind  them  to  the  substituted  acts  when  it  appears 
to  have  been  done  through  a  mistake  or  misunderstanding  of  the  terms  of 
their  agreement,  and  that  they  mutually  abandoned  such  a  course  and  con- 
formed to  the  terms  of  their  written  contract  when  they  discovered  their 
departure  from  its  provisions.'  A  request  and  an  oral  promise  to  pay  for 
the  extra  work  done,  are  strong  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  of 
the  contract  as  to  written  orders,  and  of  the  substitution  of  an  oral  contract 
in  its  stead  resting  upon  sufficient  consideration.* 

567.  Knowledge  of  Owner  that  Contractor  is  Doing  Work  as  Extra  Work, 
a  Strong  Faotor  in  Determining  the  Responsibility. — The  cases  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  hold  that  if  the  contractor  had  a  right,  or  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
sons, to  understand  that  the  owner  expressed  a  oonsent  to  be  liable,  irre- 
spective of  the  written  contract,  and  furnished  the  work  and  materials  on 
that  understanding,  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay  for  it.10    If  the  owner  knows 

1  Springdale  C.  A.  v.  Smith,  82  111.  253  •  Meyer  v.  Berlandi  (Minn.).  54  N.  W. 

[18681.  Rep.  937;  Bau mister  v.  Putty's  Execs.,  85 

« Belt   v.   Cook,   8    Cranch  C.   Ct.   666  Wis.  217  [18741. 

[1829]:  »embU.  Thorn  v.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  'Qufnn  v.  Parke,  etc.,  Co.  (Wash.),  87 

So.  Rep.  4*28  [1890];  Johnson  v.  Weston,  1  Pac.  Rep  288. 

F.  &  F.  698  [i860];  Bartholomew  «.  Jack-  *  Howard  v.  Pensacola&  A.  R.  Co  ,  5  So. 

«on.  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  28.  Rep.  856. 

•Collyer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467.  •Bartlctt  c.  Stanchfield,  148  Mass.   894 

4  See  Simpson  e.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  [1889]:  McLeod  v.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N. 

51 N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  419;  Franklin  v.  Darke,  W.  Rep.  478  [1890];  Ford  t>.  United  States, 

8P.&F.  65 :  Thorn  t>.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  17  Ct.  of  CI.  60. 

So.  Rep.  428  [1890].  10  West  v.  Piatt.  127  Mass.  867;  O'DonnHl 

'Chicago  &  Gt    £.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Vos-  e.  Clinton,  145  Mass.  461  ;  Clark  v.  Smith, 

bunrh,  45  111.  811.  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  824  :  Lovelock  v  King, 
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that  the  contractor  will  charge  extra  for  work  he  is  doing,  and  assents  to  the 
same,  and  permits  him  to  perform  the  work  without  objection,  he  will  be 
liable  for  it,  and  will  be  taken  to  have  waived  a  stipulation  forbidding  extra 
work  without  a  written  order.1  If  the  contractor  has  rendered  an  estimate 
of  cost  of  certain  extras,  alterations,  etc.,  and  subsequent  to  receiving  it 
the  owner  orders  the  same,  he  will  be  held  liable  for  the  price  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  estimate.1  *  In  another  case  it  was  held  that  when  a  company 
had  stood  by  and  seen  work  performed,  it  would  be  held  to  have  assented  to 
it ;  that  to  thus  desire  or  permit  their  engineer  to  order  alterations  and 
additions,  and  to  stand  by  and  see  expenditures  going  on,  and  to  take  the 
benefit  of  those  expenditures,  and  then  to  refuse  payment  therefor  on  the 
ground  that  the  expenditures  were  incurred  without  proper  orders  having 
been  given  for  the  purpose,  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  company 
for  which  it  would  be  answerable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.1 
So  when  it  was  shown  that  during  the  progress  of  a  building  a  process  was 
ordered  by  the  architect  that  was  more  expensive  than  that  required  by  the 
contract,  and  the  order  was  given  in  the  presence  of  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  owner,  and  the  builder's  subcontractor  was  told  that  it  was  to  be  extra 
work,  it  was  declared  sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay  extra  com- 
pensation for  it,  and  of  authority  to  the  architect  to  make  the  contract  with 
him.4  An  early  Maryland  case  seems  to  have  adopted  a  similar  rule  by  de- 
ciding that  if  alterations  were  made  with  the  consent  or  by  the  order  of  the 
owner  they  were  chargeable  to  him,  though  he  would  not  be  liable  for 
changes  directed  by  a  joint  owner,  with  whom  he  was  to  pay  pro  rata  for 
his  share.'  To  the  same  effect  is  a  New  Hampshire  case,  which  held  that  if 
the  contractor  deviate  from  the  contract,  and  the  company  acquiesce  with 
notice  and  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work;  the  contractor 
might  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit?  Another  case  holds  that  mere  knowl- 
edge of  the  owner  that  extra  work  is  being  done  without  objection  on  his 
part  does  not  imply  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay  for  it,  yet  it  is  evidence 
competent  to  be  given  to  a  jury  tending  to  prove  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment that  the  extra  wotk  should  be  paid  for  by  the  owner/ 

If  the  architect  has  testified  that  the  owner  had  expressly  ordered  the 
items  for  which  he  claims  extra  pay,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  find- 
ing of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  claim,  although  the  contractor  did  admit 

1  Moody  &  R.  60  ;  Rees  v.  Line?.  8  Car.  &  Jurist  (N.  8.)  192  [18851;  eemble,  Yeisley  «. 

P.,  1J0-       ,        „  Bundel  (Pa.),  15  Atl.  Rep.  854  [1888]. 

•McLeod  i>.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N.  W.  *  Wall  is  t>.  Robinson,  8  P.  &   F    807; 

Rep.  473  [1890] ;  Cooper  v.  United  States,  accord    Jones  v.  Woodbury,  11  B.  Mon. 

8  Ct.  of  CI.  199;  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson,  (Ky.)  172  :  Childress  •.  Smith  (Tex.),  87  8. 

80  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  28.  W.  Rep.  1076. 

1  McCormick  ©.  Connolly,  2  Bay  (8.  C.)  ■  Berry  «.  Thompson,  6  H.  &  J.  89. 

4M.  •  Bailey  «.  Woods,  17  N.  H.  865. 

*  Hill  «.  So.  Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.,  11  '  Belt v  Cook, 8 CranchC.  Ct.  666 [1880]. 

•  See  8ec.  580,  infra. 
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nished  at  the  request  of  the  owner; '  and  the  request  must  have  been  made 
with  knowledge  or  imputed  knowledge  that  the  work  was  not  comprehended 
in  the  written  contract  and  that  the  cost  would  be  increased  thereby.9 

When  a  structure  is  being  built  for  a  fixed  price,  recovery  cannot  be  had 
for  extra  work  merely  by  proving  that  the  work  was  done  at  the  owner's 
request,  and  that  it  was  accepted  when  finished;  such  a  request  has  been 
held  to  be  merely  a  notice  that  the  contract  called  for  the  work.1  The  mere 
oral  directions  or  suggestions  of  the  employer  or  owner  to  do  increased  work 
will  not  sustain  a  claim  for  extra  work,  unless  a  new  contract  is  proven.4  If 
a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  erect  a  structure  according  to  plans,  and 
agrees  afterwards  to  changes,  but  makes  no  arrangements  as  to  a  new  or 
different  price,  his  recovery  will  be  confined  to  the. original  contract  price. 
If  the  changes  require  extra  work  and  material,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  were  included  in  the  price  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  or  were  done 
at  the  same  rate.* 

If  the  parties  have  proceeded  with  the  work  without  any  regard  to  the 
stipulation  for  a  written  order  for  extras  they  will  be  held  to  have  waived 
it."  The  acts  of  the  parties  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten  agreement,7  but  the  fact  that  parties  have  had  dealings  that  were  incon- 
sistent with  the  contract,  and  have  substituted  such  dealings  for  the  provisions 
of  their  contract,  will  not  bind  them  to  the  substituted  acts  when  it  appears 
to  have  been  done  through  a  mistake  or  misunderstanding  of  the  terms  of 
their  agreement,  and  that  they  mutually  abandoned  such  a  course  and  con- 
formed to  the  terms  of  their  written  contract  when  they  discovered  their 
departure  from  its  provisions.'  A  request  and  an  oral  promise  to  pay  for 
the  extra  work  done,  are  strong  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  of 
the  contract  as  to  written  orders,  and  of  the  substitution  of  an  oral  contract 
in  its  stead  resting  upon  sufficient  consideration.1 

567.  Knowledge  of  Owner  that  Contractor  is  Doing  Work  as  Extra  Work, 
a  Strong  Faotor  in  Determining  the  Responsibility. — The  cases  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  hold  that  if  the  contractor  had  a  right,  or  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
sons, to  understand  that  the  owner  expressed  a  consent  to  be  liable,  irre- 
spective of  the  written  contract,  and  furnished  the  work  and  materials  on 
that  understanding,  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay  for  it.10    If  the  owner  knows 

^pringdale  0.  A.  «.  Smith,  82  III.  252  •  Meyer  v.  Berlandi  (Minn.).  54  N.  W. 

£18681.  Rep.  937:  Baumister  v.  Putty's  Execs.,  85 

« Bett   «.   Cook,   8    Cranch  C.   Ct.   666  Wis.  217  [1874]. 

(1829]:  semble.  Thorn  v.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  'Quinn  v.  Parke,  etc.,  Co.  (Wash.),  87 

So.  Rep.  428  [t890];  Johnson  u.  Weston,  1  Pac.  Rep  288. 

F.  &  F.  698  [i860];  Bartholomew  v.  Jack-  *  Howard  v.  Pensncola&  A.  R.  Co  ,  5  So. 

•on.  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  28.  Rep.  356. 

•Collyer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467.  •Bnrtlett  v.  Stanchfield,  148  Mass.   894 

4  8ee  Simpson  t>.  New  York,  elc,  R.  Co.,  [1889]:  McLeod  *>.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N. 

51 N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  419:  Franklin*  Darke,  W.  Rep.  478  [1890];  Ford  v.  Uuiled  States, 

8  F.  &  F.  65:  Thorn  t>.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  17  Ct.  of  CI.  60. 

So  Rep.  428  [1890].  ,0  West  v.  Piatt.  127  Mass.  867;  O'Donncll 

•Chicago  &  Gt    E.  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Vos-  v.  Clinton,  145  Mass.  461 ;  Clark  t>.  Smith, 

burgh,  45  III.  311.  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  824  ;  Lovelock  «  King, 
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that  the  contractor  will  charge  extra  for  work  he  is  doing,  and  assents  to  the 
same,  and  permits  him  to  perform  the  work  without  objection,  he  will  be 
liable  for  it,  and  will  be  taken  to  have  waived  a  stipulation  forbidding  extra 
work  without  a  written  order.1  If  the  contractor  has  rendered  an  estimate 
of  cost  of  certain  extras,  alterations,  etc.,  and  subsequent  to  receiving  it 
the  owner  orders  the  same,  he  will  be  held  liable  for  the  price  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  estimate.*  *  In  auother  case  it  was  held  that  when  a  company 
had  stood  by  and  seen  work  performed,  it  would  be  held  to  have  assented  to 
it ;  that  to  thus  desire  or  permit  their  engineer  to  order  alterations  and 
additions,  and  to  stand  by  and  see  expenditures  going  on,  and  to  take  the 
benefit  of  those  expenditures,  and  then  to  refuse  payment  therefor  on  the 
ground  that  the  expenditures  were  incurred  without  proper  orders  having 
been  given  for  the  purpose,  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  company 
for  which  it  would  be  answerable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.* 
So  when  it  was  shown  that  during  the  progress  of  a  building  a  process  was 
ordered  by  the  architect  that  was  more  expensive  than  that  required  by  the 
contract,  and  the  order  was  given  in  the  presence  of  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  owner,  and  the  builder's  subcontractor  was  told  that  it  was  to  be  extra 
work,  it  was  declared  sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay  extra  com- 
pensation for  it,  and  of  authority  to  the  architect  to  make  the  contract  with 
him.4  An  early  Maryland  case  seems  to  have  adopted  a  similar  rule  by  de- 
ciding that  if  alterations  were  made  with  the  consent  or  by  the  order  of  the 
owner  they  were  chargeable  to  him,  though  he  would  not  be  liable  for 
changes  directed  by  a  joint  owner,  with  whom  he  was  to  pay  pro  rata  for 
his  share.*  To  the  same  effect  is  a  New  Hampshire  case,  which  held  that  if 
the  contractor  deviate  from  the  contract,  and  the  company  acquiesce  with 
notice  and  allow  the  contractor  to  prooeed  with  the  work;  the  contractor 
might  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit*  Another  case  holds  that  mere  knowl- 
edge of  the  owner  that  extra  work  is  being  done  without  objection  on  his 
part  does  not  imply  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay  for  it,  yet  it  is  evidence 
competent  to  be  given  to  a  jury  tending  to  prove  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment that  the  extra  wofk  should  be  paid  for  by  the  owner/ 

If  the  architect  has  testified  that  the  owner  had  expressly  ordered  the 
items  for  which  he  claims  extra  pay,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  find- 
ing of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  olaim,  although  the  contractor  did  adnlit 

1  Moody  &  R.  60 ;  Rees  c.  Lines.  8  Car.  &  Jurist  (N.  8.)  192  [18661;  eemUe,  Yeislcy  «. 

P\  i?6»     ,        „  Bundel  (Pa.),  15  All.  Rep.  854  [18881. 

1McLeod  t>.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N.  W.  «  Wall  is  *.  Robinson,  8  P.  &   F    807; 

Rep.  473  [1890] ;  Cooper  v.  United  States,  accord    Jones  c.  Woodbury,  11  B.  Mon. 

8  Ct.  of  CI.  199:  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson,  (Ky.)  173  :  Childress  «.  Smith  (Tex.),  87  8. 

80  Johns.  (N.  T.)  28.  W.  Rep.  1076. 

•  McCormick  c.  Connolly,  2  Bay  (S.  C.)  » Berry  v.  Thompson,  6  H.  &  J.  89. 

Ml.  •  Bailey  v.  Woods,  17  N.  H.  865. 

•Hill  9.  8a  Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.,  11  ' Belt v  Cook, 8 CranchC.  Ct. 666 [1889]. 

*  See  Sec.  580,  infra. 


488    ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.     [§  567. 

nished  at  the  request  of  the  owner; *  and  the  request  must  have  been  made 
with  knowledge  or  imputed  knowledge  that  the  work  was  not  comprehended 
in  the  written  contract  and  that  the  cost  would  be  increased  thereby.* 

When  a  structure  is  being  built  for  a  fixed  price,  recovery  cannot  be  had 
for  extra  work  merely  by  proving  that  the  work  was  done  at  the  owner's 
request,  and  that  it  was  accepted  when  finished;  such  a  request  has  been 
held  to  be  merely  a  notice  that  the  contract  called  for  the  work/  The  mere 
oral  directions  or  suggestions  of  the  employer  or  owner  to  do  increased  work 
will  not  sustain  a  claim  for  extra  work,  uuless  a  new  contract  is  proven.4  If 
a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  erect  a  structure  according  to  plans,  and 
agrees  afterwards  to  changes,  but  makes  no  arrangements  as  to  a  new  or 
different  price,  his  recovery  will  be  confined  to  the. original  contract  price. 
If  the  changes  require  extra  work  and  material,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  were  included  in  the  price  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  or  were  done 
at  the  same  rate.* 

If  the  parties  have  proceeded  with  the  work  without  any  regard  to  the 
stipulation  for  a  written  order  for  extras  they  will  be  held  to  have  waived 
it.*  The  acts  of  the  parties  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement/  but  the  fact  that  parties  have  had  dealings  that  were  incon- 
sistent with  the  contract,  and  have  substituted  such  dealings  for  the  provisions 
of  their  contract,  will  not  bind  them  to  the  substituted  acts  when  it  appears 
to  have  been  done  through  a  mistake  or  misunderstanding  of  the  terms  of 
their  agreement,  and  that  they  mutually  abandoned  such  a  course  and  con- 
formed to  the  terms  of  their  written  contract  when  they  discovered  their 
departure  from  its  provisions.0  A  request  and  an  oral  promise  to  pay  for 
the  extra  work  done,  are  strong  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  of 
the  contract  as  to  written  orders,  and  of  the  substitution  of  an  oral  contract 
in  its  stead  resting  upon  sufficient  consideration.' 

567.  Knowledge  of  Owner  that  Contractor  is  Doing  Work  as  Extra  Work, 
a  Strong  Factor  in  Determining  the  Responsibility. — The  cases  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  hold  that  if  the  contractor  had  a  right,  or  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
sons, to  understand  that  the  owner  expressed  a  oonsent  to  be  liable,  irre- 
spective of  the  written  contract,  and  furnished  the  work  and  materials  on 
that  understanding,  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay  for  it.10    If  the  owner  knows 

^pringdale  C.  A.  9.  Smith,  82  111.  253  •Meyer  «.  Berlandi  (Minn.).  54  N.  W. 

[18681.  Rep.  937:  Bau mister  v.  Putty's  Execs.,  85 

* Bett   t>.   Cook,   8    Cranch  C.   Ct.   666  Wis.  217  [18741. 

£1829]:  terrible.  Thorn  v.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  7Quinn  v.  Parke,  etc.,  Co.  (Wash.),  87 

So.  Rep.  4>8  [1890];  Johnson  t>.  Weston,  1  Pac.  Rep  288. 

F.  &  F.  698  [i860];  Bartholomew  v.  Jack-  *  Howard  v.  Pensacola  &  A.  R.  Co ,  5  So. 

•on.  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  28.  Rep.  356. 

•Collyer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467.  9Bartlett  v.  Stanchfleld,  148  Mass.   894 

4  See  Simpson  t>.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  [1889]:  MoLeod  v.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N. 

61  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct  419;  Franklin  v.  Darke,  W.  Rep.  478  [1890];  Ford  v.  United  States, 

S  F.  &  F.  65 :  Thorn  t>.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  17  Ct.  of  CI.  60. 

So  Rep.  428  [1890].  ,0  West  v.  Piatt.  127  Mass.  867;  O'DonnHl 

•  Chicago  &  Gt    £.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Vos-  v.  Clinton,  145  Mass.  461  ;  Clark  v.  Smiih, 

burgh,  45  111.  311.  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  324  :  Lovelock  v  King, 
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that  the  contractor  will  charge  extra  for  work  he  is  doing,  and  assents  to  the 
same,  and  permits  him  to  perform  the  work  without  objection,  he  will  be 
liable  for  it,  and  will  be  taken  to  have  waived  a  stipulation  forbidding  extra 
work  without  a  written  order.1  If  the  contractor  has  rendered  an  estimate 
of  cost  of  certain  extras,  alterations,  etc.,  and  subsequent  to  receiving  it 
the  owner  orders  the  same,  he  will  be  held  liable  for  the  price  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  estimate.*  *  In  auother  case  it  was  held  that  when  a  company 
had  stood  by  and  seen  work  performed,  it  would  be  held  to  have  assented  to 
it ;  that  to  thus  desire  or  permit  their  engineer  to  order  alterations  and 
additions,  and  to  stand  by  and  see  expenditures  going  on,  and  to  take  the 
benefit  of  those  expenditures,  and  then  to  refuse  payment  therefor  on  the 
ground  that  the  expenditures  were  incurred  without  proper  orders  having 
been  given  for  the  purpose,  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  company 
for  which  it  would  be  answerable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.* 
So  when  it  was  shown  that  during  the  progress  of  a  building  a  process  was 
ordered  by  the  architect  that  was  more  expensive  than  that  required  by  the 
contract,  and  the  order  was  given  in  the  presence  of  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  owner,  and  the  builder's  subcontractor  was  told  that  it  was  to  be  extra 
work,  it  was  declared  sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay  extra  com- 
pensation for  it,  and  of  authority  to  the  architect  to  make  the  contract  with 
him.4  An  early  Maryland  case  seems  to  have  adopted  a  similar  rule  by  de- 
ciding that  if  alterations  were  made  with  the  consent  or  by  the  order  of  the 
owner  they  were  chargeable  to  him,  though  he  would  not  be  liable  for 
changes  directed  by  a  joint  owner,  with  whom  he  was  to  pay  pro  rata  for 
his  share/  To  the  same  effect  is  a  New  Hampshire  case,  which  held  that  if 
the  contractor  deviate  from  the  contract,  and  the  company  acquiesce  with 
notice  and  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work;  the  contractor 
might  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit?  Another  case  holds  that  mere  knowl- 
edge of  the  owner  that  extra  work  is  being  done  without  objection  on  his 
part  does  not  imply  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay  for  it,  yet  it  is  evidence 
competent  to  be  given  to  a  jury  tending  to  prove  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment that  the  extra  wofk  should  be  paid  for  by  the  owner/ 

If  the  architect  has  testified  that  the  owner  had  expressly  ordered  the 
items  for  which  he  claims  extra  pay,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  find- 
ing of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  claim,  although  the  contractor  did  admit 

1  Moody  &  R.  60  ;  Rees  c.  Lines,  8  Car.  &  Jurist  (N.  8.)  192  [18651:  eemUe,  Yeisley  «. 

P.  126^  Bunriel  (Pa.),  15  All.  Rep.  854  [18881. 

,McLeod  t>.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N.  W.  4  Wallis  v.  Robinson,  8  P.  &   P.  807; 

Rep.  473  [1890] ;  Cooper  v.  United  States,  accord    Jones  v.  Woodbury,  11  B.  Mon. 

8  Ct.  of  Ci.  199:  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson,  (Ky.)  173  :  Childress  v.  Smith  (Tex.),  87  8. 

80  Johns.  (N.  T.)  28.  W.  Rep.  1076. 

•  McCormick  v.  Connolly,  2  Bay  (S.  C.)  5  Berry  v.  Thompson,  6  H.  A  J.  89. 

*>1.  •  Bailey  v.  Woods,  17  N.  H.  865. 

•Hill  9.  So.  Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.,  11  '  Belt  *  Cook,  8  CranchC.  Ct.  666  [1889]. 

*  See  Sec.  580,  infra. 
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nished  at  the  request  of  the  owner; l  and  the  request  must  have  been  made 
with  knowledge  or  imputed  knowledge  that  the  work  was  not  comprehended 
in  the  written  contract  and  that  the  cost  would  be  increased  thereby.* 

When  a  structure  is  being  built  for  a  fixed  price,  recovery  cannot  be  had 
for  extra  work  merely  by  proving  that  the  work  was  done  at  the  owner's 
request,  and  that  it  was  accepted  when  finished;  such  a  request  has  been 
held  to  be  merely  a  notice  that  the  contract  called  for  the  work.'  The  mere 
oral  directions  or  suggestions  of  the  employer  or  owner  to  do  increased  work 
will  not  sustain  a  claim  for  extra  work,  unless  a  new  contract  is  proven.4  If 
a  contractor  has  undertaken  to  erect  a  structure  according  to  plans,  and 
agrees  afterwards  to  changes,  but  makes  no  arrangements  as  to  a  new  or 
different  price,  his  recovery  will  be  confined  to  the- original  contract  price. 
If  the  changes  require  extra  work  and  material,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  were  included  in  the  price  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  or  were  done 
at  the  same  rate.* 

If  the  parties  have  proceeded  with  the  work  without  any  regard  to  the 
stipulation  for  a  written  order  for  extras  they  will  be  held  to  have  waived 
it.*  The  acts  of  the  parties  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement,7  but  the  fact  that  parties  have  had  dealings  that  were  incon- 
sistent with  the  contract,  and  have  substituted  such  dealings  for  the  provisions 
of  their  contract,  will  not  bind  them  to  the  substituted  acts  when  it  appears 
to  have  been  done  through  a  mistake  or  misunderstanding  of  the  terms  of 
their  agreement,  and  that  they  mutually  abandoned  such  a  course  and  con- 
formed to  the  terms  of  their  written  contract  when  they  discovered  their 
departure  from  its  provisions.*  A  request  and  an  oral  promise  to  pay  for 
the  extra  work  done,  are  strong  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  of 
the  contract  as  to  written  orders,  and  of  the  substitution  of  an  oral  contract 
in  its  stead  resting  upon  sufficient  consideration.* 

567.  Knowledge  of  Owner  that  Contractor  is  Doing  Work  as  Extra  Work, 
a  Strong  Factor  in  Determining  the  Responsibility. — The  cases  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  hold  that  if  the  contractor  had  a  right,  or  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
sons, to  understand  that  the  owner  expressed  a  consent  to  be  liable,  irre- 
spective of  the  written  contract,  and  furnished  the  work  and  materials  on 
that  understanding,  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay  for  it.10    If  the  owner  knows 

»Springdale  C.  A.  t>.  Smith,  82  111.  263         •Meyer  t>.  Berlnndi  (Minn.).  54  N.  W. 
[18681.  Rep.  937;  Bau mister  v.  Putty's  Execs.,  85 

•  Bett   v.   Cook,   8    Cranch  C.   Ct.   666      Wis.  217  [1874]. 

fl829]:  aemble,  Thorn  v.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  'Quinn  v.  Parke,  etc.,  Co.  (Wash.),  87 

So.  Rep.  4>8  [1890]:  Johnson  «.  Weston,  1  Pac.  Rep  288. 

F.  &  P.  698  [i860];  Bartholomew  v.  Jack-  8  Howard  v.  Pensacola  &  A.  R.  Co  ,  5  So. 

son.  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  28.  Rep.  356. 

'Oollyer  o.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467.  •Burtlett  v.  Stanchfield.  148  Mass.   894 

4  See  Simpson  t>.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  [1889]:  McLeod  t>.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N. 

61  N.  Y.  8uper.  Ct  419;  Franklin©.  Darke,  W.  Rep.  473  [1890];  Ford  v.  United  States, 

£  F.  &  F.  65:  Thorn  t>.  Roman  (Ala.),  7  17  Ct.  of  CI.  60. 

So.  Rep.  428  [1 890].  10  West  v.  Piatt.  127  Mass.  867;  O'Donncll 

•  Chicago  &  Gt    £.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Vos-  v.  Clinton.  145  Mass.  461  ;  Clark  v.  Smith, 
bunrh,  45  111.  311.  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  824  ;  Lovelock  v  King, 
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that  the  contractor  will  charge  extra  for  work  he  is  doing,  and  assents  to  the 
same,  and  permits  him  to  perform  the  work  without  objection,  he  will  be 
liable  for  it,  and  will  be  takeu  to  have  waived  a  stipulation  forbidding  extra 
work  without  a  written  order.1  If  the  contractor  has  rendered  an  estimate 
of  cost  of  certain  extras,  alterations,  etc.,  and  subsequent  to  receiving  it 
the  owner  orders  the  same,  he  will  be  held  liable  for  the  price  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  estimate.*  *  In  auother  case  it  was  held  that  when  a  company 
had  stood  by  and  seen  work  performed,  it  would  be  held  to  have  assented  to 
it ;  that  to  thus  desire  or  permit  their  engineer  to  order  alterations  and 
additions,  and  to  stand  by  and  see  expenditures  going  on,  and  to  take  the 
benefit  of  those  expenditures,  and  then  to  refuse  payment  therefor  on  the 
ground  that  the  expenditures  were  incurred  without  proper  orders  having 
been  given  for  the  purpose,  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  company 
for  which  it  would  be  answerable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.* 
So  when  it  was  shown  that  during  the  progress  of  a  building  a  process  was 
ordered  by  the  architect  that  was  more  expensive  than  that  required  by  the 
contract,  and  the  order  was  given  in  the  presence  of  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  owner,  and  the  builder's  subcontractor  was  told  that  it  was  to  be  extra 
work,  it  was  declared  sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay  extra  com- 
pensation for  it,  and  of  authority  to  the  architect  to  make  the  contract  with 
him.4  An  early  Maryland  case  seems  to  have  adopted  a  similar  rule  by  de- 
ciding that  if  alterations  were  made  with  the  consent  or  by  the  order  of  the 
owner  they  were  chargeable  to  him,  though  he  would  not  be  liable  for 
changes  directed  by  a  joint  owner,  with  whom  he  was  to  pay  pro  rata  for 
his  share/  To  the  same  effect  is  a  New  Hampshire  case,  which  held  that  if 
the  contractor  deviate  from  the  contract,  and  the  company  acquiesce  with 
notice  and  allow  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work;  the  contractor 
might  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit.*  Another  case  holds  that  mere  knowl- 
edge of  the  owner  that  extra  work  is  being  done  without  objection  on  his 
part  does  not  imply  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay  for  it,  yet  it  is  evidence 
competent  to  be  given  to  a  jury  tending  to  prove  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment that  the  extra  wotk  should  be  paid  for  by  the  owner/ 

If  the  architect  has  testified  that  the  owner  had  expressly  ordered  the 
itemsfor  which  he  claims  extra  pay,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  find- 
ing of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  claim,  although  the  contractor  did  admit 

1  Moody  &  R.  60  ;  Rees  c.  Lines,  8  Car.  &  Jurist  (N.  8.)  102  [18651;  terrible.  Yeisley  «. 

P-  126  Bundel  (Pa.),  15  Atl.  Rep.  &54  [1888]. 

»McLeod  «.  Genius  (Neb.),  47  N.  W.  «  Wallis  v.  Robinson,  8F.  ft   F    807; 

Rep.  478  [1890];  Cooper  v.  United  States,  accord    Jones  t>.  Woodbury,  11  B.  Mon. 

8  Ct.  of  CI.  19V;  Bartholomew  i.  Jackson,  (Ky.)  172  :  Childress  «.  Smith  (Tex.).  87  8. 

80  Johns.  (N.  T.)  28.  W.  Rep.  1076. 

1  McCormick  c.  Connolly,  2  Bay  (8.  C.)  *  Berry  v.  Thompson.  6  H.  &  J.  89. 

*M-  •  Bailey  t>.  Woods,  17  N.  H.  865. 

•Hill  9.  So.  Staffordshire  Ry.  Co.,  11  ' Belt v  Cook, 8 CranchC.  Ct. 666 [1880]. 

*  See  Sec.  580,  infra. 
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that  without  these  extras  the  work  would  not  have  been  well  done,  as  this 
did  not  show  that  they  were  necessary  to  the  completion  of  his  contract.1 
If  the  owner  had  ordered  extra  work,  outside  of  and  additional  to  the  work 
covered  by  the  written  contract,  and  no  price  was  fixed  by  the  contract  or 
was  agreed  upon  at  the  time  of  the  order,  the  contractor  may  recover  what 
it  is  reasonably  worth.*  When  changes  had  been  made  in  the  plans  and 
dimensions  of  work  by  the  principal  contractor  and  architect  unbeknown  to 
the  subcontractor  until  after  the  work  was  done,  it  was  held  that  the  latter 
was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  extra  work  required  by  the  change  without  a 
written  order." 

568.  If  Amount  of  Work  or  Materials  is  Eeduced  by  Changes. — If  the 
changes,  on  the  other  hand,  have  reduced  the  amount  of  work  called  for, 
they  have  been  held  a  good  answer  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  a  com* 
plaint  for  services  and  materials  furnished  under  a  specific  contract.4  A 
Connecticut  case,  in  which  a  builder,  by  consent  or  request  of  the  owner, 
substituted  a  cheaper  material  than  was  required  by  the  contract,  no  reduc- 
tion being  agreed  to  or  demanded  at  the  time,  it  was  held  that  no  reduction 
in  the  contract  price  should  be  made,  but  that  the  owner  should  pay  the 
full  amount.* 

569.  If  the  Work  be  Plainly  and  Clearly  Outside  of  the  Contract,  the 
Contractor  may  Recover  Extra  Compensation  Therefor. — If  the  work  done 
were  wholly  independent  of  the  written  contract  and  has  been  ordered  and 
accepted  by  the  owner,  he  must  pay  for  it.*  In  such  case  it  cannot  be  called 
an  addition  or  be  classed  as  extra  work  within  the  meaning  or  requirements 
of  the  original  contract,  but  in  legal  phraseology  may  be  entirely  dehors  the 
contract,  being  so  foreign  to  it  as  to  amount  to  a  new  agreement,  in  which  a 
written  order  will  not  be  necessary,  but  the  builder  be  entitled  to  maintain 
an  action  on  the  new  or  an  implied  agreement,7  as  for  additional  work  in 
removing  obstacles  unknown  to  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made,' 


1  Cassidy  v.  Fontham,  14  N.  T.  Supp. 
151. 

'Baura  v.  Covert.  62  Miss.  113  [18841; 
O'Brien  t>.  Fowler  (Md.),  11  Atl.  Rep.  174 
[1888].  Thnt  an  owuer  may  by  his  con- 
duct be  estopped  from  enforcing  the  pro- 
vision against  a  contractor  who  has  relied 
and  acted  on  his  conduct,  see  Duner  v. 
Steubing,  120  N.  Y.  282  [1890]  ;  Baum  v. 
Covert,  62  Miss.  118  [18841  ;  Rhodes  v. 
Thomas  (Ind.),  8  Carter  638  ;  Smith  v. 
Gugerty,  4  Barb.  614;  Holloway  v.  Frick 
(Pa.),  24  Atl.  Rep.  201. 

'  Fitzgerald  t>.  Beers,  81  Mo.  App.  356. 
Everroad   v.   Schwartzkopf  (Ind.),   23 
N.  E.  Rep.  969. 

*  Bmbnzon  v.  Seymour,  42  Conn.  555  : 
accord.  Kingsley  v.  Brooklyn,  78  N.  Y. 
200,  where  shorter  piles  were  driven  than 
were  specified  ;  but  see  Trustees  t>.  Piatt,  5 
Bradw.  567. 


*  Chambers  «.  King,  8  Mo.  517  ;  Boody 
«.  R.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  24  Vt.  660 ;  Stewart  & 
KetaUas,  9  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  261  [1862]  ;  Mo- 
Cot  mick  f>.  Connolly.  2  Bay  (S.  C.)  401  ; 
Escott  v.  White,  10  Bush.  (Ky.)  169 ;  An- 
drews ».  Lawrence,  19  C.  B.  (N  8.)  768  ; 
Dubois  v.  Delaware,  etc.C.  Co.,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y  )  884 ;  Hasbrouck  v.  Milwaukee,  21 
Wis.  217  ;  and  nee  Owens  «.  Butler  Co.,  40 
Iowa  190  ;  Duncan  «.  The  Board.  19  Ind. 
154 ;  Mowry  f>.  Slarbuck,  4  Cal.  274. 

1  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  219, 
and  references;  Busse  v.  Agnew,  10  111. 
App.  527. 

■  Michaud  t>.  McGregor  (Minn.),  63  N. 
W.  Rep.  479;  and  see  Wood  v  Fort 
Wavne.  119  U.  S.  812  [1886] ;  Ford  t>. 
Unfted  States,  17  Ct  of  CI.  60:  Palmer  e. 
8iockwell,  9  Gray  237  ;  8t.  John  v.  Potter, 
19  N.  Y.  Supp.  280  ;  Lee  v.  Brayton  (R. 
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or  for  work  required  to  tear  down  and  rebuild  an  important  part  of  struc- 
ture properly  erected.1  * 

The  work  must  be  clearly  beyond  or  outside  of  the  contract,  and  done 
under  a  subsequent  or  antecedent  direction  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no 
written  contract  bad  been  entered  into.*  If  the  work  is  not  under  the  con- 
tract at  all,  its  value  cannot  be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the  contract;8  but 
whatever  the  action,  the  work  must  be  positively  shown  to  be  entirely  sepa- 
rate and  outside  of  the  contract,  and  that  it  was  done  under  orders  distinct 
from  it.  This  can  scarcely  be  done  without  the  production  of  the  contract 
itself,  to  show  how  much  it  comprised.4  Other  cases  maintain  that  the 
work  must  have  been  expressly  authorized  by  the  owner,  or  that  it  was  so 
distinct  from  the  work  required  by  the  contract  that  the  contractor  might 
recover  for  it  under  a  contract  implied  from  its  acceptance  and  use.*  The 
pleadings  should  show  that  the  extra  work  was  expressly  authorized  by  the 
owner  or  that  it  was  not  included  in  the  contract.*  The  claim  for  extra 
work  must  stand  upon  its  own  merits,  as  if  the  special  contract  did  not  exist.1 
When  the  extra  work  was  absolutely  necessary  to  the  successful  prosecution 
of  the  undertaking,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  was  liable  for  its  cost.8  There- 
fore, when  a  price  was  named  in  the  contract  for  earth  excavations,  and 
an  additional  compensation  was  fixed  for  rock  excavations,  it  was  held  that 
no  extra  pay  could  be  recovered  for  hard-pan  excavations.  That  if  extra 
work  was  claimed  on  a  quantum  meruit  it  must  be  shown  that  the  work 
was  not  included  in  the  contract. ' 

In  general,  therefore,  the  question  whether  work  is  extra  work  and  outside 
of  the  contract  can  be  decided  only  by  referring  to  the  written  contract,  which 
must  be  produced  in  support  of  the  contractor's  claims  for  additional  com- 
pensation,10 besides  proving  a  separate  and  distinct  contract  with  the  owner 
or  company  to  do  the  work  sued  for ;  "  but  if  the  order  or  agreement  be  col- 
lateral to  the  written  agreement — as,  for  example,  if  it  be  clearly  shown  that 
while  certain  work  was  in  progress  under  a  contract  for  the  inside  work  of  a 


I.).  26  Atl  Rep.  256 ;  Abells  «.  Syracuse 
(Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  288. 

1  Board  v.  O'Connor  (Ind.),  85  N.  E. 
Rep.  1006  ;  Fhy  v.  Muhlker  (Com.  PL), 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  671. 

!Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  219 
and  English  cases  cited. 

•Hiukle  t>.  San  Francisco,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
55  Cal.  627. 

4  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  219. 

*  Duncan  t>.  The  Board,  19  Ind.  154 ; 
Belt «  Cook,  8  Cranch  C.  Ct.  666  [18291  ; 
and  see  Jemmison  v.  Gray,  29  Iowa  537 ; 
McCoruiick  v.  Connelly,  2  Bay  (S.  C.) 
401. 

•  Duncan  «.  The  Board,  19  Ind.  154 ; 
Jeans  v.  Bolton  (Super.),  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 


916. 

'  Thornton  v.  Place.  1  Wood  &  R.  218  ; 
Fletcher  v.  Gillespie,  3  Bine.  637. 

8  Seymour  t>.  Long  Dock  Co,  5  C.  E. 
Green  (N.  J.)  397;  but  see  Williams  t>. 
Fit  zm an  rice,  8  H.  &  N.  844. 

•  Nesbitt  c.  Louisville,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co., 
2  Spears  (S  C.)  697  ;  see  also  Drhew  v.  Al- 
toona,  121  Pa.  St.  401-421. 

10  Leake's  Diirest  of  Contracts  p.  178; 
Buxton  v.  Cornish.  12  M.  &  W.  426  ;  Edie 
t>.   KIngsford,  14  C,  B.  759  ;  Roscoe's  Di- 

f»st  of  Bldg.  Cases  86,  and  cases  cited; 
mden*s  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  222  ;  Vin- 
cent* Cole,  M.  &  M.  257  [18281. 

11  Eccles  v.  Southern,  8F.&F.  142. 


*  See  Sec.  584,  infra. 
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building,  verbal  orders  were  given  for  the  execution  of  alterations  and  im- 
provements on  the  outside  of  the  building — the  contract  need  not  be  pro- 
duced to  support  a  claim  for  compensation  for  the  work.1  If  it  be  not 
positively  shown  that  the  work  was  entirely  separate  from  that  included  in 
the  written  contract,  and  was  in  fact  done  under  a  distinct  order,  the  con- 
tractor must  produce  his  original  contract,  since  it  may  throw  some  light, 
not  only  as  to  whether  the  items  sought  to  be  recovered  for  were  included  in 
it,  but  also  as  to  the  rate  upon  which  the  parties  had  agreed.'  It  seems  it 
is  not  necessary  to  furnish  the  plans  and  specifications  in  order  to  have  a 
witness  testify  as  to  the  value  of  the  extra  work.' 

The  burden  of  proving  that  certain  work  was  extra  work/  or  that  it  was 
entirely  outside  the  contract/  is  on  the  party  affirming  it  to  be  so,  usually 
the  contractor/ 

570.  Effects  of  Alterations  and  Changes. — The  most  perplexing  cases, 
and  probably  those  that  have  wrought  the  greatest  hardships  and  injustice 
to  contractors  and  builders,  are  those  in  which  extra  work  has  been  caused 
by  alterations  and  changes  by  which  the  work  has  been  increased  in  quan- 
tity, or  if  not  made  greater  it  has  been  made  more  difficult,  or  the  more 
profitable  and  easier  portion  of  it  omitted.  When  such  changes  have  been 
made  the  question  whether  or  not  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  extra  com- 
pensation is  often  a  difficult  problem.  Before  considering  this  question  it 
may  be  well  to  consider  the  effect  of  alterations  and  changes  on  the 
contract. 

571.  Provision   Limiting  the  Effect  of  Alterations   on   the    Original 

Contract. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  also  agreed  and  understood  that  such  alterations, 
omissions,  or  additions  shall  in  nowise  affect,  vitiate,  or  make  void  this 
contract  or  any  part  thereof,  except  what  is  necessarily  affected  by  such 
changes,  and  is  clearly  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  hereto/9 

The  necessity  of  this  clause  will  not  be  very  apparent  from  what  follows, 
and  it  is* frequently  omitted;  but  as  an  extra  safeguard  it  maybe  used 
especially  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  effect  of  changes  is  not  well 
established  by  law. 

572.  Effect  of  Changes  when  No  Bights  to  Make  Alterations  have  been 
Reserved— Changes  which  do  Not  Destroy  the  Original  Contract. — A  question 
that  has  no  doubt  often  occurred  to  contractors  in  their  work  is,  "to  what 
extent  a  company  or  its  engineer  can  change,  add  to,  or  omit  from  the  con- 
tract, and  yet  require  the  contractor  to  execute  it  in  matter  and  form." 
There  are  two  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  changes,  additions, 

1  A  retaining- wnll  for  an  embankment         *  Weber  v.  Hauke.  supra;  and  Abel  Is*, 

has  been  held  extra  work  under  a  contract  Syracuse  (Sup.)  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  288. 
to   grade  a   street.     Abells   v.    Syracuse         4  Dickinson  v.  Prince,  61  111.  App.  885. 
(Sup),  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  238.  *  Howard  t>.  Gobel,  62  111.  App.  497. 

•Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  222,  •  Buxton  v.   Cornish.    1   D.  «fc  L.  581; 

and   English   eases  cited:  see  Weber  v.  Vincent  v.  Cole,  Moody  «fc  M.  257. 
Hauke,  4  Mich.  198  [1856]. 
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or  omissions  may  be  made,  viz. :  (1)  Under  a  mutual  agreement  between  the 
parties  when  those  parts  of  the  contract  which  conflict  with  the  new  agree- 
ment are  mutually  rescinded  or  annulled;  (2)  under  an  express  stipulation  of 
the  contract  by  which  power  has  been  reserved  to  the  owner  or  his  engineer 
to  make  changes. 

When  no  power  has  been  reserved  to  make  alterations,  ordinary  stipu- 
lations and  provisions  such  as  are  required  by  the  conditions  that  arise  in  con- 
struction work  may  be  added  to  an  original  contract  without  varying  or  abro- 
gating its  conditions.1  A  special  and  subsequent  agreement  for  extra  work 
will  not  amount  to  an  abandonment  of  the  original  contract  *  so  as  to  allow  a 
general  action  for  all  the  work  regardless  of  the  prices  fixed  by  the  contract.' 

If  the  deviations  from  the  original  plan  have  been  made  by  mutual  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  but  the  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  original 
contract  have  been  respected,  such  as  those  fixing  the  times  and  amounts  of 
payments,  and  no  new  express  contract  was  entered  into,  the  contractor  can- 
not regard  the  original  contract  as  rescinded  and  recover  for  what  his  work 
is  reasonably  worth,  though  he  may  be  allowed  to  recover  for  the  extra 
work  and  extra  materials  furnished,  upon  a  quantum  meruit.4  If  no  price  was 
agreed  upon  for  the  extra  work  a  recovery  can  be  had  for  it  on  a  quantum 
meruit.6  Nor  will  the  omission  of  certain  items  by  consent  of  both  parties 
amount  to  a  rescission  of  the  entire  contract.  The  remainder  of  the  con- 
tract will  remain  in  full  force.* 

Stipulations  and  provisions  may  be  waived  by  the  parties  without 
destroying  the  other  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  contract.  It  was  so 
held  when  a  contractor  had  received  monthly  estimates  of  work  done 
and  gave  receipts  therefor,  as  under  the  contract,  after  alterations  had 
been  made,  thus  treating  the  contract  as  subsisting.  The  court  held  he 
could  not  thereafter  avail  himself  of  such  changes  and  recover  upon  a 
quantum  meruit9  ignoring  the  contract.7  If  contractors  are  permitted  to 
continue  and  complete  works  which  have  not  been  finished  within  the  time 
specified  in  the  contract,  the  owner  will  be  held  to  have  waived  this  con- 
dition, but  such  a  waiver  does  not  destroy  the  other  conditions,  but  leaves 
them  intact.0 


1  Andre  t>.  Bodman,  13  Md.  241 ;  Adams 
«  Nichols.  19  Pick.  275 ;  White  v.  Soto, 

82  Cal.  654 ;  McFaddcn  «.  O'Donnell,  18 
Cal.  160;  McKinney  v.  Springer,  3Ind.  59; 
Cook  v.  Murphy,  70  111.  96;  Morrill  v. 
Colehour,  82  III.  618. 

1  Mather  f>.  Butler,  28  Iowa,  253 ;  Aiken 
t>.  Bloodgood.  12  Ala.  221  [1847];  Ellmaker 
v.  Ins  Co..  6  W.  &  8.  439;  Smith  t>.  Bristol, 

83  Iowa  24. 

8  Mather  v.  Butler,  supra ;  McGran  a. 
North  Lebanon  R.  Co.,  29  Pa.  St.  82 
[1857];  see  also  O'Reilly  v.  Kerns,  53  Pa. 
Bt.  214;  Clark  v  Mayor,  4  N.  Y.  338. 

4  Goodwin  v.  McCorinick,  6  N.  T.  Supp. 


662  [18891;  accord.  Pepper  v.  Burland, 
Peake  N.  P.  Cas.  103;  Robson  v.  Godfrey, 
Holt  N.  P.  Cas.  286:  see  also  Haynes  v.  2d 
B.  Ch.,  88  Mo.  285;  Dubois  v.  D.  &  H. 
Canal  Co.,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  285;  Elgin  f>. 
Joslyn,  186  111.  525:  Bozirlh  v.  Dudley,  44 
N.  J.  Law  304;  McCorinick  v.  Connolly,  2 
Bay  (S.  C.)  401;  Menue  f>.  Neumeister,  25 
Mo.  App.  800. 

•  Aiken  «.  Bloodgood,  supra. 

•  Menne  ©.   Neumeister,  20  Mo.   App. 
300;  and  see  19  Sol.  J.  &  Rep.  571. 

1  McGran  v.  North  Leb.  R.  Co.,  29  Pa. 
St.  82. 

•  Flynn  o.  Des  Mo»es,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  6$ 


494     ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  672. 

The  changing  of  the  route  of  a  railroad  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  a 
construction  contract,1  or  a  parol  agreement  to  pay  the  contractor's  men 
their  wages/  or  an  extension  of  the  time  for  completion  of  the  contract,'  or  a 
change  in  the  process  of  construction4  have  been  held  not  such  changes  or 
modifications  of  the  original  contract  as  will  enable  a  contractor  to  recover  for 
his  work  on  a  quantum  meruit — i.e.,  its  reasonable  value — but  he  has  been 
held  to  be  limited  to  the  contract  prices  of  the  contract.  So  far  as  the  work  ' 
has  been  done  in  pursuance  of  the  original  contract,  the  contract  price  will 
hold  even  though  the  work  was  done  in  part  under  the  contract  and  in  part 
under  a  parol  modification  of  such  contract.*  As  far  as  the  contract  can 
be  traced  in  the  work  performed  and  the  materials  furnished,  the  contract 
price  will  control.*  The  written  contract  must  be  pursued  and  applied  so 
far  as  it  can  be  traced  in  the  intention  of  the  parties.7  The  old  agreement 
being  incorporated  into  the  subsequent  agreement/  the  contract  in  its 
entirety  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  its  terms/  and  it  will  deter- 
mine the  meaning  and  extent  of  the  new  stipulations.'  The  alterations, 
unless  otherwise  expressed  or  mutually  understood,  must  be  executed  in 
their  proper  connection  with  the  original  contract  with  reference  to  and  in 
modification  of  which  they  are  made.10 

The  English  rule  is  well  expressed  by  Mr.  Emden  n  in  much  the  same 
language.  He  says :  "  When  work  is  to  be  done  and  materials  supplied 
under  a  building  contract  for  certain  estimated  prices,  and  there  is  subse- 
quently a  deviation  from  the  original  contract  by  consent  of  the  parties,  the 
contract  and  estimate  are  not  on  that  account  excluded,  but  are  to  be  the 
rule  of  payment  so  far  as  the  special  contract  can  be  traced,  and  for  any 
excess  the  party  is  entitled  to  sue  as  upon  a  quantum  meruit,  although  the 


Iowa  491  [1884] ;  Edgerly  v  Farmers*  Ins. 
Co.,  48  Iowa  587;  Wood  v.  Miller,  55  Iowa 
168;  Thomas  v.  Pleury,26N.Y.  2611862]; 
Barclay  t>.  Messenger,  48  L.  J.  Ch  449. 

1  McGran  v.  N.  Lebanon  R.  Co.,  29  Pa. 
St.  82 ;  and  see  Jones  v.  Woodbury,  11  B. 
Monroe  167  [1850]. 

1  Andre  v.  Bod  man.  18  Md.  241. 

*  Haynes  v.  2d  B.  Church,  88  Mo.  285 ; 
Flynn  v.  The  Des  Moines  &  St.  L.  R.  Co., 
63  la.  491  [18841. 

4  New  Haven  W.  Co.  t>.  Red  field  (Conn.), 
18  All.  Rep.  978. 

•  Garver  * .  Daubenspeck,  22  Ind.  238 
[1864]  :  Robson  v.  Godfrey,  1  Stark.  275 ; 
Goodwin  t>.  McCormick.  6  N.  Y.  Supp. 
662  ;  Clark  et  al.  v.  The  Mayor,  4  Comst. 
(N.  Y.)338. 

•Wright  v.  Wright,  1  Litt.  179  [1822]; 
Mather  v.  Butler,  28  Iowa  258 ;  Marshall 
Fdy.  Co.  «.  Pittsburgh  Trac.  Co.,  188  Pa. 
St.  266. 

1  McCauley  v.  Keller,  180  Pa.  St.  58 
[1889];  Bertrand  v  Byrd.  5  Ark.  651 
[1844]  ;  Cook  «.  Murphy,  70  HI.  96 ;  Pep- 


per v.  Burland,  Penke  N.  P.  Cas.  103; 
Robson  v.  Godfrey,  Holt  N.  P.  Cas.  286 ; 
Ranger  «.  Gt.  Western,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  72 ; 
De  Boom  t>.  Priestly,  1  Cal.  206 ;  Chicago, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Vosburg,  45  III.  811 ;  Jones 
v.  Woodbury,  11  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  167; 
Andre  v.  Bod  man,  13  Md.  241 ;  Tinker  t>. 
Geraghtv,  1  E.  D.  Smith  687 ;  Sullivan 
v.  Sing  Sing.  122  N.  Y.  389  ;  Goldsmith  t>. 
Hand,  26  Ohio  St.  101  ;  McEinney  t>. 
Springer.  8  Ind.  59:  White  v.  Oliver,  36 
Me.  92  ;  Tibbetts  v.  Haskins.  16  Me.  288 ; 
and  see  Pattison  «.  Luckley,  L.  R.  lOExch. 
830,  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  973. 

8  Carr  t>.  Wallachian  Pet.  Co.,  L.  R.  1 
C.  P.  636. 

•  Malone  v.  Phil.  &  R.  R.  Co.,  157  Pa. 
St  480 ;  Lawall  t>.  Rader,  24  Pa.  St.  288 
[18551. 

10  McCauley  «.  Keller,  180  Pa.  St  58 
[1889];  Wright  v  Wright,  1  Litt.  179 
[1822] ;  and  see  Boody  v.  Rutland  R.  Co., 
24  Vt.  660 ;  Andre  v.  Bodman,  18  Md. 
241. 

11  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  884. 
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time  for  completing  the  payments  under  the  original  contract  has  not 
expired  when  the  action  is  commenced.  But/'  says  he,  "  if  the  work  to  be 
carried  out  under  the  original  contract  has  been  so  entirely  abandoned,  and 
there  is  such  a  total  deviation  that  the  terms  are  not  applicable  to  the  new 
work,  and  it  is  impossible  to  trace  the  contract  and  to  say  to  what  part  of 
it  the  new  work  should  be  applied,  the  builder  is  entitled  to  recover  by 
.measure  and  value  for  all  the  work  as  if  there  had  been  no  contract  at  all." ' 

If  the  extra  work  is  of  the  same  kind  or  character  as  that  required  by 
the  contract,  the  contract  rate  or  price  will  fix  the  compensation  of  the 
contractor.1  It  was  so  held  when  the  completion  of  the  work  had  been  pre- 
vented by  the  owner  or  company.*  If  the  plan  has  been  so  changed  as  to 
embrace  some  other  description  of  work  not  contemplated  by  the  original 
contract,  or  if  the  value  of  the  extra  work  cannot  be  determined  by  the 
prices  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  then  the  contractor  may  recover  the 
reasonable  value  of  such  extra  work.4 

If  the  subsequent  agreement  affects  only  certain  parts  or  provisions  of 
the  original  contract,  expressly  or  impliedly  leaving  the  original  contract  in 
all  other  respects  to  stand,  it  must  be  constructed  upon  the  basis  of  and  in 
reference  to  the  original  contract/ 

573.  Changes  which  Modify  or  Extinguish  the  Original  Contract.— If  two 
independent  contracts  have  been  made  at  different  times  with  regard  to  the 
same  thing,  or  to  perform  the  same  work,  and  at  different  prices,  the  second 
agreement  will  hold  and  extinguish  the  first  one.*  A  new  contract  may  be 
considered  a  condonation  of  old  injuries,  unless,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
new  contract,  the  contractor  insisted  upon  his  adverse  claims.7  If  the 
terms  of  the  latter  agreement  are  inconsistent  with  those  of  the  former  it 
will  be  construed  to  discharge  the  prior  contract/ 

A  contract  to  complete  a  building  by  a  certain  day  may  be  so  modified 
and  mixed  up  with  a  subsequent  agreement  for  extras  as  to  render  it  impos- 
sible to  complete  it  within  the  time  appointed,  in  which  case  it  may  operate 
as  a  waiver  and  discharge  of  the  original  agreement  as  to  the  time  of  com  pie* 
tion  so  that  no  penalties  could  be  claimed  for  the  delay.'    For  delay  caused 

1  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  234,  Y.  646;   Hutchinson  v.  Cullum,  38  Ala. 

and  English  cases  cited  632. 

» Chicago  &  Gt.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Vosburgh,  •  Howard  «.  W.  A  8.  R.   Co.  (Md.)t  1 

45  III.  811;  Eigeman  t>.  Posey  Co.,  82  Ind.  Gill  811;  accord,  Memphis,  etc,  R.  Co.  «. 

418;  Norton  v  Browne,  89  Ind.  888.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St.  161. 

*  Koon  v  Grecnman.  7  Wend.  121,  *  Mlnto«h  v.  Midland  Cos.  Ry.  Co.,  8 
4  Chicago  &  Gt.  E.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Vosburgh,  Ry.  Cas.  780. 

45  111.   811   [18671 ;  see  also  Hummer  r.  8  Patmore  v.  Colburn,  1  C.  M.  *  R  65; 

Lockwood,  8  G.  Gfr.  90;  McMnster  «.  The  28  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  588,  8  Amor. 

State,  108  N.  T.  542;  Murphy  t>.  United  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  891;  and  see  Lnffertye. 

Slates,  18  Ct.  of  CI.  872;  Merchants'  Exch.  Jelley,  22  Ind  471. 

Co.  «.   United  States,  15  Ct.  of  CI.  370;  •  thornhill  «.  Neats.  8  C.B.  (N.  S.)  881, 

Griffin  1>.  Miner,  54  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  46;  3  L.  T.  Rep.  589  [I860] ;  Boody  f>.  R.  &B. 

McCormick  v.  Connolly,  2  Bay  (8.   C.)  R.  Co.,   24  Vt.   660:  Jone<  v.  Si.  Johns 

401.  Coll. ,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  115;  Ellis  v.  Hamlin,  8 

*  Leake's  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Contracts,  Taunt.  52;  Robson  «.  Godfrey,  Holt's  Iff.  P. 
788-9;  accord,  McSorley  v.  Prague,  187  N.  Cas.  286. 
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by  verbal  changes  in  the  plan  by  the  owner  the  contractor  is  not  responsible, 
even  though  the  contract  requires  all  changes  to  be  in  writing.1  If  the 
changes  are  so  marked  that  the  original  contract  can  be  hardly  recognized, 
it  may  be  regarded  as  abandoned  and  the  contractor  may  recover  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  his  work  And  materials.1 

Whether  the  new  contract  is  a  substitute  for  the  old  one  and  operates  as 
a  rescission  or  discharge  of  it,  is  a  question  of  intention  of  the  parties  and  is 
to  be  ascertained  from  their  correspondence,  conduct,  and  declarations.9 
When  it  is  evident  from  an  inspection  of  the  two  contracts  that  the  parties 
intended  that  the  subsequent  contract  should  be  supplemental  to  the  orig- 
inal contract,  it  will  not  supersede  the  latter  except  in  so  far  as  the  new  one 
is  inconsistent  with  the  original  agreement.4  Therefore  if  a  written  contract 
for  construction  work  has  been  materially  modified  by  a  subsequent  parol 
agreement,  a  decision  by  the  engineer  who  was  made  the  final  arbiter  of  dis- 
putes between  the  parties  cannot  stand  if  he  entirely  ignores  the  parol  agree- 
ment/ 

574.  Original  Contract  Rescinded  or  Reduced  to  a  Parol  Agreement. — 
(The  rescission  of  a  written  contract  by  a  parol  agreement  requires  clear  and 
positive  proof,6  and  an  agreement  to  rescind  a  contract  has  been  held  to  imply 
•a  total  rescission.7  A  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties  to  make  cer- 
tain alterations  in  a  contract  cannot  in  itself  be  regarded  as  an  agreement 
to  rescind  the  entire  contract,  for  that  would  be  manifestly  contrary  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  as  usually  expressed  upon  construction  work.  How- 
ever, a  material  modification  of  a  written  contract  by  a  subsequent  parol 
agreement  will  reduce  the  whole  transaction  to  a  simple  parol  agreement, 
consisting  of  the  new  terms  agreed  upon  and  what  remains  unchanged  of 
the  original  contract.9  If  the  original  contract  under  seal  and  subsequent 
written  [parol]  contract  not  under  seal  relative  to  the  Bame  subject-matter 
cannot  be  executed  together,  then  the  whole  contract  becomes  parol.9  If 
no  provision  for  an  extension  of  time  of  the  completion  of  works  on  account 
of  additions  and  changes  is  made  in  the  original  contract,  the  mere  making 
of  a  parol  agreement  to  extend  the  time  in  consideration  of  such  changes 


1  Pocht  t>.  Rosenbaum.  176  Pa.  St.  14 
Q896] ;  and  see  Van  Busk  irk  v.  Stow,  42 
Barb.  9;  Bimbauer  t>.  Gleason.  48  Hun 
614;  Adams  «.  Cosby,  48  Ind.  153. 

1  Pepper  v.  Burland,  Peake  103;  Austin 
v.  Keating  3  W.  R.  288;  Ford  «.  Smith.  26 
Ga.  675;  Smith  t>.  Coe,  2  Hilt.  865;McKin- 
ney  «.  Springer.  8  Ind.  59. 

•Rogers  v.  Ro.ers,  139  Mass.  440;  see 
Pord  «.  8mitli,  25  Ga.  675. 

*  TJhlig  v.  Barnum  (Neb  ),  61N.W.  Rep. 
749;  semble,  West  Haven  W.  Co  v.  Red- 
field.  58  Conn.  89. 

» Malone  v.  Phil.  &  R.  R.  Co.,  157  Pa. 
St.  480. 

•  Palls  v.  Carpenter  (N.C.),  1  Dev.  A  B. 


Eq.  237;  Rockcliffe  «.  Pearce,  1  P.  &  P. 
800. 

1  Thompson  «.  Lyons,  54  N.  1.  Super. 
Ct.  101. 

8  Carr  v.  Wallachian  Pet.  Co.,  L.  R.  1 C. 
P.  686;  Malone  v.  Phil.  &  R  R.  Co.  (Pa.), 
27  Atl.  Rep.  756;  Lawall  t>.  Rader,  24  Pa. 
St.  288  [1855];  and  see  De  Boom  v.  Priestly, 
1  Cal.  206. 

•  Lawall  v.  Rader,  24  Pa.  St.  283  [1855]; 
Smith  v.  Smith,  45  Vt.  438  [1878];  Vicary 
v.  Moore,  2  Watts  &  S.  45;  Thornhlll  r. 
Neats,  8  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  881;  and  see  Ell- 
maker  t>.  Ins.  Co.  (Pa. ),  6  Watts  &  8.  489; 
and  Howard  t>.  W.  &  S.  R.  Co.  1  Gill  (Md.) 
811. 
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has  been  held  to  reduce  the  entire  contract  to  a  simple  agreement,  upon 
which  assumpsit  will  lie.1  * 

A  change  in  a  contract  by  which  a  shite  roof  is  substituted  for  a  shingle 
roof  at  an  additional  cost  of  $35  has  been  held  to  reduce  the  contract,  which 
was  under  seal,  to  a  simple  agreement.* 

Damages  may  be  recovered  for  the  breach  of  such  an  agreement."  Such 
an  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  completion  should  not  be  made  at  all  if 
it  can  be  avoided,  but  the  contractor  is  advised  to  do  what  seems  to  him  the 
proper  thing  to  do,  which  is,  of  course,  to  complete  his  contract  as  expedi- 
tiously as  is  consistent  with  good  work,  within  the  terms  of  his  contract.  If 
it  seems  necessary  or  advisable  to  extend  the  time  of  completion  it  should  be 
done  in  writing  upon  the  contract  and  expressly  incorporated  into  it  as  a 
part  and  parcel  of  the  same,  the  consideration  recited,  and  the  change 
signed,  sealed,  and  witnessed,  so  as  to  keep  the  contract  a  specialty  and 
equally  binding  with  the  original,  but  not  until  the  consent  of  the  surety  has 
been  obtained. 

While  the  making  of  alterations  or  additions  in  the  work  by  the  contrac- 
tor will  sustain  a  promise  by  the  owner  to  extend  the  time  of  performance  or 
pay  additional  compensation,  it  will  not  when  the  contract  provides  for  such 
alterations  and  additions  as  the  owner  may  direct.4 

575.  Alterations  of  Terms  of  Contract  may  Change  Form  of  Action  by 
Contractor. — The  change  in  the  nature  of  the  contract  from  a  specialty  in 
writing  and  under  seal  to  a  simple  instrument  may  change  the  form  of 
action  by  the  contractor  when  he  seeks  to  recover  for  his  work  on  the  job! 
If  the  common-law  rules  of  pleading  prevail,  and  he  brings  an  action  of 
covenant  on  the  original  contract,  he  cannot  show  the  subsequent  parol 
agreement,*  and  would  not,  therefore,  recover  for  the  extra  work  due  to  the 
alterations.  If  he  will  recover  for  such  extra  work,  loss  of  time,  or  delay,  he 
should  not  only  declare  upon  the  special  or  original  contract,  but  his  declara- 
tion should  be  upon  the  general  counts  ;  i.e.,  for  work  and  labor  furnished  to 
the  owner  at  his  request,  and  of  which  he  has  received  the  benefit.6  In  some 
courts  compensation  for  the  extra  work  may  be  recovered  under  a  quantum 
meruit  (the  common  counts)  whether  the  written  contract  has  been  aban- 
doned, or  it  has  been  fully  executed,  but  the  price  named  in  the  contract,  so 


1  Daegling  t>.  Schwartz.  80  111.  820; 
Smith  t>.  Smith,  45  Vt.  483  [1873]  ;  but  see 
Barclay  v.  Messenger,  43  L.  J.  Oh.  449; 
and  Hay nes  v.  2d  Bap.  Ch..  88  Mo.  285. 

*  Lawall  v  Rader,  24  Pa.  St.  288. 

'Hill  t>.  Smith,  34  Vt.  535  ;  and  see  Izard 
t>.  Kimmel  (Neb.),  41  N.  W  Rep  1068 
[1889]  ;  Freeland  v.  Bacon,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
674 ;  The  B.  A  M.  R.  Co.  c.  Penny,  38 
Iowa  255  [1874]. 


4  Tinker  f>.  Geraghty,  1  E.  D.  Smith  687 
[1853]. 

"Phillips  &  C.  C.  Co.  v.  Seymour,  91  U. 
S.  646  ;  swible,  Elting  v.  Dayton,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  849. 

•  Frecher  t>.  Greeseka,  5  Iowa  472 ;  Buch 
v.  Chapman,  2  G.  Gr.  41 ;  semble,  Wright 
f).  Wright.  1  Litt.  179  [1822];  Smith  t>. 
Smith,  45  Vt.  438  ;  Daegling  v.  Schwartz, 
80111.  820  [1885]. 


*  An  excellent  reason  for  having  a  clause  in  the  contract  providing  that  changes,  ad- 
ditions, and  reductions  shall  not  abrogate  or  vitiate  the  contract. — Ed. 
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far  as  it  is  applicable  to  the  extra  work  done,  will  hold  with  regard  to  it, 
unless  a  price  was  agreed  upon  at  the  time  it  was  ordered.1 

Massachusetts  practice  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  contractor  must 
sue  upon  the  special  contract  if  under  seal,  unless  he  has  a  right  to  avoid  or 
rescind  it.  If  the  seal  has  been  added  without  the  contractor's  authority,  he 
may  have  an  action  on  a  quantum  meruit  if  his  abandonment  can  be  justi- 
fied.* Another  case  holds  that  if  the  contract  has  been  terminated  the  con- 
tractor must  show  another  engagement  by  the  company/  or  that  he  was  pre- 
vented from  completing  his  contract  by  the  employer.4  A  Missouri  case 
holds  that  interference  by  the  owner  with  the  progress  of  the  work  done 
under  a  covenant  will  not  allow  an  action  of  assumpsit ;  that  the  contrac- 
tor cannot  waive  the  contract  and  sue  upon  a  quantum  meruit,*  although 
he  may  recover  for  extra  work  not  embraced  in  the  contract  or  for  services 
rendered  independent  of  the  contract.*  When  the  action  has  been  brought 
upon  the  contract  instead  of  a  quantum  meruit,  and  all  the  proof  has  been 
introduced  without  objection,  showing  the  right  of  the  contractor  to  recover, 
the  court  may,  if  necessary,  permit  an  amendment  of  the  petition  so  that  it 
shall  conform  to  the  proof.7 

A  court  of  equity  will  not,  ordinarily,  decree  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  with  variations,  additions,  or  new  terms  made  and  incorporated 
into  it  by  parol  agreements  and  depending  upon  parol  evidence  to  prove  its 
terms.8 

Contractors  get  into  tight  places,  and  they  will  go  to  the  furthermost 
limit  to  escape.  They  will  delay  the  work,  make  excuses,  bluff  and  blow, 
and  complain  bitterly  to  provoko  retaliation  or  to  induce  the  company  to 
some  overt  act  of  rescission.  They  will  even  ref ubo  to  proceed  with  the  work 
on  some  frivolous  pretense.  An  engineer  should  at  such  times  forbear  taking 
any  fatal  step  until  every  expedient  has  been  exhausted.  The  rule  should 
be  to  keep  the  contract  whole. 

576.  Effect  of  Changes  and  Alterations  on  Liability  of  Surety. — In 
assenting  to  changes  and  parol  modifications  of  construction  contracts  it  is 
well  to  consider  carefully  the  effect  that  such  changes  may  have  upon  the 
surety  of  the  contractor.  If  the  new  agreement  be  inconsistent  with  the 
original  and  discharge  it,  or  if  it  is  a  material  alteration,  the  surety  will  be 
discharged.  Not  being  a  party  to  the  new  agreement,  he  is  not  bound  by  it, 
and  he  is  not  liable  under  the  old  agreement,  for  it  has  been  discharged.9 

1  Mather  v.  Butler,  28  Iowa  258 ;  semble,  Chambers  v.  King,  8  Mo.  517 ;  and  see  also 

Lawall  t.   Rader.   24  Pa  St.  283  [18551;  Lebeanne  «.   Hill,    1   Mo.  42 ;    Little   «. 

Sherwin  v.  Salpaugh,  24  Vt.  847  1 1852] ;  Mercer,  9  Mo.  216. 

Aiken  a  Bloodgood,  12  Ala.  221  [1847]  ;  *  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building.  179,  180.  and 

Irwin  «.  Schultz,  46  Pa.  St.  74  [1868].  cases  cited. 

•Cook  f>.  Gray,  188  Mass.  106  ;  Simmons  '  Homan  «.  Steele,  18  Neb.  652  [1886]. 

t>.   Lawrence,   188   Mass.   298 ;    Ford    v.  8  Whitaker  v.  Vanschoiack,  5  Oreg.  118 

Burchard,  180  Mass.  424.  [1873]  ;  see  also  22  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency. 

•Hyland  t>.  Giddings,  11  Gray  282.  Law  1062. 

4  Basset  «.  Sandborn,  9  Cush.  58.  9  8  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  892. 

'Clendennen   v.    Paulset,    8   Mo.  280; 
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The  surety  should  be  consulted  in  regard  to  any  proposed  changes  and  his 
consent  obtained;  for  if  he  is  not,  he  will  no  longer  be  bound,  and  the  court 
will  not  inquire  whether  it  is,  or  is  not,  to  his  injury.1  *  An  agreement  sub- 
sequent to  the  execution  of  a  contract  to  refer  questions  of  damages  for 
nonperformance  and  delay  to  arbitration  is  not  binding  upon  the  con- 
tractor's surety.* 

A  reservation  of  the  right  to  make  changes  in  the  plans  of  a  building 
implies,  as  against  the  surety,  that  the  changes  shall  be  such  as  might  have 
reasonably  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  when  making  the  contract.'  f 

577.  Effect  of  Changes  Ordered  under  a  Clause  Reserving  the  Bight 
to  Make  Alterations. — When  the  contract  provides  that  alterations  directed 
by  the  engineer  shall  be  made  as  directed,  such  alterations  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  engineer.  Ordinary  alterations  directed  will  not  abro- 
gate the  contract  or  substitute  a  new  one.  Work  done  after  the  job  has 
been  taken  off  the  contractor's  hands  has  been  held  not  to  have  been  done 
under  the  contract,  and  payment  might  be  recovered  in  assumpsit.4 

Whether  or  not  both  parties  in  making  alterations  and  changes  and 
neglecting  to  insist  on  the  strict  performance  of  the  terms  of  their  contract 
intended  to  set  aside  the  contract  and  disregard  its  provisions  is  a  question 
for  the  jury ;  and  when  such  a  question  is  at  issue,  evidence  may  properly 
be  admitted  to  show  that  alterations  and  changes  were  made  even  though 
the  contract  provided  for  such  changes.  In  a  case  decided,  evidence  was 
admitted  that  the  foundation  walls  were  carried  to  a  much  greater  depth 
than  intended  in  the  plans,  or  called  for  in  the  specifications  and  con- 
tract, and  under  the  direction  of  the  owner's  authorized  agent  and  under  a 
promise  to  pay  for  them ;  that  granite  instead  of  brick  was  used  for  build- 
ing the  basement  walls;  that  North  Haven  brick  instead  of  Springfield  brick 
were  used  in  construction  walls;  that  granite  instead  of  brownstone  trim- 
mings were  used  throughout  the  building,  and  that  slate  instead  of  galvan- 
ized iron  was  used  upon  portions  of  the  roof.  The  contract  provided  for 
changes  and  extras,  and  required  that  the  foundations  should  be  dug  down 
•until  a  proper  and  suitable  bed  should  be  reached;  also  that  no  claim  should 
be  made  for  extra  work  unless  ordered  in  writing,  and  such  claims  were 
rendered  in  writing  before  the  next  ensuing  payment.  The  court  held  that 
to  show  an  abandonment  of  the  contract  the  contractor  must  show  that  the 
contract  was  departed  from,  and  also  that  the  contract  was  not  followed  in 
making  such  departure ;  that  the  first  step  was  to  show  the  deviation,  and 
the  next  to  show  it  was  not  made  under  the  contract;  that  the  first  was 

1 3  Amer.  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  802;  Judah  Rep.  17;  and  see  Doreey  v.  McOee  (Neb.), 

«.  Zimmerman.  22  Ind.  888.  46  TX.  W.  Rep.  1018  £890]. 

•  Cooke  v.  Odd  Fellows,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  «  2  Wood's  Law  of  Railroads  908;  eiUng 

408  [18881.  O'Reilly  v.  Kerns,  52  Pa.  St.  214. 

1  O'Rourke  •.  Burke  (Neb.),  68  N.  W. 

•  See  Sees.  20-22,  supra,  f  See  Sec.  20,  Chap.  I.,  supra. 
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admissible  as  a  preliminary  step  or  as  laying  the  foundation  for  the  second; 
that  the  number  of  such  changes  and  their  extent  was  a  circumstance  that 
the  jury  might  properly  consider,  and  that  the  contract  might  properly  be 
found  to  have  been  abandoned  because:  1.  All  the  various  alterations  were 
made  without  any  requirement  of  the  architect  as  required  by  contract,  but 
were  all  done  at  the  request  of  the  owner.  2.  The  parties  wholly  ignored 
the  paragraph  that  no  extra  work  should  be  recognized  unless  a  statement 
of  it  were  rendered  to  the  architect.  3.  That  the  parties  ignored  the  pro- 
visions, as  to  date  and  penalty  for  completion,  and  that  as  to  an  allowance  of 
additional  time,  but  acted  upon  mutual  agreements.  4.  That  they  employed 
outside  parties  to  do  portions  of  the  work  which  was  included  in  the  con- 
tract. 5.  That  payments  were  not  made  according  to  terms  of  contract, 
nor  upon  the  certificate  of  architect  as  required.1  This  case  shows  the  con- 
sequences of  lax  enforcement  of  contract  and  the  results  of  indulgences  in 
business  affairs. 

When  a  contractor  agrees  that  alterations  and  additions  may  be  made 
in  work  under  a  contract  it  must  be  taken  that  only  such  changes  as  may 
ordinarily  arise  in  such  work  are  contemplated.  It  cannot  be  presumed, 
unless  expressly  stated  that  a  contract  to  erect  a  structure  can  be  construed 
as  a  contract  to  build  the  foundations  only,  or  that  a  reservation  that  altera- 
tions and  omissions  may  be  made,  or  that  in  case  the  quantities  of  the  work 
estimated  shall  be  increased  or  diminished,  the  work  shall  be  performed  at 
the  contract  prices  and  no  claim  for  damages  or  prospective  profits  shall  be 
made  in  either  case,  authorizes  the  entire  abrogation  and  repudiation  of  the 
contract.9  Nor  does  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  in  case  the  work  is  sus- 
pended, no  claim  for  prospective  profits  or  for  work  not  done  should  be 
allowed,  but  that  the  contractor  should  be  allowed  to  complete  the  work 
when  it  was  resumed,  authorize  or  contemplate  the  annulment  of  the  con- 
tract Such  a  stipulation  will  not  protect  the  owner  from  liability  for  pros- 
pective profits  when  the  contractor  has  been  denied  the  right  to  complete 
the  work  when  it  was  resumed.1 

So  it  hive  been  held  that  a  clause  providing  that  "  all  loss  or  damage 
arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  work  aforesaid  or  from  action  of  the  ele- 
ments or  from  any  unforeseen  obstructions  or  any  difficulties  that  may  be 
encountered  in  the  prosecution  of  the  work,  also  for  any  and  all  expenses 
which  may  be  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  temporary  suspension  of  auy 
part  of  the  work,  shall  be  incurred  by  the  contractor  without  extra  charge 
to  the  city/'  did  not  apply  to  the  obstructions  and  difficulties  due  to  or 
created  by  changing  the  place  of  crossing  a  river,  resulting  from  increased 
depth  of  water  and  quicksand.4    A  further  provision  that  the  contractor 

1  O'Keefe  *.    St.    Francis   Church,  69         *  Donolds  v.  The  State,  tupra. 
Conn.  651  [18901.  «Woodi>.  Fort  Wayne,  119  U.   S.  813 

•Donolds  v.  The  State,   89  N.  T.  86      [18861. 
[1882];  &  o„  84  N.  Y.  861. 
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shall  have  no  claim  upon  the  city  for  any  delay  in  delivery  of  pipes  or  other 
materials  from  the  manufacturers  was  held  not  to  apply  to  delay  and  ex- 
pense of  altering  defective  pipe-castings  furnished  by  the  city,  the  defects 
which  could  not  be  discovered  until  put  in  service  1 

A  comparatively  recent  case  in  Illinois  held  that  where  changes,  altera- 
tions, and  additions  were  more  than  such  as  were  incidental  to  the  complete 
execution  of  the  work  described  in  the  plans  and  specifications  and  of  minor 
and  trifling  importance,  that  the  contractor  was  not  bound  to  accept  such 
compensation  as  the  engineer  might  fix.  That  any  material  departure  from 
such  plans  and  specifications,  resulting  in  a  new  and  substantially  different 
undertaking,  could  not  be  regarded  as  within  the  provision  for  alterations 
and  additions,  and  that  the  contractor,  in  case  of  such  material  and  sub- 
stantial changes,  was  not  limited  or  governed  by  the  original  contract  as  to 
his  compensation  for  the  work.9  The  departure  from  the  original  contract 
must  have  been  so  general  as  to  have  destroyed  the  connection  between  the 
work  done  and  the  contract/  or,  as  a  Vermont  case  states  the  rule,  "if  the 
terms  of  the  original  contract  do  not  appear  to  apply  to  the  new  work, 
which  is  beyond  that  originally  contemplated  by  the  parties,  then  the  work 
may  be  regarded  aud  treated  as  extra  work,  and  as  such  recovered  for  by 
the  contractor;  but  if  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  include 
such  work  within  the  contract,  and  its  terms  are  applicable,  then  no  extra 
compensation  can  be  recovered.4 

The  question  as  to  what  changes  are  permissible  when  a  general  author- 
ity has  been  reserved  to  make  changes  was  pretty  fully  discussed  in  the 
New  York  courts  some  years  ago.6  The  court  rendered  the  opinion  that 
the  state  certainly  had  no  right  to  omit  entirely  the  construction  of  all  or 
any  of  the  buildings.  The  buildings  contracted  for  were  a  central  building, 
five  connecting  wards  on  each  side,  and  the  outbuildings.  These  were  all  to 
be  built.  The  size  and  height  of  them  was  fixed  and  the  material  to  be  put 
in  was  determined.  The  gist  of  the  court's  opinion  may  be  summed  up  in 
the  language  of  the  court.  "  The  general  character  of  the  buildings  could 
not  be  changed  so  that  the  buildings  would  not  be  the  same  contracted  for; 
if  it  could  be,  then  the  public  letting  in  such  case  would  not  be  a  useful, 
but  an  idle  ceremony.  Under  such  a  reservation  could  a  building  planned  for 
five  stories  be  reduced  to  two?  Gould  a  stone  building  let  to  a  stone-mason 
be  changed  to  wood  or  brick  ?  Could  the  five  connecting  wards  be  reduced 
to  two  or  three  or  four?  We  are  clear  that  authority  for  such  extensive 
changes  could  not  be  found  in  such  language.  If  the  state  could  change 
to  brick  walls  with  sandstone  trimmings,  then  it  could  change  to  walls 
made  wholly  of  brick,  and  thus  there  would  be  no  stone  to  cut,  and  the 

1  Wood  v.  Port  Wayne.  119  U.  S.  812  R.  Co.,  29  Pa.  St.  82. 
[18801.  •  Hummer  v.  Lock  wood,  3  G.  Gr.  90. 

*  The  County  of  Cook  v.  Harms,  108 I1L         4  Boody  t>.  R.  &  B.  R  Co.,  24  Vt.  660. 
151  [1888],  citing  115  111.  242  and  20  111.         K  McMaster  «.  State,  108  N.  Y.  542. 
App.  74;  and  $ee  McGran  «.  N.  Lebanon 
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stone-cutting  contract  would  be  entirely  nullified.  It  is  difficult,  probably 
impossible,  to  draw  in  advance  a  precise  line  between  what  is  authorized  by 
such  a  reservation,  and  what  is  not.  It  authorizes  such  changes  as  fre- 
quently occur  in  the  process  of  constructing  buildings,  in  matters  of  taste, 
arrangements,  and  details;  but  it  does  not  authorize  a  change  in  the  general 
character  of  the  building.  If  it  does,  a  contract  carefully  entered  into  could 
be  mainly,  if  not  entirely,  frustrated.  Under  the  contract,  the  contractors 
were  required  to  own  or  purchase  quarries  and  lease  them  or  give  control  of 
them  to  the  state,  and  thus  they  were  required  to  make  considerable  invest- 
ments for  the  purpose  of  being  able  to  furnish  the  stone.  Can  it  be  sup- 
posed under  such  circumstances  that  the  parties  intended  by  the  reserva- 
tion in  the  second  contract  to  authorize  at  the  will  of  the  state  any  change 
that  might  substantially  destroy  the  furnishing  contract?  Would  buildings 
with  a  few  superficial  feet  of  sandstone  facings,  be  the  buildings  in  reference 
to  which  the  competitive  bidding  were  invited  and  the.  contracts  were  let  ? 
We  think  not,  and  that  the  contracts  were  broken  by  change  from  sandstone 
to  brick." l 

When  the  right  to  make  additions  or  alterations  has  been  reserved,  as  to 
add  an  additional  story  to  a  building,  reason  and  equity  require  that  the 
owner  should  assert  his  right  to  make  the  changes  so  as  to  give  the  contractor 
a  reasonable  time  to  complete  the  work  within  the  time  specified.*  The  right 
to  make  alterations,  additions,  and  omissions  has  been  held  not  to  authorize 
the  owner  to  take  work  away  from  the  contractor  and  to  do  it  himself,  but 
that  the  "omissions"  should  be  limited  to  things  entirely  left  out  of  the 
works  [building].1 

A  provision  giving  an  engineer  power  to  direct  in  good  faith  any  changes 
in  the  form  or  dimensions  of  the  work  is  not  a  provision  conferring 
authority  to  stop  the  work  in  an  unfinished  state  and  so  arbitrarily  annul 
the  contract.4 

In  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad  which  reserved  the  right 
to  alter  the  line  or  the  gradients  of  the  road  without  the  allowance  of  any 
extra  compensation,  if  the  engineer  should  consider  such  alterations  neces 
sary  or  expedient,  and  it  provided  that  all  disputes  in  relation  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract  should  be  settled  by  referees,  it  was  held  that  an 
allowance  of  extra  compensation  by  the  referees  for  alterations  made,  involv- 
ing large  increase  of  expense,  did  not  transcend  the  authority  of  the  referees.* 
Such  a  construction  of  a  contract  by  referees  is  not  re-examinable  by  a 
court. 

As  a  general  rule  it  is  well  settled  that  deviations  and  changes  in  the 

1  McMaster  v.  The  State  of  New  York,  *  Shaver  v.  Murdock,  36  Cal.  298. 

108  N.  Y.  542;  s.  c,  87  Alb.  Law  Jour.  « Clark  v.  Mayor  of  New  York.  4  N.  Y. 

295;  see  also  Clark  v.  Mayor,  4  N.  Y.  388,  838  [1850];  see  also  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y. 

and  Donolds  v.  State,  84  N.  Y.  861.  411. 

*  Aceord,  Lauer  v.  Brown,  80  Barb.  (N.  *  Porter  v.  B.  B.  R.  Co.,  82  Maine  539 

Y.)  416.  [1851]. 
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plans  of  a  structure  will  not  imply  abrogation  or  abandonment,  whether  the 
contract  provides  that  such  deviations  and  changes  may  be  made  or  not.1 
If  a  contractor  intends  to  take  exception  to  any  alterations  and  additions 
required  of  him,  he  should  take  his  position  distinctly  and  unequivocally.' 

578.  Contractor's  Bights  are  Frequently  Preserved  by  Notices  on  His 
Part. — The  question  as  to  just  what  a  contractor  is  to  do  when  a  dispute 
arises  between  him  and  the  engineer  or  company,  as  to  what  work  is  or  is 
not  within  the  contract,  or  as  to  how  certain  work  shall  be  classified,  executed, 
or  finished,  is  a  most  perplexing  one. 

The  thing  for  a  contractor  to  do,  when  asked  to  make  changes  or  altera- 
tions, or  to  do  work  that  he  considers  outside  of  his  contract  and  extra  work, 
is  to  quietly,  but  firmly,  remonstrate  with  the  engineer  or  officer  of  the  com- 
pany or  city,  and  to  refrain  or  avoid  doing  the  work  as  long  as  possible.  If 
the  company  or  its  engineer  insists  that  it  is  included  in  his  contract,  and  it 
is  of  enough  importance  or  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  make  much  difference 
to  the  contractor,  he  should  refuse  to  do  it  without  somebody  assumes  the 
responsibility,  after  the  manner  required  in  the  contract,  to  pay  him  for  it 
as  an  extra.  The  courts  advise  that  when  the  owner  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
his  contract  or  demands  the  performance  of  what  cannot  properly  be  included 
in  the  contract,  that  the  contractor  refuse  to  proceed  with  the  work,  or  if 
circumstances  will  permit,  to  complete  what  the  contract  certainly  requires, 
and  to  then  demand  a  final  certificate,  and  if  refused  to  call  upon  the  courts  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  work  in  dispute  is  called  for  by  the  contract.* 

Contractors  are  frequently  characterized  as  "troublesome  customers," 
"  kickers/'  "  cranks,"  "sharks,"  and  "scamps,"  and  sundry  other  epithets, 
because  they  are  always  objecting,  protesting,  and  complaining  at  what  is 
required  of  them.  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  law  encourages  and  requires 
that  same  policy;  for  a  contractor's  right  to  recovery  often  depends  upon  his 
having  given  notice  to  the  company  that  he  considers  his  rights  invaded  or 
the  contract  requirements  overstepped.  Several  instances  have  already  been 
cited,  and  the  books  contain  many  more. 

A  contractor  should  look  out  for  his  own  interests  without  regard  to  the 
epithets  hurled  at  him  or  the  comments  bestowed,  and  when  he  feels  his 
rights  invaded  he  should  not  hesitate  to  give  proper  notice  of  the  fact.* 

There  may  be,  as  is  usually  the  case,  other  stipulations  by  which  the 
company  or  its  engineer  may  have  power  to  annul  the  contract  and  employ 

1  Bozarth  t>.  Dudley,  14  N.  J.  Law  804;  berry,  24  111.  208:  Sunnier*.  Parker,  86  N. 

tee  alto  McGran  v.  N.  Lebanon  R  R.  Co.,  H.  449. 

29  Pa.  St.  82;  and  Mather  t>.  Butler  Co.,  *  Western  Union  R.  R.  v.  Smith,  75  111. 

28  Iowa  258;  and  Dorsey  v.  McGee,  80  496  [18741;  O'Brien  &  Clark  v.  New  York, 

Neb.  657.  142  N.  YT  671  [18981:  Sluaser,  T.  &  Co.  t> 

9  Weeks  v.  Robis,  42  N.  H.  816;  Evans  t>.  City  of  B.,  47  Iowa  800  [18771. 
Montgomery,  50  Iowa  825;  Carney  «.  New- 

*  See  Sees.  878-875,  564-568,  tupra,  where  contractor  is  required  to  ask  for  a  decision 
of  eugineer,  and  785,  infra. 
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other  contractors  to  complete  the  work,  in  which  case  the  contractor  may 
find  himself  in  a  precarious  position;  or  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the 
determination  of  such  questions  may  have  been  left  exclusively  and  finally  to 
the  judgment  of  the  engineer.  In  the  one  case  the  contractor  must  choose 
between  the  loss  of  his  pay  for  extra  work  and  the  loss  of  his  contract,  with 
perhaps  what  remains  due  on  the  job,  and  in  the  other  case  it  is  a  choice  of 
no  pay  for  what  he  considers  extra  work  and  an  expensive  action  at  law  to 
determine  who  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  contract,  and  what  really  are  the 
duties  and  powers  of  an  engineer  in  such  a  case.  A  contractor  with  experi- 
ence will  appreciate  very  well  that  while  he  is  required  to  perform  only  what 
the  contract  calls  for,  and  that  while  the  engineer's  powers  are  limited  to 
those  created  by  the  contract,  yet  it  is  much  easier  and  more  politic  to 
comply  with  the  engineer's  orders  as  to  all  minor  matters,  than  to  question 
the  extent  of  his  powers.  When  an  engineer  has  been  clothed  with  power 
to  declare  a  contract  forfeited,  if  the  work  is  not  prosecuted  with  all  possible 
dispatch,  a  contractor  may  not  delay  long  to  determine  the  duties  or  powers 
of  the  engineer,  or  to  ascertain  just  what  the  contract  requires  without 
endangering  the  loss  of  his  job.  *  Under  such  circumstances  a  contractor 
would  not  fail  to  seek  good  counsel  and  to  place  the  contract  and  facts  before 
a  competent  authority  before  determining  what  he  should  do. 

A  good  illustration  is  afforded  in  a  case  of  railroad  construction,  by  the 
contract  for  which,  the  company  were  to  furnish  the  iron  and  materials 
necessary  to  finish  the  work  before  the  freezing  of  the  ground.  The  com- 
pany neglected  to  furnish  the  materials  in  time  and  the  contractor  had  to 
complete  the  work  in  cold  weather,  and  on  frozen  ground,  much  to  his 
detriment  and  extra  cost,  and  it  was  held  that  when  the  company  failed  to 
provide  the  materials  in  time,  that  the  contractor  might  have  abandoned  the 
work  and  have  refused  to  proceed  with  it  further;  but  that  if  when  the  mate- 
rials were  furnished  he  proceeded  and  completed  the  work  without  objection, 
and  without  insisting  on  having  a  new  contract,  it  should  be  presumed  that 
he  proceeded  under  the  original  contract,  which  would  furnish  the  measure 
of  his  compensation,  and  that  he  could  not  recover  extra  pay  by  showing 
that  the  work  was  worth  more  on  account  of  the  state  of  the  weather,  or  be- 
cause the  ground  was  frozen.1  It  seems  that  if  the  contractor  had  refused 
to  do  the  work,  or  even  given  notice  that  he  would  complete  the  work,  but 
not  as  a  part  of  his  contract,  nor  at  the  prices  named  therein,  that  the  court 
would  have  allowed  him  to  recover  for  the  extra  work  required  in  conse- 
quence of  the  delay.' 

579.  Contractor  should  Make  His  Claim  for  Extras  when  the  Addition  of 
Alteration  is  Required.! — If  he  does  perform  the  work  required  of  him,  of 

1  Western  Union  R.  R.  v.  Smith,  75  111.         ■  Slusser  T.  &  Co.  v.  City  of  B.,  47  Iowa 
496  [1874].  800  [1877]. 

*  See  Sees.  893-895,  eupra,  and  591-599,  infra.  f  See  Sec.  889,  infra. 
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does  make  the  alterations  or  additions  ordered,  or  does  accept  payment 
according  to  the  estimate  or  classification  rendered,  he  will  at  least  demand 
[request]  extra  compensation,  and  if  it  is  refused,  will  enter  a  protest  or 
give  notice  of  his  claim  for  extra  pay  for  such  extra  work.  The  acceptance 
of  money  offered*  in  payment  of  work  and  materials  under  protest  that  it  is 
not  enough,  and  without  giving  any  release  or  discharge,  is  not  a  final  set- 
tlement, and  does  not  preclude  the  contractor  from  suing  for  and  recovering 
any  balance  that  he  may  be  able  to  show  is  due  him.1 

When  a  change  in  contract  work  is  ordered  amid  circumstances  which 
imply  or  warrant  the  belief  that  no  additional  expense  will  result  from  the 
change,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  contractor  to  expressly  notify  the  other  party 
that  he  cannot  make  the  change  for  the  contract  price.9  If  he  does  proceed 
with  work  which  he  considers  extra  work,  without  such  notice,  or  asking 
terms,  or  making  a  new  contract  with  respect  thereto,  it  will  be  good  evi- 
dence that  he  understood  the  work  to  be  embraced  in  his  original  contract,1 
especially  when  the  change  was  made  at  his  request  and  for  his  benefit.4 
He  will  be  taken  to  have  done  it  under  his  contract,  and  cannot  complain 
that  the  work  was  more  difficult  and  expensive,  or  took  a  longer  time;  nor 
can  he  recover  damages  for  delays  occasioned  by  such  chauges  or  additions.* 
If  he  has  neglected  to  enter  a  protest  or  to  claim  extra  compensation  at  the 
time  the  changes  were  ordered  or  made,  he  cannot  recover  as  for  extra  work 
on  account  of  such  changes.*  The  contractor  cannot  recover  for  extra  labor 
expended  or  materials  used  in  unsuccessfully  trying  to  bring  the  works  to  a 
satisfactory  condition,  though  so  expended  and  used  after  a  time  when  he 
would  have  been  justified  in  treating  the  contract  as  performed,  and  leaving 
the  work.7 

580.  Contractor  may  be  Held  to  the  Terms  Acquiesced  In  or  Adopted. 
— If  the  contractor  has  submitted  to  changes  in  the  amount  and  location  of 
the  work,  and  has  received  and  receipted  for  monthly  payments  at  the  prices 
fixed  by  the  contract,  and  as  payments  under  the  contract,  he  will  be  taken 
to  have  waived  the  change.'    For  if  he  continues  the  work  under  tho  con- 


1  Western  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  75  111 
496  £1874]. 

'Gibbons  v  United  States,  15  Ct.  of 
Claims  174;  Bowe  v.  United  States.  42 
Fed.  Rep.  761  [1890];  Lovelock  v.  King,  1 
Moody  &  R.  60. 

•The Western  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  75 
111  496  [18741 :  Trustees  v.  Piatt,  5  Brad w. 
(111.)  567;  Waldron  v.  American  Wringer 
Co.  (Mass.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  81. 

4  Spencer  v.  Bd.  of  Commrs.,  117  Ind. 
578  [1888]. 

*  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co  v.  Hollerbach, 
8  West.  Rep.  864. 

•  Price  v.  Kearney  C.  A  W.  S.  Co.,  29 
Neb.  88  [IK90]:  acord.  Fov  v.  Board  of 
•Commrs.  (N.  0.).  15  S.  E.  Rep  944;  Mc- 
Namara  «.  Bd.  of  Commrs.  (La.),  11  So. 


Rep.  278;  Mnrtine  v.  Nelson,  51  111.  422; 
Abbott  v.  Gatch,  18  Md.  814;  and  see 
Murphy  v  United  States,  18  Ct.  of  CI. 
872,  which  held  that,  notwithstanding  the 
contractor  had  notified  the  government's 
agent  that  the  cost  of  extra  work  ordered 
by  him  would  be  $1850,  that  he  could  re- 
cover only  the  actual  cost  ($160)  and  a 
reasonable  profit  (10  per  cent.).  See  also 
Britney  v.  Holding.  28  Miss.  58;  and  see 
McCormick  v.  Connolly.  2  Bay  (S.  C.)  401; 
Bowe  v.  United  States,  42  Fed.  Rep.  761 
[1890];  Slusser  T.  Co.  t>.  City  of  B.,  47 
Iowa  800  [1877]. 

'Gubbins  e.  Lautenscblager  (C.  C),  74 
Fed.  Rep.  160 

"McGrann  v.  N.  Lebanon  R.  Co  ,  29  Pa. 
St.  82;  McNamara  t>.  Board  of  Commrs. 
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tract,  as  will  be  presumed  in  the  absence  of  any  new  or  subsequent  agree- 
ment, its  terms  and  prices  will  govern,  for  the  parties'  interpretation  of  a 
contract,  as  shown  by  their  acts  in  respect  to  it,  when  reasonable,  will 
govern.1  *  If  a  contractor  has  voluntarily  furnished  extra  work  and  mate- 
rials, knowing  that  the  payment  therefor  depended  upon  the  action  of  con- 
gress, he  cannot  recover,  though  the  extra  work  has  improved  and  embel- 
lished a  government  structure.* 

The  practical  meaning  given  by  the  contractor  and  owner  to  a  contract 
goes  a  great  way  sometimes  to  show  that  there  was  no  misunderstanding  or 
mistake  between  them  as  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  or  specifications.  If 
the  parties  to  a  contract  have  adopted  a  particular  construction,  and  have 
acquiesced  in  and  done  work  under  it  according  to  that  construction,  for  a 
long  time  it  should  lead  a  court  without  hesitation  to  adopt  that  meaning  as 
the  proper  one." 

If  a  contractor  accepts  certain  rates  or  prices  without  complaint  or  pro- 
test he  cannot  afterwards  deny  that  they  were  the  rates  of  his  contract.4 
If,  when  the  inspector  has  rejected  certain  materials,  the  contractor  pro- 
cures other  materials  and  continues  with  the  work,  he  cannot  subsequently 
complain  that  the  rejection  of  materials  was  wrongful.  *  When  a  contract. 
for  making  embankments  failed  to  designate  the  place  from  which  the 
materials  were  to  be  taken,  and  the  parties  had  adopted  a  construction  of 
the  contract,  it  was  held  that  they  were  concluded  by  it."  So  if  a  contract 
is  silent  as  to  the  time  of  payment,  the  construction  that  the  parties  put 
upon  it  by  their  acts  may  become  binding  upon  the  parties.' 

If  during  the  performance  of  a  written  contract  the  contractor  and  owner 
have  put  a  practical  construction  upon  it  which  is  at  variance  with  its  literal 
meaning,  that  construction  will  prevail  over  the  language  of  the  contract. • 
It  was  so  held  when  changes  were  made  by  mutual  consent  in  the  plan  of  a 
sewer  which  formed  part  of  the  contract,  but  without  any  agreement  as  to  a 
change  in  the  contract  price,  that  the  contract  price  was  the  measure  of 


(La.),  11  So.  Rep.  278;  semble,  St.  Louis  B. 
A  J.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Brew.  Ass'n  (Mo.),  31 
8.  W.  Rep.  765. 

1  Vermont  St.  M.  E.  Church  v.  Brose, 
104  111.  206;  Pntterson  v.  Camden,  25  Mo. 
18;  Whitehead  v.  Bank  of  P.,  2  W.  &  8. 
172;  Chicago  «.  Sheldon,  7  Wall.  50;  Garri- 
son *.  Nute.  87  111.  215;  St.  Loui*  G.  L. 
Co.  «.  City  of  St.  L..  46  Mo.  121;  Bowe  v. 
United  States.  42  Fed.  Rep.  761  [1890];  $ee 
Evans  v.  McConnell  (Iown),  68  N.  W.  Rep. 
790. 

'Merchants'  Exch.  Co.  v.  United  StAtes, 
15  Ct.  of  CI.  270. 

*  Nickerson  t>.  Atchison  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co  ,  17  Fed.  Rep.  408  [18831.  Leavitt  t>. 
Windsor  L.  &  I.  Co  ,  54  Fed.  Rep:  439; 


McMillen  v.  Hopper  (Sup  ),  44  N.  Y.  Snpp. 
63. 

4Shipman  v.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  119  U. 
8.  148,  703;  Price  t>.  Kearney,  etc.,  Co* 
(Neb.),  45  N.  W.  Rep.  252  [18901 

6  Montgomery  «.  New  Y«»rk(N.  i.  App.)f 
45  N.  E.  Rep.  550. 

•  Boody  v.  Rutland  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 
Vt.  660;  b.  c,  SBlatch.  U.  S.  C.  C.  25;  see 
also  Chicago  &  Gt.  E.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Vos- 
burgh,  45  111.  811:  Hosmer  v.  McDonald 
(Wis  ).  49  N.  W.  Rep.  115  [18911. 

1  Barker  v.  Troy  &  Rutland  R.  Co.,  27 
Vt.  766;  Crown  Coal  &  Tow  Co.  «.  Yoch, 
Coal  Min.  Co.  ,57  111.  App.  666. 

8  Dist.  of  Columbia  e.  Gallaher,  124  U. 
S.  505;  Saunders  v.  Clark,  29  Cal.  299. 


*  See  Sec.  125,  iupra 
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compensation.  When  the  letter  of  the  contract  and  specification  do  not. 
agree  with  the  working  plans  or  model  furnished,  and  the  work  has  been 
done  under  the  direction  of  the  engineer,  according  to  the  plan  or  model 
or  sample  furnished,  the  practical  construction  which  the  parties  have 
adopted,  and  according  to  which  the  work  has  been  done,  will  prevail  over 
the  literal  meaning  of  the  contract  and  specifications.1  So  if  the  parties 
have  attached  to  certain  words  or  expressions  a  particular  meaning  in  one 
part  of  a  contract,  it  must  be  presumed,  nothing  appearing  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  same  meaning  was  intended  wherever  like  words  or  expressions  are 
subsequently  used.1 

If  the  contractor  has  received  the  monthly  estimates  based  upon  a  par- 
ticular construction  of  his  contract  without  objection,  he  will  be  held  to. 
have  acquiesced  in  that  construction  and  be  bound  by  it.1  It  was  so  held  when 
the  contractor  had  acquiesced  in  a  certain  method  of  measurement  adopted 
by  the  engineer  and  upon  which  payments  were  based,  and  by  which  the 
contractor  received  pay  for  excavations  only,  and  no  pay  for  the  same  earth 
placed  in  embankments.4  So  when  the  law  provides  that  eight  hours  shall' 
constitute  a  legal  day's  work,  but  permits  overwork  by  agreement  for  an 
extra  compensation,  if  one  accepts  a  position  knowing  that  he  will  be 
expected  to  work  more  than  the  statutory  time,  and  continues  work  with- 
out objection  or  giving  notice  of  an  intention  to  charge  for  the  extra  time, 
his  consent  to  his  employer's  requirements  will  be  presumed,  and  he  cannot 
recover  for  the  time  in  excess  of  eight  hours  a  day  during  which  he  worked.6* 
In  another  case  where  the  contractor  undertook  to  excavate  for  a  street  to 
an  established  grade,  which  grade  was  pointed  out  by  the  city  engineer  by 
order  of  the  city,  and  the  depths  to  be  excavated  at  different  points  were 
given  in  feet  and  inches,  and  the  contractor,  relying  on  the  representations 
so  made,  entered  into  a  contract  and  upon  the  work;  and  the  grade  was 
afterwards  during  the  progress  of  the  work  marie  much  lower  than  was 
represented  and  first  established  by  the  engineer,  thereby  requiring  the 
excavation  of  large  quantities  of  rock  and  other  hard  material  at  a  cost  of 
six  times  the  contract  price  agreed  upon — the  court  held  that  if  after  the 
original  grade-stakes  were  taken  up  and  replaced  at  a  much  lower  grade 
the  contractor  was  directed  to  excavate  to  that  lower  grade,  and  he  had  pro- 
ceeded with  the  work  without  objection,  he  was  concluded  from  making 
any  claim  in  excess  of  the  contract  price  per  cubic  yard;  but  that  the  con- 
tractor, because  of  the  mistake  of  the  engineer,  had  the  right  to  stop  the 
work  at  the  depth  indicated  by  the  stakes  as  first  set,  and  could  recover 
the  contract  price  for  the  work  he  had  done,  and  was  under  no  legal  obliga. 

1  Diet  of  Columbia  «.  Gallagher,  124  U.  Lebanon  R.  Co.,  29  Pa.  St.  82  [18571 

8.  505  [1888].  «  Price  t>.  Kearney  C.  &  W.  8.  Co.  (Neb.), 

1  Saunders  v.  Clark,  29  Cal  299.  45  N.  W.  Rep.  252  [1890]. 

*  Kidwell  v.  The  B.  A  O.  R.  Co.,  11  *  Helpbensteine  «.  Hartig  (Ind.  App.),  81 

Gratt.  (Va.)  676  (1854];  McGrann  v.  North  N.  £.  845. 

*  See  Sec.  144,  eupra,  and  Sec.  810,  infra. 
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tion  to  proceed  further,  and  that  if  he  notified  the  city  or  its  representative 
officers  of  the  change  and  its  consequent  obstructions,  and  requested  that 
«ome  action  be  taken  in  the  premises,  he  should  not  be  held  as  proceeding 
with  the  work  under  the  contract,  but  that  the  removal  of  the  rock  and 
other  material  below  the  original  grade  was  in  the  nature  of  extra  work, 
which  the  contract  did  not  contemplate  and  which  the  city  had  no  right  to 
require  the  plaintiffs  to  do,  and  for  which  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  compensation.1 

When  alterations  and  additions  are  made  in  and  to  a  written  contract 
the  contract  will  be  held  to  exist  and  be  binding  as  far  as  it  can  be  fol- 
lowed;" *  but  if  the  alteration  of  the  contract  is  material,  and  is  made  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  surety,  it  will  release  him  from  his 
obligations.*  f  If  the  changes  are  material  and  of  considerable  importance, 
and  no  intention  has  been  shown  to  abandon  or  rescind  the  original  contract, 
it  seems  the  contractor  may  recover  for  the  work  he  has  done,  but  at  the 
contract  prices  ;4  or  if  the  change  ordered  is  one  which  must  necessarily 
cause  increased  expense,  no  such  protest,  notice,  or  new  agreement  is  neces- 
sary to  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover/ 

581.  Owner  may  Waive  his  Eights  by  Bemaining  Silent  and  Hot 
Objecting. — In  the  same  way  the  owner  may  lose  his  claim  for  damages  for 
delay  in  the  completion  of  a  building  caused  by  changes  in  plans  and  other 
circumstances  if  he  has  known  from  day  to  day  what  has  taken  place  and 
has  made  no  objection  to  the  delay."  J  If  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  piles 
for  a  dam  were  to  be  driven  to  a  specified  depth  for  a  fixed  price,  and  they 
were  driven  to  a  much  less  depth  by  direction  of  the  engineer — i.  e.,  the 
owner  required  and  accepted  a  less  amount  of  work  than  that  specified,  and 
without  a  new  agreement — he  is  not  entitled  to  a  rebate  in  consequence,  but 
the  contractor  may  recover  the  full  contract  price.7 

582.  Work  made  More  Onerous  by  Alterations  or  the  Profit-paying 
Portion  Omitted. — The  most  perplexing  cases,  and  those  that  have  wrought 
great  hardships  and  injustice  to  contractors  and  builders,  are  those  in  which 
•extra  work  has  been  caused  by  alterations  and  changes  by  which  the  work 
has  been  increased  in  quantity,  or,  if  not  made  greater,  it  has  been  made 
more  difficult,  or  the  more  profitable  and  easier  portion  of  it  omitted.    When 


1  Slusser  T.  &  Co.  «.  City  of  B.,  47  Iowa 
800  J1 877]. 

*  McKinney  v.  Springer,  3  Ind.  59. 

*  Judab  v.  Zimmerman,  22  Ind.  888. 

4  McGrann  v.  N.  Lebanon  R  Co.,  29  Pa. 
St  82. 

'  Gibbons  v.  United  States,  15  Ct.  of  CI. 
174  F1879]. 

•Anderson  «.  Meislahn,  12  Daly  150 
![1888];  Meyer  v.  Berlandini,  58  Minn.  59; 


Bartlett  v.  Stanchfield.  148  Mass  894; 
Flynn  v.  Des  Moines,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa 
491,  and  eases  cited;  Thomas  v.  Fleury,  26 
N.  Y.  26  [18621 ;  McLeod  «.  Genius,  81 
Neb.  1;  McFadden  «.  Odonnell.  18  Cal. 
160;  Gallagher  v.  Nichols,  60  N.  T.  488; 
Morrison  v.  Loveioy,  6  Minn.  819. 

1  Kingsley  «.  Brooklyn,  78  N.  Y.  200; 
and  see  Smith  v.  Corn,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  826. 


*  Bee  Sees.  571-576.  supra.  f  See  Sees.  20-22  and  676,  supra. 

%  See  Sees.  294, 418,  supra,  and  701,  726,  infra. 
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such  changes  have  beeu  made  the  question  whether  or  not  the  contractor  is 
entitled  to  extra  compensation  is  often  a  difficult  problem.  The  cases  are 
numerous,  and  are  difficult  to  reconcile.  The  disposition  of  the  courts  may 
be  best  shown  by  the  cases  decided.  Loss  of  profits  from  changes  made  in 
good  faith  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  fall  upon  contractor,  and 
the  omission  of  the  most  profit-paying  part  of  a  job  is  no  excuse  for  the 
Contractor's  quitting. 

Under  a  contract  for  the  excavation  of  ground  for  the  erection  thereon 
of  an  inclined  plane  it  was  provided  that  the  work  should  be  done 
"  according  to  the  directions  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  engineer  in 
charge  of  the  construction  of  said  incline."  The  work  was  to  be  paid  for 
at  a  certain  rate  per  cubic  yard.  It  was  held  that  the  contractor  had  no 
right  of  action  when  the  planes  of  the  incline  were  changed  so  as  to  leave  no 
earth  excavation  to  be  done,  on  account  of  the  loss  of  possible  profits  there- 
from, unless  such  excavation  was  directed  by  the  engineer  in  charge** 

583.  Instances  where  Changes  have  been  Made. — It  is  well  settled 
that  mere  deviations  and  changes  of  plans  which  reasonably  might  have 
been  anticipated  by  the  parties  will  not  imply  abrogation  or  abandonment 
when  the  contract  expressly  provides  that  such  deviations  and  changes  may 
be  made.1  Alterations  so  ordered  are  within  the  original  contract.*  When 
the  contract  provides  that  "  it  is  understood  that  the  owner  and  his  architect 
shall  have  the  right  and  power  to  make  any  alterations,  additions,  or  omis- 
sions of  work  or  materials  herein  specified  or  shown  on  the  drawings,  and 
that  they  may  find  necessary  during  the  progress  of  the  building,"  it  has 
been  held  that  the  owner  or  his  architect  may  authorize  the  construction  of 
an  additional  stairway  from  the  kitchen  to  a  bedroom,  the  use  of  bronze- 
hardware  in  the  place  of  No.  1  hardware,  as  specified,  and  change  the  loca- 
tion of  the  cistern.4  * 

In  some  cases  changes  and  alterations,  on  a  more  extensive  scale,  have 
"been  sustained  as  permissible  without  vitiating  or  destroying  the  contract. 
Thus,  under  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  waterworks  reservoir, 
changes  by  which  the  area  of  the  reservoir  was  nearly  doubled,  by  which  the 
sum  was  reduced  $248,000,  the  omission  of  an  intermediate  dam  by  which  a 
saving  of  $230,000  was  effected,  and  a  net  decrease  of  $153,000,  were  held 
not  to  impair  or  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  absence  of  proof  that, 
the  changes  were  due  to  corruption  or  bad  motives."  Under  a  written  con- 
tract for  the  regulating  and  grading  of  real  property,  which  contained  a 

1  Huckestein  «.  Nunnery  Hill  Incline  P.  [I860]. 

Co.  (Pa.  Sup.).  38  Atl.  Rep.  1108;  accord,  «  Dorsey  «.   McGee  (Neb.),  46  N.  W. 

Beers  v.  N.  Milwaukee  Co.  (Wis.),  67  N.  Rep.  1018  [1890],  and  see  same  case  as  to 

W.  Rep.  936.  what  chances  and  alterations  will  not  re- 

*  Bozarth  v.  Dudley  (N.  J.  Law) ,  27  Alb.  lease  sureties. 

L.  J.  76  [1882],  many  cases  cited.  •  Kingsley  e.  Brooklyn,  78  N.  T.  200. 

'O'Rei'ly   t>.    Kerns,    52   Pa.    St.    214  The  contractors  were  benefited  in  this  case. 

*  See  Sees.  20-22,  and  576,  supra. 
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provision  that  the  owner  "  reserve*  the  right  to  decide,  after  the  rock  has 
been  uncovered,  whether  he  will  hare  it  removed  or  not,"  entitles  the  owner 
to  decide  that  the  rock  shall  not  be  removed  by  the  present  contractor,  and 
to  thereafter  have  it  removed  by  another  contractor.1  * 

When  a  contract  provides  that  alterations  may  be  made  by  the  engineer 
-in  the  form,  dimensions,  or  materials  of  work,  and  that  the  engineer  shall 
in  all  cases  determine  the  amount  or  quantity  of  the  several  kinds  of  work 
and  the  compensation  at  the  rates  therein  provided  for,  and,  further,  that 
he  shall  in  all  cases  decide  every  question  which  may  or  can  arise  relating  to 
the  execution  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  contractor,  and  that  his 
estimate  shall  be  final  and  conclusive,"  and  under  this  contract  the  dimen- 
sions are  so  changed  as  to  reduce  the  amount  of  excavation  and  deprive  the 
-contractor  of  the  easiest  and  most  profitable  part  of  his  work,  it  is  usually 
held  that  he  cannot  recover  more  than  the  contract  price  because  of  this 
change;  that  he  had  taken  the  hazard  upon  himself  by  the  terms  of  the 
^contract.*  The  court  held  that  the  contractor  was  bound  by  any  alterations 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  that  he  could  not  recover  more 
4han  the  contract  price  for  the  work  done  before  the  alteration,  even  though 
it  were  more  expensive  and  costly  than  the  portion  dispensed  with  by  the 
change  of  the  plan.*  Such  a  rule  might  inflict  great  hardship  upon  a  con- 
tractor, and  would  enable  a  company  to  contract  for  a  large  piece  of  work 
at  a  comparatively  low  rate,  and  then  omit  the  profit-paying  portion  of  it, 
and  get  the  expensive  part  of  it  done  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the 
contractor. 

Decisions  to  the  same  effect  are  numerous,  and  the  law  seems  fairly  well 
defined  as  against  the  recovery  of  the  contractor  for  extra  compensation. 
Thus,  under  a  contract  for  excavation,  at  a  certain  price  per  yard,  which  is 
silent  as  to  the  depth  to  be  excavated,  a  contractor  cannot  recover  extra 
compensation  for  excavating  to  a  greater  depth  than  was  expected,  unless 
notice  was  given  that  the  price  would  be  increased  on  account  of  the  greater 
depth.4  f  Under  a  contract  to  build  a  sea-wall  whose  dimensions  are  speci- 
fied, and  by  the  terms  of  which  the  contractor  is  to  be  paid  for  the  work  by 
the  cubic  yard,  and  the  contract  stated  that  the  work  "will  contain 
.about  216,000  tons  of  stone  and  285,000  cubic  yards  of  earth,"  and  only 
119,000  tons  of  stone  and  272,500  cubic  yards  of  earth  were  required,  it  was 
held  that  the  contractor  could  recover  only  for  the  amount  of  material  actu- 
ally furnished/  When  by  the  contract  the  contractor  was  to  erect  the 
depot  buildings  "  after  such  plans  and  such  dimensions  as  might  be  adopted 

1  Riley  «.  Black.  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  206  71 ;   Jones  v.  Woodbury,  11   B.  Monroe 

118911.  (Ky.)  167  [18501;  accord,  Sullivan  v.  Pres- 

*  Clark  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  4  N.  Y.  ident.  etc.,  122  N.  Y.  389. 

388  [1850].  '  Hackett  v.  State  (Cal.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 

1  Clark  v.  The  Mayor,  tupra.  156. 

4  Ambler  *.  Phillip*  (Pa  ),  19  Atl.  Rep. 

*  But  9U  Sec.  577,  supra,  f  8$t  Sec.  580,  tupra. 
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by  the  engineer,"  and  the  buildings  required  were  larger  than  had  been 
represented  by  the  engineer  at  the  time  the  contract  was  signed,  and  their 
<sost  thereby  increased  above  the  sums  stated  in  the  estimate,  it  was  held 
,  that  the  contractor  could  recover  no  extra  compensation  because  of  the 
changes.1  To  the  same  effect  was  another  case  of  excavations.  The  con- 
tract provided  that  changes  might  be  made  in  the  size  of  a  dock.  The 
excavations  were  to  be  deposited  inside  the  dock  to  a  certain  height,  and  the 
balance  in  certain  other  places.  It  was  held  that  the  contractor  must  fill 
up  the  enlarged  dock  to  the  height  agreed  upon,  an  extra  price  having  been 
allowed  for  the  addition  wail,  required  per  agreement ;  and  that  no  extra 
compensation  could  be  recovered  for  the  extra  materials  so  deposited.3 

On  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  be  shown  in  reduction  of  damages  for 
stopping  work  or  rescinding  a  contract,  that  work  already  done  by  the  con- 
tractor was  less  expensive  than  that  which  remained  to  be  done.' 

584.  Owner's  Liability  for  the  Cost  of  Extra  Work  Caused  by  Circum- 
stances Unforeseen  and  Unknown.— Under  a  contract  "to  erect  certain 
buildings,  in  conformity  with  drawings  and  specifications  made  by  the  ar- 
chitect," in  a  good,  workmanlike,  and  substantial  manner,  to  the  satisfaction, 
and  under  the  direction,  of  the  architect,  and  the  contract  provided  further 
that  the  contractor  must  excavate  to  a  depth  of  not  less  than  ten  feet,  it 
was  held  that  labor  required  to  excavate  to  a  greater  depth  than  the  ten  feet 
because  of  the  nature  of  the  soil,  which  was  unknown  to  the  parties,  was  extra 
work,  for  which  he  was  entitled  to  additional  compensation.4  *  Although  the 
contract  provides  that  extra  work,  involved  by  any  change  of  plan,  shall  be 
paid  for  at  the  contract  rate  for  work  of  its  class  at  a  certain  price  per  lineal 
foot,  if  the  changes  made  require  extra  work  of  a  much  more  difficult  char- 
acter than  that  required  by  the  original  plan,  the  contractor  may  recover 
the  actual  increase  of  cost/  To  the  same  effect  is  another  case  in  which  a 
contractor  agreed  to  build  some  bridges  according  to  certain  plans  at  a  cer- 
tain rate  of  compensation,  and  if  required  to  make  additions  to  the  work  at 
the  same  rate,  provided  that  no  alterations  should  entail  on  the  contractor 
expense  beyond  the  proportion  of  the  balance  of  the  work,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  contractor  was  not  required  in  making  additions  to  do  a  class  of 
work  more  costly  than  that  contemplated  by  the  agreement." 

When  it  is  provided  in  the  specifications,  which  were  not  annexed  to  the 
written  contract,  nor  referred  to  in  it,  nor  were  themselves  signed  by  the 
parties,  that  only  the  cost  value,  in  the  absence  of  special  agreement  of  extra 

1  Cannon  v.  Wild  man,  28  Conn.  472.  149  [18881 ;  see  Gustaveson  v.  McGay,  12 

*  Boynton  v.  Lynn  Gas  Light  Co.,  124  Dalv  (N.  Y.)  423  ;  and  Murphy  v.  United 

Mass.  197.  States,  13  Ct.  of  CI.  872. 

•Jones  t).  Judd,    4  N.  Y.  412  [18501.  BWood  t>.  City  of  Fort  Wayne,  119  U. 

Judges   were    equally    divided    in    this  S.  812  [18801. 

opinion.  'Annapolis  &  fi.  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross 

« Anderson  «.  Melslahn  (N.  Y.),  12  Daly  (Md.),  11  Atl.  Rep.  820  [1888]. 

*  Bee  Sec.  569,  eupra,  and  678,  infra. 
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work  ordered  in  writing,  could  be  demanded ;  and  the  contract  provided 
further,  that  *'  should  the  owner  request  any  alterations,  deviations,  additions 
or  omissions  from  the  contract,  he  shall  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and  the  same- 
will  be  added  to  or  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  contract,  as  the  case 
may  be,  by  a  fair  and  reasonable  valuation," — it  was  held  that  the  contractor 
could  recover  for  the  reasonable  value  of  such  extra  work.1  Such  a  clause 
providing  that  any  addition  or  omission  from  the  contract  shall  be  added  or 
deducted  by  a  fair  valuation,  but  shall  in  no  wise  affect  the  contract,  pre- 
vents a  claim  for  extra  work  from  being  brought  under  the  terms  of  the 
contract ;  but  full  value  for  such  extra  work  may  be  recovered  even  though 
the  requirements  of  the  contract  have  not  been  complied  with,  unless  the 
regular  work  has  been  done  so  negligently  as  to  render  the  extra  work 
valueless.*  Although  the  contract  provides  that  extra  work  is  to  be  paid  for 
according  to  the  schedule  of  prices  fixed  therein,  yet  for  extra  work  of  a 
different  character  from  that  specified  the  contractor  may  recover  its  rea- 
sonable worth.1 

If  the  limits  of  the  work  are  defined,  or  are  shown  upon  the  plans  by 
boundary  or  dividing  lines,  whatever  is  required  outside  or  beyond  such 
limits  has  usually  been  regarded  as  extra  work.  It  was  so  held  when  a 
brick  mason  was  required  to  take  down  a  wall  to  a  point  lower  than  waa 
indicated  on  the  plans,  and  rebuild  the  same.  The  court  held  that  he  could 
recover  for  the  reasonable  value  of  such  extra  work.4  Under  a  contract  to 
furnish  sand  and  pave  a  street,  a  contractor  was  allowed  extra  compensation 
for  extra  quantity  of  sand  required  to  bring  the  street  to  grade  and  rendered 
necessary  by  the  city  having  excavated  too  deep.6 

The  fact  that  the  contract  is  "to  furnish  all  materials  and  labor  for 
plumbing"  does  not  preclude  a  recovery  by  the  contractor  for  extra  work 
caused  by  changes  made  by  the  owner  in  the  plans  and  specifications;*  and 
when  an  architect  is  employed  to  prepare  working  drawings  of  a  house  by 
the  owner,  and  the  architect  makes  changes  in  the  plans,  and  the  owner 
directs  that  the  work  done  by  the  working  drawings  shall  be  altered  to  con- 
form to  the  original  plan,  he  must  pay  for  the  extra  work  required  to  make- 
such  alterations/ 

Where  a  contractor's  bids  are  unbalanced  so  that  his  profits  come  from 
one  kind  of  work  and  not  from  another,  the  company  cannot  deprive  him 
of  his  profits  by  increasing  the  latter  work  and  abandoning  the  former,  if 
there  be  a  departure  from  the  plans  upon  which  his  bids  were  made."    This 

1  Demarest  t>.  Haide,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  [I860];  tee  also  O'Dea  v.  Winona,  41  Minn. 

Ct.  398  [1885].  424  £1889] ;  Riley  t>.  Brooklyn,  56  Barb. 

•Garnsey  v.   Rhodes  (Sup.),  18  N.  Y.  (N.  Y.)559. 

Supp.  484  [1892].  •  Cassidy  v.  Fontham,  14  N.  Y.  Supp  151. 

•Elgin  t>.  Joslyn  (111.),  26  N.  E.  Rep.  'Guerin  «.  Rodwell,  8  Vr.  (N.  J.)  71. 

1090  [1890].  *  Roettinger  v.  United  States,  26  U.  & 

4  Donlin  v.  Daegling,  80  III.  608  [1875].  Ct.  of  CI.  891  [1891]. 

»  Messenger  v.  City  of  B.,  21  N.  Y.  196 
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was  a  change  of  work,  increasing  the  stonework  and  diminishing  the  brush- 
work. 

When  a  bid  for  a  building  contract  has  been  made  and  accepted  solely 
on  the  plan 8  and  specifications,  and  the  contractors  have  begun  work,  and 
the  detailed  working  plans  afterwards  furnished  varied  from  the  original 
plans,  involving  much  additional  labor,  and  the  contractors  refused  to  con- 
tinue the  work  at  the  contract  price,  and  the  owner  employed  others  to  do 
the  work  at  an  increased  compensation,  and  sued  the  contractor  for  the 
difference,  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  a  counter-claim  for  the  work  he  has 
done,  if  there  was  a  material  variance  between  the  original  and  the  working 
plans.1 

585.  Alterations  and  Additions  an  Excuse  for  Delay  in  Completing 
Works.  * — If  a  contractor  agree  "  to  execute  and  complete  certain  works, 
with  such  alterations  and  additions  as  may  be  required  by  the  engineer,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  originally  comprised  in  the  works  of 
the  contract,  and  within  the  period  limited  for  completion  of  the  original 
works,  unless  an  extension  of  time  be  allowed  in  writing,"  etc.,  the  contractor 
is  bound  by  his  agreement.*  He  has  been  held  bound  to  complete  his  con- 
tract within  the  time  specified,  or  to  pay  the  penalties  imposed  by  the  con- 
tract, even  though  it  involves  an  impossibility.* 

If,  however,  the  contractor  has  not  expressly  and  unqualifiedly  agreed  to 
complete  the  works,  including  all  alteration,  by  a  certain  date,  he  will  be 
excused  from  a  complete  performance  within  the  time  named  if  the  owner 
has  made  changes  which  require  a  longer  time,  or  which  renders  completion 
within  the  time  impossible.4 

In  the  absence  of  any  provision  to  the  contrary,  additions  or  alterations 
or  work  not  covered  by  the  contract,  and  which  requires  longer  time  to  com- 
plete, will  excuse  delay  in  completion.*  Therefore,  if  after  a  contract  is 
made  for  building  a  bridge  by  a  given  day,  the  owner  of  the  bridge  directs 
the  contractor  to  make  additions  or  changes  or  to  do  work  on  the  bridge, 
not  covered  by  the  contract,  which  will  require  a  longer  time  to  complete  the 
bridge,  the  time  necessary  to  do  such  extra  work  must  be  added  to  the  con- 
tract time  allowed  for  the  completion  of  the  work.* 

'Williams  v.   Boehan   (Super.  Ct.),    17  J.   &  S.    161;  but  see  contra,  Clement  «. 

N.  Y.  Supp.  484  [1892] ;  and  see  Owens  v.  Schuylkill  River  E.    S.  R.  Co.,  19  Atl. 

Butler  Co.,  40  Iowa   190.  where  it  was  Rep.   274  and  276.   change  of  grade   by 

found  necessary  to  use  coffer-dams,  which  ordinance, 
was  contrary  to  expectations.  *  Texas  A  St.  Louis  Ry.  v.  Rust,  19  Pedl 

*  Jones  v.  St.  John's  College,  L.  R.  6  Q.  Rep  239  [18831 ;  Henderson  Bdge.  Co.  t>: 

B.  116  ;  Tew  v.  TheNewboid  School  Bd.,  O'Connor,  88  Ky.  303  ;  Baasen  t>.  Baehr.  7 
1  Cababe  &  Ellis  260  [1884].  Wis.  517  [1859]  ;  Thomas  t>.  Fleury,  26  N. 

8  Jones  v.  St.  John's  College,  supra.  Y.  26  [1862]  ;  Huckstein  ».  Kelly,  152  Pa. 

4  West  wood  v.  Secretary  of  Iudia.  11  W.  St.  631  ;  and  see  Sweney  «.  Davidson,  68 

Rep.  261  ;  Texas.  *tc,  R.  Co.  v.  Rust,  19  Iowa  886  ;  and  White®.  School  Disl.  (Pa.), 

Fed.   Rep.   239,  29  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  28  Atl.  Rep.  136. 

Law  921-2;  and  see  Thornhill  v.  Neats,  8  •  Texas  &  St.    L.   Ry.  Co.  v.  Rust,   19 

C.  B.  (N.  S.)  831  ;  Palmer  v.  Stockwell.  9  Fed.  Rep.  239  [1888]. 
Gray  (Ma  8  )  237 ;  Alger  v.  Vanderpoel,  34 

*  See  Sees.  321-3*6,  573,  supra,  and  670  and  689  infra. 
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A  contract  by  a  builder  that  he  should  and  would,  on  or  before  a  certain 
day,  well  and  substantially  erect,  bnild,  and  completely  finish  a  structure 
according  to  specifications  and  dimensions,  also  contained  a  covenant  that  in 
case  "  the  building  committee  or  owner  shall  direct  any  more  work  to  be 
done  than  is  mentioned,  that  he  will  pay  the  builder  so  much  money  as  such 
work  shall  be  worth  upon  a  reasonable  valuation,"  were  held  independent 
covenants  that  did  not  restrict  the  completion  of  the  extra  work  to  the  day 
named  in  the  contract,  and  that  the  contractor  could  recover  for  extra  work, 
though  done  after  the  time  stipulated  for  completion ;  time  in  relation  to 
extra  work  not  being  regarded  as  essence  of  the  agreement.1 

When  the  work  and  materials  have  been  increased  so  that  more  time  is 
required  for  completion  than  the  contract  allows,  the  obligation  thereafter 
is  to  finish  the  job  within  a  reasonable  time/* 

586.  More  Expensive  Material  Ordered  and  Furnished  than  the  Contract 
Required. — Contractors  must  take  notice  of  the  extent  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  law  upon  a  person  acting  in  an  official  capacity,  and  the  rule 
applies  in  such  a  c*ise  that  ignorance  of  the  law  furnishes  no  excuse  for  any 
mistake  or  wrongful  act.  Under  a  contract  which,  after  describing  the 
dimensions  of  materials  and  the  price  to  be  paid,  provided  that  no  departure 
should  be  made  from  the  conditions  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
secretary  of  the  treasury,  a  refusal  by  the  engineer  to  receive  stone  which 
are  within  the  description  of  the  contract,  and  a  demand  for  better  and  more 
expensive  materials  by  him,  do  not  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  any 
extra  compensation.  He  was  bound  to  take  notice  that  the  engineer  had  no 
power  to  vary  the  contract,  and  is  only  entitled  to  recover  according  to  its 

terms.*       > 

The  mere  fact  that  the  contractor  has  continued  to  work  on  a  sewer  after 
it  has  been  shortened  by  an  authorized  action  of  the  board  of  public  works 
is  not  a  waiver  of  the  terms  of  his  contract  with  a  city  to  construct  a  sewer 
of  a  certain  length,  nor  can  he  be  said  to  have  accepted  a  modified  form  of 
his  contract.4  A  shortening  of  the  length  of  176  feet  in  a  sewer  was  held 
not  a  reasonable  change. 

587.  Extra  Work  Occasioned  by  Engineer's  Mistakes,  f— When  extra  work 
is  the  result  of  the  engineers  mistakes  or  errors  in  his  lines  and  levels,  and 
the  contractor  is  required  by  his  contract  to  follow  the  engineer's  directions 
and  instructions,  as  is  usually  the  case,  the  company  who  employs  the  engi- 
neer should  pay  for  it.    It  has  been  so  held  :  *  and  it  seems  he  is  not  con- 

1  Hamburg*  McCahan,  8 Gill  (Md.),  814  v.  United  States,  15  Ct.  or  CI.  270. 

[18451  4  Markey  v  Milwaukee  (Wis.).  45  N.  W. 

•  Gn-en  v.  Haines,  1  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  254.  Rep.  28  [1890]. 

•  Hawkins*.  United  Sin  es,  96  U  8.  689  *  Seymour  «.  Long  Dock  Co.,  5  C.  B. 
1877 1 ;  ete  alto  Kinsley  v.  Cliaruley,  88  Green  896. 

1.  App  558 ;  and  Merchants'  Excb.  Co. 

#  Am  Sees.  800-326,  supra.  \  Bee  Sec.  485,  tupra. 
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fined  to  the  rate  provided  in  hie  contract  for  similar  work. !  *    If  the  work 
is  to  be  done  according  to  certain  plans  and  specifications  prepared  by  an 
architect  named,  and  under  his  supervision  and  control  and  to  his  satisfac- 
tion, and  a  mistake  is  discovered  in  the  plans  and  specifications  by  reason  of 
which  changes  are  necessary  at  an  increased  expense,  which  are  made  by  the 
direction  of  the  architect  in  order  to  enable  the  contractor  to  complete  his 
contract,  the  owner  will  be  liable  for  the  extra  cost  of  such  changes  to  the 
contractor,  although  as  between  the  owner  and  architect  the  latter  would 
probably  be  liable.1    When  earthworks  were  to  be  paid  for  according  to  the 
contents  of  the  embankment  at  a  price  per  cubic  yard,  the  contractor  having 
shown  the  quantity  of  dirt  hauled  and  placed  upon  the  embankment,  which 
was  greatly  in  excess  of  the  engineer's  estimate,  the  city  having  claimed  that 
much  of  the  dirt  slid  off  and  sunk,  and  was  no  part  of  the  embankment,  and 
not  having  made  any  estimate  of  the  amount  that  was  so  wasted,  the  court 
held  that  the  contractor  might  recover  the  amount  of  earth  as  estimated 
from  the  borrow-pits  ;  that  if  the  city  engineer  could  form  no  estimate  of 
the  amount  of  materials  so  wasted  that  the  city  ought  to  lose  it  and  not  the 
contractor."    Labor  necessary,  to  remove  dangerous  rock  outside  of  the  lines 
and  limits  of  a  tunnel,  or  to  remove  materials  that  have  fallen  from  the 
roof,  furnished  under  the  express  direction  of  the  engineer,  and  not  resulting 
from  the  carelessness  or  oversight  of  the  contractor  or  his  workmen,  lias 
been  held  to  be  extra  work,  notwithstanding  a  clause  to  the  effect  "  that  if  in 
any  event,  or  from  any  oversight  or  other  cause,  the  contractor  shall  excavate 
any  greater  quantity  or  quantities  than  by  his  agreement  he  has  undertaken, 
without  the  written  consent,  etc./9  he  shall  not  recover  therefor.     This 
clause  was  construed  to  mean  that  in  any  case,  if  the  contractor  by  over- 
sight, neglecting  the  direction  *  of  the  engineer,  or  without  them  or  other 
like  cause,  makes  a  greater  excavation  than  is  called  for  by  the  contract,  he 
shall  bear  the  loss.    The  contractor  was  obliged  by  his  contract  to  follow  the 
lines,  levels,  and  directions  of  the  engineer.     The  court  adopted  the  rule 
that  where  work  was  necessary  to  the  prosecution  of  the  undertaking  it 
should  be  allowed  as  extra  work  if  outside  the  contract.4 

A  different  rule  has  since  been  adopted  under  a  provision  "that  the 
form  and  area  of  the  cross-section  of  the  tunnel  excavation  at  any  place 
shall  be  such  as  the  engineer  may  determine,  and  according  to  the  lines 
and  levels  determined  by  the  engineer,  and  that  any  excavation  beyond 
such  lines  shall  be  filled  up  by  the  contractor  at  his  own  expense,  and 

lMulholland  v.  Mayor,  118  N.  Y.  681  Supp.  8  ;  also  Guerin*.  Rodwell.  8  Vroora 

[18891.  71 ;  and  Coudon  v.  Jersey  City,  14  Vroom 

•Erskine  v.  Johnson  (Neb.).   86  N.  W.  (N.  J.)  452. 

Rep.  510  [1888]  ;  see  also  Hurley  v  Brook-  *Hend  rson  t>.  City  of  Louisville  (Ky.), 

lyn.  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  98.  where  a  clerk  and  4  S.  W.  Rep.  187  [1887]. 

inspector  made  the  mistake  ;  and  s*e  Geno-  4  Seymour  «.  The  Loug  Dock  Co.,  90  N. 

vese  *.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  (Sup.),  43  N.  Y.  J.  Eq.  896  [1869]. 

*  See  Sec  485,  supra. 
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that  no  payment  shall  be  made  for  any  excavation  outside  of  the  cross- 
section  determined  by  the  engineer,  but  all  loose  or  shaky  rock  must  be 
removed."  Under  this  clause  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  pay  for  excavations  beyond  [outside  of]  the  cross-sections 
established  by  the  engineer,  notwithstanding  the  fact,  that  by  the  methods 
of  excavation  adopted  some  rock  outside  the  cross-section  would  have  to  be 
removed,  and  that  the  parties  knew  this  when  the  contract  was  made.  The 
contractor  was  allowed  for  excavating  only  to  the  outside  of  the  brick  lining 
of  the  tunnel.1 

Under  a  contract  to  build  a  bridge  according  to  specifications  drawn  up 
by  the  engineer  of  the  employer,  which,  after  proceeding  with  the  works, 
were  found  to  be  impracticable,  it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  made 
on  both  sides  upon  the  assumed  practicability  of  the  specifications,  and  that 
the  contractor  could  not  charge  the  employer  with  an  implied  warranty  thai 
the  works  were  practicable,  in  order  to  claim  the  expenses  incurred  in  attempt* 
ing  to  build  according  to  the  specifications."  * 

A  city,  it  seems,  is  not  liable  for  injuries  or  expense  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence or  mistakes  of  its  city  engineer  in  the  performance  of  duties  imposed 
by  law  upon  him.8  f 

588.  Provision  that  Estimates  are  Approximate  Only,  and  that  Proprie- 
tors shall  not  be  Responsible  for  Inaccuracies. 

Clause:  "It  is  expressly  understood  and  mutually  agreed  by  the  par- 
ties hereto  that  the  quantities  of  the  various  classes  of  work  to  be  done 
.  and  materials  to  be  furnished  under  this  agreement,  which  have  been 
estimated  as  stated  in  the  advertisement  (attached  hereto),  are  approxi- 
mate, and  only  for  the  purpose  of  comparing,  on  a  uniform  basis,  the 
bids  offered  for  the  work  under  this  contract;  and  the  contractor  fur- 
ther agrees  that  neither  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  nor  the  commis- 
sioners, or  any  of  them,  are  to  be  held  responsible  that  any  of  the  said 
estimated  quantities  shall  be  found  even  approximately  correct  in  the 
construction  of  the  work;  and  that  the  said  part ...  of  the  second  part  will 
make  no  claim  for  anticipated  profits,  or  for  loss  of  profit,  because  o'f  a 
difference  between  the  quantities  of  the  various  classes  of  work  actually 
done,  or  of  materials  actually  delivered,  and  the  estimated  quantities 
stated  in  the  bids;  that  if  any  error,  omission,  or  misstatement  shall  be 
discovered  in  the  said  quantities,  the  same  shall  not  vitiate  this  contract 
or  release  the  contractors  from  the  execution  and  completion  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  works  comprised  in  this  contract  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  engineer,  and  in  accordance  with  the  specifications,  and 
the  plans  herein  mentioned,  at  the  prices  herein  agreed  upon  and  fixed 
therefor,  or  excuse  them  from  any  of  the  obligations  or  liabilities  there- 
under, or  entitle  him  [them]  to  any  damages  or  compensation  otherwise 
than  may  be  provided  for  in  this  contract,  except  for  such  extra  work 

1  O'Brien  v  Mayor.  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  520  •  Thorn  v.  City  of  London,  L.  R  1  App* 

[1891],  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  798,  139  N.  Y.  548;  Cas.  112. 

accord,  McJEwen  v.  Nashville  (Tenn.)»  36  'Sievcre  v.  San  Francisco  (Cal.)  47  Bac 

8.  W.  Rep.  968.  Rep.  687. 

*  See  Sees.  286-847,  supra.  f  8ee  Sec.  858,  infra. 
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as  may  be  required,  for  the  performance  of  which  written  orders  mast 
be  given  and  received  as  hereinbefore  specified." 

589.  Preliminary  Estimate  of  Work  Incorrect.— Claims  for  extra  work 
are  sometimes  made  upon  the  ground  that  the  preliminary  estimates  of  the 
work  as  to  the  quantities  and  character  of  the  work  were  erroneous,  largely 
in  excess  of,  and  of  a  different  kind  from  what  they  turned  out  to  be. 
When  contractors  have  made  such  estimates  the  basis  of  their  proposals  for 
work,  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  the  company,  who  have  made  the  rep- 
resentations as  to  quantities,  materials,  and  conditions,  by  or  through  their 
•engineer,  should  be  responsible  for  their  accuracy.  If  the  contractor  is  put 
to  additional  expense  in  consequence  of  erroneous  estimates  and  representa- 
tions, the  company  should  in  justice  bear  it.1 

To  avoid  this  it  is  customary  to  give,  at  the  time  the  estimates  are  ex- 
hibited or  before  the  bids  are  made,*  due  notice  that  the  estimates  are  only 
approximate  and  according  to  the  best  judgment  of  the  engineer,  and  that 
the  would-be  contractors  are  to  go  over  the  works  and  examine  them  and 
satisfy  themselves  as  to  their  accuracy;  and  if  the  contract  is  made  without 
fraud  or  mistake,  the  contractor  must  be  taken  to  have  assumed  the  risks 
of  the  work,  and  cannot  recover  additional  compensation  because  the  work 
turns  out  to  be  larger  or  more  onerous  than  the  engineer  had  determined 
it.'  If  he  neglect  to  verify  the  estimates,  but,  supposing  them  to  be  correct, 
enters  into  a  contract  to  furnish  the  materials  and  erect  a  structure  accord- 
ing to  plans  for  a  gross  sum,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  extra  compensation 
beyond  the  contract  price  because  the  structure  requires  more  materials 
than  the  estimate  calls  for.*  The  question  is  not  often  raised  when  the 
work  is  undertaken  at  a  unit  of  measure  according  to  a  schedule  of  prices, 
but  the  contract  prices  hold ;  and  a  clause  relating  to  extra  work  contained 
in  the  contract  does  not  limit  the  work  to  be  done  to  the  quantities  actually 
specified.4  There  are  cases  to  the  effect  that  if  no  notice  is  given  that  the 
statement  of  quantities  taken  out  by  the  architect  are  approximate  or  are 
not  guaranteed,  and  the  contractor  takes  a  contract  upon  such  statement  or 
estimate  of  the  architect  and  it  proves  erroneous,  he  cannot  claim  extra  pay 
because  the  quantities  of  materials  required  for  the  building  were  greater 
than  estimated/ 


1  Delafield  «.  Westfield,  77  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
124;  and  see  Seymour  v.  Long  Dock  Co., 
20  N.  J.  Eq.  896:  Grand  Rapids  R.  Go.  v. 
Van  Deusen,  29  Mich.  431;  Burke  v.  New 
York  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  81. 

1  Cannon  «.  Wildman,  28  Conn.  472. 

»  St.  Paul  &  N.  P.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Bradbury 
(Minn.).  44  N.  W.  Rep.  1  [1890]. 

4  Sullivan  t>.  S  ng  Sing,  122  N.  Y.  889 
[1890]. 

*  Sharpe  «.  San  Paulo  R.  Co  ,  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  App.  597;  Scrivuer  v.  Pask,  L.  R.  1 


C.  P.  715;  Eroden's  Law  of  Building,  etc., 
223,  and  EnglUk  cases  cited  The  owner 
is  not  responsible  for  the  accuracy  of  the 
estimates  or  bill  of  quantities.  St.  Paul 
R.  Co.  «.  Bradbury,  42  Minn.  222;  and  >ee 
Sullivan  v.  Sinj?  Siug,  123  N.  Y.  889. 
Even  without  such  a  clause  as  precedes 
this  section  the  owner  bus  been  held  not 
responsible  in  England.  Scrivuer  v.  Pask, 
18  C.  B.  (N.  S  )  785.  And  see  Hiiydenville 
Min.,  etc.,  Co.  «.  Art  Inst.,  89  Fed.  Rep. 
484;  Blazo  v.  Gill  (Sup.),  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 


*See  Bids  and  Bidders,  8oc.  151,  Art.  18,  supra. 
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590.  Extra  Work  Determined  by  Custom  and  Usage. — Questions  of 
extra  work  are  sometimes  settled  by  the  prevailing  usage  or  custom.*  Thus 
under  a  contract  "  to  make  up  the  track  in  good  running  order,  well  sur- 
faced, ties  evenly  and  firmly  bedded,  and  2600  good  ties  to  be  put  in  per 
mile,  joints  to  bo  properly  fitted,  etc./'  it  was  held  that  whether  this  re- 
quired the  contractor  to  fill  up  the  space  between  the  ties  with  earth  or 
other  proper  substance  was  a  question  of  fact  depending  upon  usage  in  such 
cases,  and  that  what  was  meant  by  the  word  "surfaced"  must  be  deter- 
mined from  the  evidence  of  witnesses  conversant  with  railroad  construc- 
tion.1 

If  it  appears  that  among  engineers  and  contractors  the  excavation  of 
indurate  earth  and  cemented  gravel  or  "  hard  pan "  are  kuown  and  recog- 
nized as  entirely  distinct  from  the  excavation  of  common  earth,  and  that  it 
is  customary  for  contractors  to  receive  extra  pay  for  such  work,  a  reasonable 
price  may  be  recovered,  although  the  contract  did  require  the  contractor 
"to  do  all  necessary  masonry,  grading,  gutters,  and  all  things  else  to  the 
complete  graduation  and  masonry"  of  thd  road,  and  the  company  agreed  to 
pay  "  at  the  rate  of  sixteen  cents  per  cubic  yard  for  all  excavations  of  earth 
done  on  said  road  under  this  contract/9  and  although  the  meeting  with 
hardpan  was  unexpected  by  both  parties.1 

It  is  not  competent  to  show  by  one  engaged  in  the  business  of  contract- 
ing for  such  work  how  he  would  understand  the  terms  if  limestone  rock 
were  shown  him  when  he  made  his  bid.  Nor  can  it  be  shown  that  the 
company  represented  to  another  who  contemplated  bidding  on  the  work 
that  the  rock  to  be  excavated  was  limestone.8  * 

591.  Questions  of  Alteration,  Additions,  and  Omissions,  and  their  Value 
Left  to  the  Judgment  and  Determination  of  the  Engineer  or  Architect. — 
The  third  means  or  method  suggested  to  prevent  the  practice  by  contrac- 
tors of  working  the  job  for  extras  is  to  leave  the  questions  of  quantities, 
classifications,  and  value  of  extras  or  omissions  to  the  engineer,  and  fre- 
quently to  leave  the  question  of  what  are  or  are  not  extras  to  his  final 
determination  and  adjudication.  Without  such  a  stipulation,  work  done 
outside  of  the  contract  upon  subsequent  orders,  or  work  rendered  necessary 
by  obstacles  met  or  changes  required,  will  not  be  under  the  supervision  of 
the  engineer,  nor  will  the  liability  of  the  company  to  pay  for  such  work  be 
subject  to  the  engineer's  acceptance,  approval,  estimate,  or  certificate,  as  the 
contract  may  provide,  with  regard  to  work  under  the  contract.f 

Under  a  contract  which  provides  that  all  payments  shall  be  subject  to 

873;  Cokcr  t>.  Young,  2  F.  &  P.  98  [I860];  Mo.  878  [1859];  but  $ee  Wilkin  «.  Ellens- 
Williams  v.  Fitzmiuirice,  3  H.  &  N.  844.  burirh  W.  Co.,  1  Wash.  286. 

1  The  Western  Union  It.  Co.  «.  Smith,  »  Fro  In  «.  Crystal  Ry.   Co.,  14  8.  W. 

75111.  497  [18741  Rep.  657. 

*  Shepard  v.  St.  Ch.  W.  Plank  Road,  28 

*  See  Chnp  XXI,  Custom  and  Usage,  Sees.  608-628,  irtfr*. 
t  See  Sees.  392-896.  supra,  and  Sees.  592-599,  infra. 
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the  architect's  approval,  and  that  the  owner  may  make  "  any  alterations, 
deviation,  additions,  or  omissions  from  the  said  contract/'  which  shall  not 
avoid  the  contract,  but  be  duly  allowed  for  in  payment,  (the  foundations 
were  not  mentioned  in  the  contract,  and.  there  were  no  specifications);  it  was 
held  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  rebuilding  of  the  foundation  was 
in  contemplation  of  the  parties,  and  a  part  of  the  work  provided  for  by  the 
contract,  payment  therefor  was  not  subject  to  the  architect's  approval. '  * 

592.  Provision  that  Engineer  or  Architect  shall  have  Power  to  De- 
termine whether  Work  Is  or  Is  Not  Included  in  the  Contract. 

Clause:  "All  and  every  addition,  omission,  alteration,  and  deviation, 
and  every  form  of  so-called  extra  work  shall  be  executed  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  and  specifications  referred  to  and  made  a  part  of  this 
contract,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  according  to  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  specifications  and  in  keeping  and  strict 
conformity  with  the  rest  of  the  work,  and  to  the  acceptance  and  approval 
of  the  engineer  or  architect,  who  shall  be  sole  judge  as  to  all  questions 
and  disputes  as  to  what  are  or  are  not  extras,  and  as  to  the  quantities, 
quality,  character,  classification,  sufficiency,  and  value  of  any  and  all 
materials  and  work  arising  from,  due  to,  or  required  by  any  alterations, 
deviations,  additions,  or  omissions  in  the  plans,  specifications,  or  con- 
tract, or  in  any  matters  growing  out  of  the  construction  and  completion 
of  the  works,  etc.,  etc. ;  f  and  if  so  directed  by  the  engineer,  the  location 
of  any  existing  works  shall  be  changed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
work  or  its  appurtenances,  and  new  work  shall  be  added,  when  neces- 
sary, to  leave  all  in  good  and  complete  working  order.  All  the  cost  of 
doing  any  work  above  indicated  is  to  be  paid  for  as  extra  work,  solely 
and  only  upon  the  valuation  of  the  engineer,  and  depending  upon  his 
decision  as  to  whether  the  work  done  is  or  is  not  included  in  the  work 
required  of  the  contractor  under  this  contract,  and  his  decision  in  re- 
gard thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive  and  alike  binding  upon  both 
parties." 

593.  Provision  that  Engineer  or  Architect  shall  Determine  Price  or 

Value  of  Extra  Work. 

Clause:  "All  additions  to,  deductions  from,  or  alterations  in  the 
works  shall  be  valued  at  the  prices  set  forth  in  the  contractor's  price- 
bill  of  quantities  for  work  of  a  similar  character,  and  if  no  price  in 
the  quantities  be  applicable,  then  at  the  schedule  of  prices  furnished 
by  the  contractor  and  attached  to  his  tender,  and  added  or  deducted, 
as  the  case  may  be.  Should  the  price  of  any  item  of  work  done  not 
appear  in  the  quantities  or  schedule,  the  same  shall  be  fixed  by  the 
engineer  or  architect,  whose  decision  with  regard  thereto  shall  be  final 
and  conclusive." 

594.  Provision   that    Engineer  may  Order  Alterations,   Additions,  or 

Omissions,  and  that  He  shall  Determine  the  Value  Thereof. 

Clause:  "And  the  engineer  may  also  alter  or  vary  levels,  or  the  posi- 
tion of  any  of  the  works  contemplated,  or  order  any  further  or  other 

1  St.  John  t>.  Potter  (Com.  PL),  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  230. 
*  See  Sees.  892-896  and  870,  supra.  f  See  Sees.  892-896,  eupra. 
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works  not  contemplated  by  the  specifications  or  the  contract,  or  may 
order  any  of  the  works  contemplated  thereby  to  be  omitted,  with  or 
without  the  substitution  of  any  work  in  lieu  thereof,  or  may  order  any 
work  or  any  portion  of  the  works  executed,  or  partially  executed,  to  bo 
removed,  changed,  or  altered  and,  if  needful,  that  other  work  shall  be 
substituted  instead  thereof ;  and  the  difference  of  expense  occasioned 
by  such  increase,  diminution,  or  alteration  so  ordered  or  directed  shall 
be  added  to  or  deducted  from  the  amount  of  this  contract,  agreeably 
to  the  rates  specified  in  the  schedule  of  prices  for  regulating  such  extra 
or  diminished  works  hereto  attached;  and  where  the  rates  are  not  con- 
tained in  the  schedule  of  prices,  the  engineer  shall  ascertain  the  amount 
of  such  additions  or  deductions,  and  his  valuation  thereof  shall  be  final 
and  binding  upon  the  parties  to  this  contract/' 

595.  Quantity,  Character,  and  Value  of  Extra  Work  Left  to  Judgment 
of  Engineer  or  Architect. — When  such  an  agreement  is  made  by  the  parties 
to  a  contract,  to  rely  upon  the  judgment  and  skill  of  an  architect  or  engi- 
neer in  ascertaining  the  character,  quantity,  classification,  and  value  of  extra 
work,  it  is  conclusive  and  the  parties  must  abide  by  it.1  *  When  the  agree- 
ment was  "to  refer  any  disputes  and  difficulties  relative  to  the  performance 
of  the  work  under  the  contract,  or  relative  to  any  other  work  done  and  per- 
formed, or  to  be  done  and  performed  by  the  contractor,  not  provided  for  in 
the  contract,  to  engineers  as  arbitrators,  whose  decisions  are  made  binding 
and  conclusive  upon  the  parties/9  the  decision  and  ascertaining  of  the  amount 
due  the  contractor  was  held  a  condition  precedent  to  the  bringing  of  any 
action  for  work  done  under  the  contract  or  as  extra  work.1  Accordingly, 
when  the  contract  provided  that  the  engineer  might  order  additions  or 
alterations  in  writing,  and  that  the  value  of  such  additions  and  alterations 
should  be  ascertained  and  added  to  or  deducted  from  the  contract  price,  as 
the  case  might  be,  and  further  that  any  dispute  or  difference  as  to  such 
additions  or  alterations  should  be  referred  to  the  engineer,  whose  decision 
or  valuation  should  be  final,  it  was  held  that  an  action  for  extra  work  was 
not  maintainable  until  the  value  of  such  extra  work  had  been  determined 
by  the  engineer.8 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  or  if  the  question  of  fraud  is  not  submitted  to 

■  Baasen  v.  Baehr,  7  Wis.  516  [18591 ;  Supp.  520  [1891],  (N.  Y.  App.)  35  N.  E. 

Ctoodyear  «.  The  Mayor,  85  L.  J.  (N.  8.)  C.  Rep.  828  [1893];  Berlinquet  v.  The  Queen, 

P.  12;  Scammon  t>    Demo  (Oal.).  14  Pac.  13  Canada  Sup.  Ct.   26:  Shaw  «.   First 

Rep.  98  [1887];  Myers  v.  St.  Andrews  &  Bnpt.  Oh.,  44  Minn.  22;  Cannon  v.  Wild- 

Q.  R  Co.,  5  Allen  (N.  B.).  577;  Dillon  v.  man,  28  Conn.  491:  Westwood  v.  Secy,  of 

City  of  Syracuse,  9  N.  Y.   98:  Mills  t>.  Stale,  7  L.   T.    (N.    S.)   736;    Coker  «. 

Weeks.  21  111.  568;  Guihat  t).  Go w  (Mich.),  Young.  2  F.  &  F.  98:  see  also  Rude  v. 

55  N.  W.  Rep.  442;  Ball  v.  Doud  (Orec).  37  Mitchell,  97  Mo.  865;  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  •. 

Pac.  Rep.  70;  Renss.  Grand  Rapids  (Mich.),  Crumbo,  4  Ind.  App.  456. 

41  N.  W.  Rep.  263  [18891;  Marquette  Bld'g  ■  Myers  v.  St.   Andrews  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  5 

Co.  f>.  Wilson  (Mich.).  67  N.  W.  Rep.  123;  Allen  (N.  B.)  577  [1863]. 

Anderson  «.  Imhoff  (Neb.),  51  N.  W.  Rep.  »  Westwood  t>.  Secretary  of  State,  11  W. 

854  [1892];  O'Brien  «.  Mayor,  15  N.  Y.  Rep.  261;  Morgan  v.  Biruie,  9  Biug.  672. 

•In  fact,  the  same  law  is  in  general  applicable  to  the  decision  of  engineer  as  regards 
extra  work,  as  Is  set  forth  in  Sees.  335-533,  and  especially  Sees.  392-396,  supra. 
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the  jury,  such  questions  as  to  extra  work  cannot  be  referred  to  the  jury.1  * 
If  the  contract  provides  that  such  questions  in  regard  to  extra  work  shall 
be  ascertained  by  arbitration,  the  contractor  cannot  sue  for  the  disputed 
value  of  extras  until  he  has  offered  to  arbitrate  the  claim  in  the  manner 
provided  for  in  the  cou tract. f  \ 

If  the  contract  provide  that  the  engineer  shall  decide  whether  altera* 
tions  made  are  within  its  terms,  the  contractor  should  get  the  engineer's 
decision  before  undertaking  extra  work,  for  if  he  does  extra  work,  knowing 
that  the  owner  believes  it  to  be  within  the  contract,  without  a  protest,  he 
cannot  thereafter  assert  that  it  was  extra  work  and  recover  additional  com- 
pensation therefor.3  When  a  contract  provided  that  alterations  directed  by 
the  engineer  should  "be  made  as  directed,"  it  was  held  that  such  altera- 
tions were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  engineer  to  determine  and  estimate.4 
The  fact  that  such  additional  work  was  necessary  to  the  safe  construction 
of  the  work  does  not  alter  the  case/ 

Under  such  a  clause  it  is  the  architect's  judgment,  and  not  his  arbitrary 
will,  that  is  made  conclusive.  If  he  acts  fraudulently  his  decision  will  not 
conclude  the  party  whom  he  attempts  to  wrong,  and  if  it  be  shown  that  the 
architect  has  disregarded  important,  clearly  established,  or  obvious  facts,  the 
prima  facie  presumption  will  be  that  he  did  so  willfully.*  \  The  architect, 
as  in  other  cases,  can  only  exercise  the  right  of  determining  the  value  of 
such  extra  work  and  material  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  contract/ 

When  a  contract  provides  that  the  engineer  in  charge  shall  determine 
the  quantity  and  value  of  the  extra  work  and  extra  materials  required  for 
the  works  and  furnished  by  the  contractor,  but  does  not  stipulate  that  his 
decisions  and  estimate  shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  it  seems  that  if  the 
engineer  has  made  his  estimate  of  the  amount  of  extra  work  and  materials 
and  the  value  thereof  with  the  knowledge  of  the  contractor,  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  contractor  has  received  the 
amount  of  such  estimate  as  a  final  payment  of  his  account  without  objection 
or  protest,  he  is  concluded  from  making  any  further  demand.  The  ground 
of  the  action  was  not  error  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  engineer,  but  was 
based  upon  a  subsequent  estimate  by  the  state  engineer  authorized  by  the 
state,  which  was  greatly  in  excess  of  the  one  by  which  the  contractor  had 


1  Guthat «.  Gow  (Mich.),  55  N.  W.  Rep. 
442;  see  also  Anderson*?.  Imboff,  supra,  and 
Marks  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.), 
76  Fed.  Rep.  941. 

•  Ball  v.  Doud  (Oreg.),  87  Pac.  Rep.  70; 
Scammon  «.  Denio,  72  Cal.  898  [1887]. 

•Evans  v.  McConnell  (la.),  68  N.  W. 
Rep.  570.  68  N.  W.  Rep.  790. 

«  O'Reilly  «.  Kerna,  52  Pa.  8t.  214. 


*  Dillon  v.  City  of  Syracuse.  9  N.  Y.  98; 
but  see  Board  v.  Byrne.  67  Ind.  21. 

•  The  County  of  Cook  v.  Harms,  108  111. 
151  T1883];  see  Memphis  Ry.  v.  Wilcox, 
48  Pa.  St.  161  ;  Marks  v.  Northern  Pac. 
R.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  76  Fed.  Rep.  941. 

'Cook  County  ©.  Harms,  108  111.  151 
[18831:  see  Clark  v.  United  States,  6  Wal- 
lace 543  [1867]. 


•As  regards  the  effect  of  fraud,  collusion,  and  mistakes  of  engineer  or  architect,  see 
Sees.  418-443.  supra.  \  See  Sees.  414  and  437,  supra. 

X  See  Sees.  835-533,  supra,  as  to  engineer's  decisions  in  general. 
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been  paid.  The  court  says  tbat  if  an  error  or  mistake  had  been  alleged  and 
shown,  the  transaction  might  have  been  opened  to  explanation  and  the 
error  made  a  ground  for  opening  the  settlement.1  If  the  language  of  the 
parties  is  such  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  they  understood  that  they  were 
both  agreeing  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer,  a  court  of  equity  may 
hold  the  engineer's  estimate  conclusive  even  as  to  extra  work.  It  was  so 
held  with  regard  to  the  clause  "  that  in  cases  where  fast  rock,  shale  rock,  or 
hard-pan  may  have  to  be  excavated  the  additional  compensation  should  be 
determined  by  the  engineer/'  * 

To  give  an  engineer  the  determination  of  extra  work,  or  of  what  is  extra 
work,  it  must  be  specially  so  provided,  for  extra  work,  being  outside  the 
contract,  would  not  otherwise  be  governed  by  its  provisions  and  conditions.'* 
Thus  a  stipulation  providing  that  "if  any  disputes  or  differences  should 
arise  with  the  contractors  in  any  way  relating  to  the  contract,  or  if  any 
question  should  arise  between  any  of  the  several  contractors  relating  to  the 
proposed  works,  such  dispute,  difference,  or  question  should  be  settled  by 
the  architect  or  engineer,  whose  decision  thereon  should  be  absolute  and 
final,"  was  held  to  apply  only  to  disputes  as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the 
several  works  and  not  to  differences  between  the  contractor  and  corporation 
as  to  their  claims  for  extras.4  Another  case  held  that  a  stipulation  in  a  con- 
tract for  an  arbitration  in  case  of  dispute  as  to  the  true  value  of  extra 
work,  or  of  work  omitted,  did  not  include  disputes  as  to  whether  certain 
work  was  extra  work,  nor  as  to  whether  extra  work  at  agreed  prices  was 
properly  done.  Such  a  stipulation,  it  was  held,  could  oust  a  court  of  law  or 
a  court  of  equity  of  ail  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  falling  within  the  stipu- 
lation/ A  like  view  was  taken  by  the  court  when  the  contract  required  a 
certificate  from  the  engineer  that  the  work  was  fully  completed  and  the 
owner  denied  any  liability  for  extra  work/ 

A  contrary  rule  was  held  in  an  English  case,  when  the  contract  pro- 
vided that  "all  extras,  payment  for  which  the  contractor  should  become 
entitled  to  under  the  conditions,  should  be  fixed  by  the  surveyor,  and  that 
the  contractor  should  be  paid  on  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor  at  the  sur- 
veyor's discretion,  in  installments,  etc.,  and  the  balance  on  completion  of 
the  works  to  the  surveyor's  satisfaction."  The  court  held  that  this  pro- 
vision made  the  surveyor's  determination  as  to  what  were  extras  conclusive 


«  Swift  t>.  The  People,  89  N.  Y.  52  [1882]. 

•  Mansfield  &  S.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Veeder,  17 
Ohio  396. 

•  Pasbby  ©.  Mayor  of  B. ,  18  C.  B.  2;  and 
see  Cook  Co.  o.  Harms,  108  111.  151;  Bnura 
9.  Covert.  62  Miss.  118;  Boody  v.  R.  &  B. 
R.  Co  ,  24  Vt.  660;  see  Ricbarda  v.  May, 
L.  R  10  Q  B.  D.  400. 

♦Pasbby  v.  Mayor  of  B,  18  C.  B.  2; 
Btarkey  «.  DeGraff,  22  Minn.  431  [1876]; 


see  also  Osborne  v.  O'Reilly,  42  N.  J.  Eq. 
467  [18S7];  and  see  Lawson  v.  Wallasey 
L.  Bonrd.  L  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  229. 

*  Weeks  v.  Little,  47  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  1; 
Hart  v.  Launman,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  410; 
Sinclair  v.  Talmadgo,  35  Barb.  607:  Doyle 
v.  Hiilpin,  1  Jouea  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  369. 

*  Ohio  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  e.  Crumbo  (Ind.), 
30  N.  £.  Rep.  484  [1892],  4  Ind.  App.  456. 


*  See  Sec.  395,  supra. 
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as  well  as  the  prices  for  such  extras.1  Under  the  terms  of  another  English 
contract,  which  provides  that  work  should  be  paid  for  according  to  a 
schedule  of  prices,  or  in  the  event  of  "any  other  description  of  work  not 
included  in  the  schedule  at  such  prices  as  the  engineer  might  agree  to,  and 
in  case  of  dispute  between  the  contractor  and  the  company,  at  such  prices 
as  an  arbitrator  should  determine,  to  whom  disputes  were  to  be  referred/' 
it  was  held  that  the  arbitrator  could  determine  not  only  the  price,  but  also 
what  work  was  "another  description  of  work/'  and  his  decision  that  a  large 
quantity  of  soft,  swampy  soil  was  not  "excavation"  withiu  the  meaning  of 
the  contract,  but  was  within  the  exception  as  to  "  any  other  description  of 
work,"  and  therefore  an  extra  item  and  to  be  paid  for  at  a  different  price 
from  that  named  in  the  schedule,  was  upheld  and  approved.* 

596.  Power  to  Decide  Questions  of  Extra  Work  Does  not  Imply  Power  to 
Determine  Damages  for  Breach  of  Contract. — A  provision  that  disputes  with 
respect  to  extra  work,  or  of  work  omitted  by  direction  of  the  owner,  shall  be 
determined  by  arbitrators  does  not  include  the  determination  of  the  question 
of  damages  for  refusing  to  allow  the  contractor  to  do  the  work  contracted 
for,  and  for  letting  the  work  to  another."  If  the  contract  reserve  to  the 
owner  the  privilege  at  any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  work  of  making 
any  alterations,  deviations,  additions,  or  omissions  in  the  work  or  materials 
contracted  for,  without  making  the  contract  void,  and  provides  that  the  true 
value  of  such  changes  shall  be  determined  by  arbitration,  it  does  not  give 
the  arbitrators  the  determination  of  the  question  of  damages  for  nonper- 
formance or  delay.4  Nor  does  the  agreement  that  the  engineer  shall  deter- 
mine all  questions  arising  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  contract,  and  that 
his  decisions  shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  extend  to  a  subsequent  promise 
on  the  part  of  the  employer  to  pay  additional  compensation  for  work  which 
the  contractor  had  refused  to  do  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation  as  to 
the  character  of  the  work/ 

Where  a  city  lets  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  building  containing  a 
provision  that  in  case  of  any  dispute  between  the  architect  and  the  con- 
tractor as  to  the  meaning  of  the  plans  and  specifications,  or  as  to  what  is 
extra  work,  the  same  shall  be  decided  by  the  architect  and  his  decision  shall 
be  final;  but  afterwards,  when  disputes  arise,  makes  a  supplemental  contract, 
which,  though  making  the  architect  the  final  interpreter  of  the  plans  and 
specifications,  provides  that  in  the  event  of  a  difference  between  him  and 
the  contractor,  the  contractor  shall  "under  protest"  complete  the  work 
under  the  architect's  interpretation,  leaving  the  contractor's  rights  as  to  such 
work  done  under  protest  open  without  impairment  until  after  the  full  com-  * 

1  Richards  v.  May,  10  Q.  B.  D.  400  [18831;  [1886]. 
96e  Galveston  v.  Devlin  (Tex.),  19  8.  W.  4  Cooke  t>.  Odd  Fellows,  1  N.  Y.  Supp. 

Rep.  895.  498  [1888], 

•  Kirk  v.  E.  &  W.  India  Co.,  55  L.  T.  •  Osborne  «.  O'Reilly,   42  N.  J.  Eq.  467 

R.  (N  S.)  245  [1886].  [1887]. 

'  Boyd  v.  Meighan,  48  N.  J.  Law  404 
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pletion  of  the  work, — the  contractor,  in  an  action  based  on  the  supple- 
mental contract  for  extra  work  done  and  materials  furnished,  is  not  bound 
by  the  architect's  decision  that  such  work  and  materials  were  required  by 
the  plans  and  specifications.1 

When  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  value  of  extra  work  shall  be  ascer- 
tained by  persons  mutually  chosen  and  in  no  other  way,  but  the  persons 
have  never  been  chosen  and  no  valuation  has  ever  been  made,  the  contractor 
in  an  action  upon  a  quantum  meruit  may  give  other  evidence  of  the  value 
of  the  work  done.' 

When  the  engineer  is  employed  by  the  company  and  is  given  the  direc- 
tion of  the  work  and  the  authority  to  estimate  the  work  and  determine 
questions  pertaining  to  it,  he  is  not  the  agent  of  the  contractor,  but  the  spe- 
cial agent  of  the  company,  and  if  the  measurements  and  calculations  made 
by  the  engineer  or  his  assistants  are  not  correct,  and  extra  or  unnecessary 
work  and  expenditure  result,  the  loss  ought  not  to  fall  on  the  contractor, 
but  upon  the  company.*  * 

A  failure  to  comply  with  a  clause  in  a  builder's  contract  providing  that 
any  dispute  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  drawings  or  specifications  shall  be 
decided  by  an  architect,  and  as  to  the  true  value  of  extra  work  by  arbitra- 
tors, is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  services  rendered  under  such  contract 
where  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  answer  setting  up  such  failure,  that  there 
,  was  such  a  dispute,  or  that  defendant  ever  offered  or  plaintiff  refused  to 
submit  such  matters  as  provided  for.4  f 

Extra  work  done  under  a  contract  providing  for  extra  work  must  be 
carefully  done,  and  the  fact  that  the  said  extra  work  is  done  according  to 
the  plan  and  under  the  direction  of  the  city  engineer  does  not  relieve  the 
contractor  from  due  care  in  the  performance  of  the  work.* 

597.  Provision  that  Questions  and  Doubts  with  Eegard  to  Extras  shall  be 
Submitted  to  Arbitration. 

Clause:  "  Should  any  questions  or  disputes  arise  as  to  whether  any 
work  done  is  or  is  not  included  in  the  contract,  or  as  to  the  value  of  any 
additional  or  extra  work  done,  or  any  omissions  made  after  the  engi- 
neer or  architect  has  given  his  final  certificate  in  writing  on  completion 
of  the  contract,  the  same  shall  be  referred  to  two  arbitrators,  one  to  be 
chosen  by  the  owner  or  company,  and  the  other  by  the  contractors,  and 
in  case  of  disagreement,  the  two  arbitrators  shall  appoint  a  third,  and 
their  award  and  decision,  or  that  of  any  two  of  them,  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive,  and  binding  upon  all  parties  to  this  contract;  the  submis- 
j  sion  and  reference  to  be  in  writing  under  the  seal  of  the  owner  or  com- 

pany, and  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  contractors,  and  duly  witnessed, 

1  Galveston  «.  Devlin  (Tex.),  19  8.  W.      Eq.  397  [1869]. 
Bep.  895  [18921.  4  Johnston   v.  Tartan,    108  N.  Y.  645 

*  Baker  v.  Herty,  1  Cranch  C.  Ct.  249      [18881. 

{1805].  *  Charlock  v.  Freel,  50  Hun.  895  j  1888]. 

•  Seymour  v.  Long  Dock  Co.,  20  N.  J. 

*  Bee  Sec.  421,  eupra.  t  See  Sec.  414,  eupr*. 
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and  the  said  award  of  the  arbitrators  or  any  two  of  them  also  to  be  in 
writing,  duly  signed,  sealed  and  witnessed,  and  the  award  so  made  may, 
by  any  of  the  parties  hereto,  be  made  a  rale  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state/' 

598.  Provision  that  Disputes  as  to  Extra  Work  shall  be  Referred. 

Clause:  "  Should  any  dispute  arise  respecting  the  true  construction 
or  meaning  of  the  drawings  or  specifications,  the  same  shall  be  decided 
by  said  architect,  and  his  decision  shall  be  final  and  cor  elusive;  but 
should  any  dispute  arise  respecting  the  true  value  of  the  extra  work  or 
of  the  works  omitted,  the  same  shall  be  valued  by  two  competent  per- 
sons, one  chosen  by  the  owner,  and  the  other  by  the  builder,  and  these 
two  shall  have  power  to  name  an  umpire  whose  decision  shall  be  bind- 
ing on  all  parties."  * 

599.  Instances  of  Extra  Work— Interpretation  of  Certain  Terms  and 
Expressions. — In  engineering  and  architectural  work  many  ambiguities 
arise  where  the  language  employed  by  the  parties  is  insufficient  or  inade- 
quate to  express  definitely  or  fully  their  intention.  Certain  indefinite  or 
ambiguous  expressions  commonly  in  use  have  been  given  certain  construc- 
tions by  our  courts  and  form  a  precedent  which  is  quite  likely  to  be  followed 
if  they  again  come  up  for  interpretation.  The  meaning  given  to  such  terms 
and  clauses  cannot  fail  to  be  interesting  to  the  reader,  and  it  is  hoped  that 
the  insertion  of  them  here  may  have  a  threefold  value:  First,  to  teach  the 
reader  to  avoid  the  same  and  similar  ambiguities  in  his  own  contracts; 
secondly,  to  give  him  the  probable  interpretation  that  they  will  receive; 
and  thirdly,  to  assist  him  in  the  interpretation  of  other  doubtful  clauses 
which  may  occur  in  his  experience. 

600.  Work  Not  Specifically  Mentioned  in  Contract. — It  is  frequently 
held  that  a  contractor  is  bound  by  his  contract  to  do  all  and  everything 
that  is  necessary  to  make  his  work  reasonably  effective  for  the  purposes 
which  it  was  intended  to  accomplish,1  and  this  may  be  so  even  if  every  item 
and  detail  that  are  necessary  to  the  completion  are  not  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  contract." 

Materials  and  work  that  are  properly  embraced  in  a  structure,  though  not 
specifically  mentioned  in  the  specifications,  cannot  be  charged  for  as  extras 
when  the  contract  is  to  build  and  complete  the  structure.  Thus  under  the 
head  "  carpenter  and  joiner  "  there  were  specified  the  scantling  of  the  joists 
for  the  floors,  the  rafters  and  ridge  and  wall-pieces,  but  the  flooring  was 
not  mentioned,  and  it  was  decided  that  no  extra  charge  could  be  made  for 
furnishing  the  floor-boards;  that  from  the  whole  instrument  it  was  clear  that 
the  contractor  was  to  supply  the  necessary  materials  for  the  floor." 

The  cellar  and  foundations  have  been  held  a  part  of  the  erection  and 

•I.,B.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.  f>.  Adamson,  114  'Williams  v    Fitzmmirice.  8  H.  &  N. 

Ind.  282  ri887].  844  [1858];  and  «*•  Emdeu'sLnw  of  BId'g, 

•Currier  v.  B.  &  M.  R.   R.,  84  N.  H.  etc.,  223;  anrf  Lu  Chicotte  t>.  Richmond  Ry. 

~  [1857].  &  Tel.  Co.  (Sup.;,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  76. 

*  As  regards  arbitrators  and  umpire,  tee  Sees.  51&-S38,  supra. 
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construction  of  a  building,  sufficient  to  support  a  mechanic's  lien;1  and  a  con- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  wall  at  five  dollars  per  cubic  yard,  which  said 
nothing  about  the  excavations,  was  held  to  include  the  excavations,  and  that 
the  contractor  was  bound  to  make  them  without  extra  pay.  But  when  the 
specifications  called  for  a  lining  of  coarse  gravel  in  the  rear  of  the  wall  and 
made  no  provision  for  payment,  and  there  was  no  gravel  near  the  work,  and 
it  had  been  agreed  to  substitute  macadam  material  for  the  gravel,  the  con- 
tractor was  permitted  to  recover  extra  compensation  not  only  for  the  gravel 
lining  but  for  the  excavations  for  it.1 

A  contract  to  grade  and  pave  a  street  and  to  lay  the  stone  curb  as  speci- 
fied for  a  fixed  price  per  lineal  foot,  was  held  to  include  the  digging  of  the 
trench  for  the  curbstone  after  the  surface  of  street  had  been  brought  to  the 
proper  grade/ 

Although  the  only  promise  in  a  building  contract  is  to  furnish  "  all 
stock  and  materials  mentioned  in  the  specifications,"  it  will  include  the 
erection  of  the  building  contemplated  by  the  specifications,  where  such  ap- 
pears to  have  been  its  intent  from  provisions  as  to  time  of  beginning  the 
work,  payments  according  to  estimated  value  of  the  work  and  materials,  and 
as  to  superintendence  of  architect.4 

A  contract  to  keep  "  the  street  bridges  where  crossed  by  street-car  tracks 
in  first-class  order/'  has  been  held  to  mean  to  keep  the  whole  bridge  in 
repair.* 

An  agreement  to  quarry,  burn,  and  deliver  cement  in  a  storehouse  at  a 
certain  place,  the  stone  to  be  taken  from  the  company's  quarry  and  in  a 
manner  so  as  not  to  endanger  it,  and  a  counter-agreement  to  pay  a  certain 
price  per  barrel  for  all  cement  delivered  in  such  storehouse  at  times  stated, 
was  held  to  require  the  contractor  to  furnish  the  wood  and  coal  to  burn  such 
cement/ 

601.  Limits  of  Work  Hot  Properly  Defined.— A  common  source  of  ambi- 
guity and  trouble  in  railroad  circles  is  the  indiscriminate  use  of  the  words 
"road"  and  "track."  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  same  annoyance  has 
found  its  way  into  the  courts  on  several  occasions.  The  question  came  up 
as  early  as  1855,  under  a  contract  to  build  a  railroad  between  certain  termini 
at  a  specific  price  or  rate  per  mile,  according  to  certain  specifications.  A 
dispute  arose  as  to  whether  the  fixed  rate  was  per  mile  of  track — i.e.,  the 
aggregate  lengths  of  the  main  track,  the  side-tracks  and  the  turnouts — or 
was  per  mile  of  road-bed.  It  was  decided  that  the  latter  interpretation  was 
the  proper  one,  but  apparently  upon  the  ground  that  the  contractor  had 
received  monthly  payments  on  monthly  estimates,  and  had  made  no  claim 

1  Cristal  v.  Cochran  (Pa ),  23  All.  Rep.      Rep.  911  [1890]. 
444.  •  Stnte  «.  Canal  A  C.  St.  Ry.  (La.),  10  8a 

*  Shipman  «.  Dist.  of  Colum. ,  119  U.  8.      Rep  940  [1892]. 

148,  703.  '  F res' on    v.    Lawrence    Cement    Co. 

*  Davis  v  Sad nnw,  87  Mich.  439.  (Sup.),  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  144. 

*  White  v.  McLaren  (Mass.),  24  N.  E. 
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for  payment  for  such  side-tracks,  etc.,  and  that  such  a  practical  construction 
of  the  contract  concluded  the  contractor  from  setting  up  a  different  one.1 
The  later  cases  have  adopted  the  same  interpretation  in  computing  the 
number  of  miles  of  railroad  specified  as  being  between  two  points/  and  in 
determining  the  expense  that  several  railroads  should  bear  "  in  proportion 
to  the  length  of  the  main  truck,  or  tracks  or  road,"  it  was  held  in  the  latter 
case  that  the  length  intended  was  the  measured  distance  between  the  two 
points  and  not  the  number  of  miles  of  track."  Under  a  contract  to  pay  a 
certain  amount  per  mile  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad,  which  is  to  be 
completed  by  a  certain  date,  the  contractor  was  held  entitled  to  payment 
both  for  a  temporary  line,  built  around  a  difficult  part  of  the  route,  to  save 
time,  and  for  the  permanent  line,  built  by  a  more  direct,  but  more  difficult, 
route.* 

A  contract  to  construct  the  road-bed  of  a  railroad  between  two  cities 
named  has  been  held  to  include  all  the  road  as  indicated  by  their  depot 
grounds,  and  that  the  contractor  could  not  recover  extra  compensation  for 
grading  within  the  corporation  limits  of  the  villages  or  cities  named,  and 
that  the  contract  was  not  satisfied  by  grading  to  the  corporation  limits.* 
Under  a  like  construction  it  has  been  held  that  work  upon  bridge  founda- 
tions of  a  railroad  is  work  done  under  a  contract  "  to  construct  and  complete 
all  the  grading,  earth,  rock,  and  masonry  for  the  road-bed  of  the  railroad 
from  a  place  named  to  Kennebec  river;  the  bridge  being  over  the  Kennebec 
river.*  Cattle-guards,  water-tanks,  stop-gaps,  slides,  sidings,  and  Y's,  have 
been  held  part  of  the  complete  construction  of  a  railroad,  which  a  contractor 
is  bound  to  supply  under  a  contract  to  build  and  complete  the  road,  but  not 
the  rolling-stock/ 

Earthworks  at  a  price  per  cubic  yard  to  be  measured  in  the  embankment 
have  been  held  to  include  the  filling  in  between  the  ties  after  the  track 
was  laid,  and  that  it  was  not  embraced  in  the  contract  to  lay  the  track.9 
But  under  a  contract  to  fill  in  a  trestle  under  a  railroad  track  which  pro- 
vides for  compensation  by  the  cubic  yard  of  dirt,  solid  measure,  the  con- 
tractor was  not  allowed  to  recover  for  the  space  occupied  by  a  brick  culvert 
constructed  by  the  company  under  the  trestle.* 

"  Clearing  land/'  in  absence  of  words  of  limitation,  has  been  held  to 
mean  the  removing  all  the  timber  of  every  size,  but  not  to  include  the  tak- 
ing out  of  stamps  and  roots.19 

1  Barker  v.  T.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  766  C.  &  N.  R.  Co..  85  Barb.  878  [18611. 

[1855].  •  Rogers  v.  Hoiran.  58  Me  805  [18711. 

•  Sulzbach  t>.  Thompson's  Admrs  (IT.  8.  1  Central   Trust   Co.    •.  Condon  (C.  0. 
C.  C.  Pa.),  17  The  Reporter  777  [1884].  A.)  67  Fed.  Rep.  84. 

»  People  t>.  Chapin  (N.  Y.),  13  N    B.  •  Snell  t>  Cottingham.  72  111.  161  [18741. 

Rep.  595  [1887].  »E.  Tennessee.   V.  &    G.   Ry    Co.  i 

•  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Condon  (C.  C.  A.),  Matthews  (Ga.).  11  8.  E.  Rep.  841  [18901 
67  Fed.  Rep.  84.  10  Setivey  v.  8hurlck(Ind.),ll  N.  E.  Rep. 

•  Western  Uuion  R.   Co.   v.  Smith.  75  597  [1887].                                                P 
111.  496  [1874];  semble,  Mason  t>.  Brooklyn 
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Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  work  done  under  it  was  to  be 
paid  for  partly  in  stock  and  partly  in  money,  it  was  held  that  payment  for 
extra  work  might  be  recovered  in  money.1  When  a  contractor  was  to  be 
paid  "  the  cost  of  labor  and  materials,  and  a  certain  per  cent,  added  thereto 
as  profit/'  he  was  held  entitled  to  the  amounts  paid  to  subcontractors,  in- 
eluding  their  customary  profits,  and  his  per  cent,  thereof.* 

An  interesting  case  came  up  in  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
railroad  under  a  contract  which  provided  that  earthworks  should  be  meas- 
ured in  excavation.  An  embankment  was  partly  made  from  two  adjacent 
road  cuts  which  were  measured,  and  it  was  completed  with  earth  borrowed 
from  ditches  which  were  not  measured.  The  rule  was  that  when  earth- 
works were  measured  in  embankment  10  per  cent,  should  be  allowed  for 
shrinkage.  The  volume  of  the  embankment  was  100,000  cubic  yards;  that 
of  the  road  cuts  60,000  cubic  yards.  The  contractor  contended  that  his 
estimate  for  excavation  from  borrow-pits  should  be  110  per  cent,  of  100,000 
cubic  yards,  less  60,000  cubic  yards,  or  50,000  cubic  yards.  The  engineer's 
estimate  was  100,000  cubic  yards,  less  60,000  cubic  yards  measured  in  cuts,, 
which  was  90  per  cent,  of  the  amount  which  would  be  required  to  finish 
embankment,  which  was  44,444  cubic  yards.  The  company  allowed  only  110 
per  cent,  of  100,000  less  60,000,  or  44,000,  which  is  6000  cubic  yards  less 
than  the  contractor's  claim,  and  444  cubic  yards  less  than  the  engineer's  esti- 
mate. The  lower  court  sustained  the  estimate  of  the  company."  The  case 
is  instructive  as  showing  the  importance  of  trifles  in  interpreting  a  contract. 

602.  Estimates  of  Quantities  of  Work  and  Materials.— A  provision  for 
an  extra  allowance  in  case  "  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  materials  encoun- 
tered were  increased  over  the  preliminary  estimate  was  held  not  to  apply 
to  an  increase  over  and  above  the  estimate  of  each  kind  of  material,  but  to 
mean  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  the  kinds  of  materials  should  exceed 
the  total  estimate.4 

Under  a  contract  to  erect  new  buildings  upon  land  covered  by  houses, 
which  does  not  mention  them  nor  the  use  of  materials  in  them,  the  con- 
tractor becomes  the  owner  of  the  materials  upon  taking  possession  and 
removing  them,  and  can  use  them  whenever  and  wherever  he  chose.  If  the 
owner  does  not  provide  for  the  use  of  the  materials  in  the  old  buildings  in 
the  new,  or  does  not  remove  them  before  the  contractor  takes  possession 
under  his  contract,  he  waives  his  right  to  them  and  they  belong  to  the  con- 
tractor/ The  right  to  make  alterations  under  a  lease  does  not  give  right 
to  materials  taken  out.*  * 

1  Smith  v.  B.  C.  &  M.  R.  R,  36  N.  H.  4  Smith  «.  B.  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  H. 

459  H858].  458. 

*  Hamilton  «.  Congan,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  •  Morgan  v.  Stevens,  6  Abo.  New  Cases 
21;  accord.  Ford©.  St.L.,  K.  &N.  W.  Ry.  857  ["18781 ;  compare  Cooper  «.  Kane,  19 
Co  .  54  Iowa  723.  Wend.  886. 

*  Case  not  reported.  •  Aerate  v.  Lowenbeln,  57  N.  Y.  604. 

*  See  Sec.  265,  supra. 
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• 

A  Btranger  performing  work  by  mistake  upon  another's  contract  to  ex- 
cavate earth  from  a  street  without  the  latter's  knowledge  cannot  recover 
the  cost  thereof.1  But  where  one  contractor,  upon  another  portion  of  the 
same  sewer,  excavates  material  and  deposits  the  same  upon  that  part  of  the 
sewer  constructed  by  another  contractor,  and  the  part  so  covered  up  is 
afterwards  found  to  be  defective  by  the  inspector,  who  requires  that  such 
part  of  the  sewer  be  re-excavated  and  rebuilt,  the  contractor  who  placed 
the  materials  upon  the  sewer  is  liable  for  the  damages  and  expenses  re- 
sulting from  his  act.9 

1  Ronr  v.  Baker,  13  Oreg.  850  [1886] ;     (Mich.).  60  N.  W.  Rep.  695. 
hut  ue  McClary  v.  Mich.  Cent.  R.  Co.         '  Dalamater  «.  Folz,  50  Hun  528  [1888]. 


CHAPTER  XXL 

CUSTOM  AND  USAGE  IN  CONSTRUCTION  WORK. 

THBIB  EFFECT  UPON  THE  CONTRACT.     ITS  INTERPRETATION  AND 

CONSTRUCTION. 

603.  Provision  that  Quantities  shall  be  Determined  by  Actual  Measure- 
ment without  Regard  to  Usage. 

Clause:  "  It  is  hereby  further  agreed  and  understood  that  the  quanti- 
ties of  materials  and  work  to  be  received  and  paid  for,  by  either  party  to 
this  agreement  shall  be  measured  and  estimated  according  to  their 
actual  volume,  area,  or  length,  without  regard  to  any  customs  and  usages 
to  the  contrary/' 

604.  Provision  that  No  Extra  or  Customary  Measurements  shall  be 
Allowed. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  agreed  and  understood  that  no  extra  or  cus- 
tomary measurements  of  any  kind  will  be  allowed  in  measuring  the 
work  under  these  specifications;  but  the  actual  length,  area,  solid  con- 
tents, or  number  only  shall  be  considered,  and  the  length  shall  be  meas- 
ured on  the  center  lines  of  the  work,  whether  straight  or  curbed." 

605.  Effect  of  Custom  and  Usage  on  the  Law  of  Construction  Contracts. — 
A  distinctive  feature  of  the  common  law  is  its  versatility.  Its  flexibility  and 
fickle  character  denies  it  the  name  it  bears  if  employed  in  the  sense  that 
the  term  is  used  by  scientific  men.  What  may  be  the  lawyer's  philosophy 
of  law,  would  be  the  scientist's  theory  of  probability.  If  a  certain  state 
of  facts  or  conditions  be  given  a  scientist,  and  they  may  be  classed  under 
any  of  the  sciences  generally  understood,  he  will  deduce  a  certain  and 
known  result,  by  the  laws  of  mathematics  and  science,  but  the  law  of  the 
land  is  modified  by  so  many  conditions  and  circumstances  as  to  render  posi- 
tive deductions  almost  impossible.  Law  to  a  mathematician  implies  cer- 
tainty, positive  results,  absolute  truths,  but  these  elements  in  the  law  of  the 
bench  or  bar  are  nearly  extinct.  Make  ever  so  clear  a  statement  of  the 
case  to  several  lawyers,  and  a  variety  of  opinions  may  be  had,  many  directly 
opposed  and  contrary  to  one  another. 

Probably  the  most  active  agents,  modifying  the  rigid  application  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  the  law,  are  those  of  usages  or  customs;  usages 
that  have  been  acquiesced  in  and  practised  by  communities,  trades,  and 
professions,  and  have  after  a  long  time  become  the  custom  of  the  land* 
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These  usages  and  customs  are  the  foundation  of  the  common  law.  The 
English  people  have  the  greatest  respect  for  precedent,  for  usages  and  cus- 
toms of  their  forefathers,  and  what  had  been  the  custom  of  the  people  was 
made  the  law  of  the  land,  and  so  it  is  to  this  day.  It  is  this  suppleness 
and  adaptation  of  the  common  law  to  the  changes  in  life  and  to  the  altered 
views  of  the  people  that  especially  commends  it  to  a  liberty-loving  race. 
As  has  been  said,  "it  is  not  an  indication  of  its  inferiority,  but  a  proof  of 
its  vitality/' l 

All  branches  of  law  may  be  qualified  by  usage  and  custom/  some  to  a 
greater  and  some  to  a  less  extent,  but  the  construction  of  contracts  is  sub- 
ject to  the  greatest  and  most  frequent  changes.  Contracts  are  the  means 
by  which  persons  assume  obligations  to  one  another;  they  are  the  medium 
by  which  the  professional,  manual,  and  commercial  business  of  the  world  is 
•carried  on,  and  their  interpretation  and  construction  should  conform  to 
the  usages  and  customs  adopted  and  practised  by  the  calling  in  which  they 
«re  made. 

606.  Peculiar  Effect  of  Custom  and  Usage. — The  practice  of  engineer- 
ing and  architecture,  having  to  do  with  such  a  variety  of  materials,  employ- 
ing so  many  different  trades,  and  being  so  world-wide  in  its  application,  is 
•essentially  changed  by  custom  and  usage.  It  must  not  only  conform  to  the 
usages  of  trades  employed,  but  to  the  custom  of  the  particular  locality  in 
which  the  work  is  undertaken.  These  may  so  modify  the  contract  in  its 
application  to  the  work  or  subject-matter  as  to  materially  change  the 
result  and  effect  of  the  contract.  They  may  change  the  requirements  of 
the  contract  as  to  the  amount,  quality,  and  classification  of  work  and 
materials,  or  as  to  the  price  or  compensation  to  be  paid,  or  the  manner  and 
mean 8  of  accomplishing  its  ends  or  the  time  when  it  shall  be  completed. 

Usages  and  customs  are  especially  annoying  to  young  and  inexperienced 
-engineers  and  architects,  who  read  a  contract  and  its  accompanying  speci- 
fications in  the  light  and  understanding  of  their  school-books  or  of  the 
popular  meaning  of  the  terms  employed ;  whose  understanding  of  the  words 
""cord"  or  " perch,"  etc.,  is  that  number  of  cubic  feet  given  by  their  arith- 
metics or  described  by  the  lady  teachers  of  their  childhood.  An  experi- 
enced engineer  would  read  between  the  lines,  "as  it  were,"  and  a  "cord" 
to  him  would  mean  several  things — either  a  load  of  given  weight  or  100  or 
128  cubic  feet.  Novices  may  marvel  at  interpretations  given  to  terms  of 
contract  by  trades,  sometimes  in  plain  contradiction  to  the  usual  meaning 
of  the  words  employed,  but  the  meaning  adopted  by  the  trade  or  business 
which  employ  them,  will  be  the  meaning  given  to  them  by  the  courts. 

If  accidents  occur  or  injuries  result  from  negligence  or  delay,  the  liability 
for  such  injury  is  often  a  matter  of  custom  or  usage.  The  liability  of 
one  party  as  against  another  for  patterns,  molds,  or  requisite  appliances  to 

1  Browne's  Custom  and  Usage  17. 
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prosecute  or  complete  the  work  is  sometimes  a  question  of  custom,1  us  is 
also  the  meaning  of  words,  terms,  and  phrases,  and  therefore  the  proper 
performance  and  completion  of  a  contract  or  the  skillful  execution  of  a 
piece  of  work. 

It  may  seem  strange  that  it  can  be  successfully  maintained  that  a  perch 
in  a  contract  means  25  cubic  feet,*  or  that  1000  must  be  taken  to  mean  10O 
dozen,  or  1200;  *  or  that  black  means  white,*  or  that  a  contract  to  pay  for 
brick  per  1000  means  to  pay  for  brick  never  laid  or  furnished;  yet  these  are 
instances  of  the  effect  of  usage  on  the  interpretation  of  contracts. 

All  trades  and  businesses  have  trade  usages  and  trade  customs  which 
may  differ,  even  for  different  localities  in  the  same  trade,  and  since  courts 
recognize  them  and  employ  them  to  construe  the  meaning  of  contracts,  it  is 
essential  to  know:  (I)  What  constitutes  a  usage  or  custom;  (2)  when  they 
may  be  employed  to  explain  the  meaning  of  contracts;  (3)  how  may  they  be 
shown  or  proved;  (4)  usage  of  what  place  controls;  (5)  instances  and  terms 
defined. 

607.  What  may  Constitute  a  Usage. — What  may  constitute  a  usage  so 
as  to  enter  into  and  form  a  part  of  the  agreement  between  two  persons  is 
pretty  well  determined.  There  are  some  essential  features  to  its  admission 
that  have  always  been  required.  Usage  is  a  uniform  practice  followed  in 
the  transaction  of  a  business  or  the  carrying  on  of  a  vocation  or  trade,  or  an 
established  method  or  rule  applied  to  the  exercise  of  a  calling  in  which  the 
the  profession,  business,  or  trade  generally  acquiesce  and  by  which  they  aro 
governed. 

608.  Usage  must  be  Established. — First,  the  practice,  method,  or  rule  or, 
in  short,  the  usage  must  be  established.  By  which  is  meant  simply  that  it 
must  have  existed  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  have  become  generally 
known.4  The  length  of  time  must  depend  upon  circumstances  and  may 
differ  in  each  particular  calling.  The  frequency  of  its  occurrence  and  the 
number  of  people  affected  by  it,  or  to  whose  notice  it  is  brought,  will  deter- 
mine largely  the  time  necessary  to  establish  a  usage. 

Three  weeks  have  been  held  sufficient  in  the  insurance  business  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  where  a  great  many  transactions  of  the  same  character 
take  place  every  day.6  In  another  case  it  has  been  held  that  two  years 
was  too  short  a  time  to  establish  a  usage  of  a  bank,  it  appearing  that  only 
four  cases  had  occurred  in  that  time.*  In  the  language  of  the  court:  "To 
give  usage  the  force  of  law,  it  requires  an  acquiescence  and  a  notoriety  from 
which  it  may  be  inferred  that  it  was  known  to  the  public,  and  especially  to 

1  Mitchell  v.  Henry.  24  Solic.  Jour.  522  and  689. 

and  689;  Barrv  v.  Bennett,  7  Met.  854.  4  Lawson  on  Usage  29. 

•  Smith  «.  Wilson.  8  B.   &  Adol.  728  '  Wall  t>.  East  R.  Ins.  Co..  8  Dur.  264. 
[18821.  •  Lawson  on  Usage  29-80. 

*  Mitchell  t>.  Henry.  24  Solic.  Jour.  622 

«&eSec.  621,tft/Va. 
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those  who  did  business  with  the  bank.1  One,  three,  and  seven  years  have 
been  held  sufficient  in  other  instances.' 

609.  Usage  must  be  Certain  and  Uniform. — A  usage  must  be  certain  and 
•uniform.  It  must  be  fixed,  certain,  and  universal.  The  proof  of  it  must 
be  undoubted.  It  should  be  definite,  consistent,  and  not  contradictory.  If 
it  is  variable,  indeterminate,  and  persons  disagree  as  to  its  use,  it  cannot 
•control  the  well-understood  meaning  of  words.  Thus,  when  a  custom  was 
•set  up  that  in  making  surveys  of  government  lands  it  was  a  practice  of  the 
-surveyors  to  include  more  land  than  the  warrant  or  deed  called  for,  and  one 
witness  testified  it  was  customary  to  allow  5  per  cent,  in  the  length  of  lines, 
and  another  said  it  was  usual  to  add  four  inches  to  the  length  of  a  chain  in 
rough,  broken,  and  bushy  land,  but  that  some  did  and  some  did  not  add  to 
the  length  of  a  line  measured  with  the  chain  thus  elongated,  and  that  in 
measuring  old  lines  he  had  usually  found  them  longer  than  the  calls  in  the 
warrant,  some  were  more  than  5  per  cent,  and  some  less;  and  it  was  fur- 
ther testified  that  a  few  of  the  old  surveyors  would  fall  short  of  the  distance 
•called  for;  that  there  was  a  great  variety  of  measurements  in  the  early  sur- 
veys, but  that  generally  surveyors  measured  the  distance  called  for,  and  that 
no  general  proportion  of  excess  was  known  to  the  witness, — the  court  said 
that  it  was  certain  that  almost  every  locator  had  appropriated  more  land 
than  his  warrants  would  entitle  him  to,  but  that  the  testimony,  instead  of 
proving  any  known  and  certain  custom,  proved  the  reverse.* 

A  usage  must  be  continued,  and  that  there  must  be  no  temporary  suspen- 
sion or  interruption  of  the  rule.  A  practice  maintained  in  a  public  depart- 
ment during  the  administration  or  occupancy  of  a  particular  officer  by  his 
directions  may  not  be  regarded  as  an  established  usage.  Thus  the  custom 
of  a  city  department  to  charge  interest  on  sums  advanced  to  contractors,  was 
held  inadmissible  when  it  appeared  that  the  practice  had  been  different 
under  different  comptrollers,  and  that  the  witnesses'  knowledge  was  not  later 
than  a  year  before  the  time  in  question.4 

Acts  of  courtesy,  habits  of  accommodation  and  indulgence  will  not 
establish  a  usage,  if  they  are  evidently  practised  for  that  purpose.  The 
general  practice  of  accepting  checks  in  payment  for  money,  or  of  goods  and 
wares  from  stores  of  employers  in  payment  for  labor,  does  not  establish  a  rule 
to  control  a  written  contract  which  is  silent  as  to  the  means  or  manner  of 
paying.  Nor  does  the  common  act  of  courtesy,  which  induces  a  man  to  call 
on  his  mechanic  to  rectify  what  is  amiss  in  his  job,  establish  a  custom  to 
excuse  the  trade  from  responsibility  for  bad  work/  The  fact  that  a  railroad 
oompany  has  paid  for  medical  attendance  of  injured  employees  in  its  service 
will  hardly  bind  it  to  pay  for  subsequent  services  rendered/ 

An  arbitrary  change  in  the  methods  of  doing  business  or  in  the  authority 

1  Lowe  i\  Lehrann,  15  Ohio  St.  179  [1865].  4  Lawson   on  Usage    87;  tee  Butler  *. 

*  Lawson  on  Usnge  29.  Chariest  own,  7  Gray  (Mass.)  12. 

4  Law  sod  on  Usage  85.  '  Lawson  on  Usage  88. 
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conferred  upon  certain  officers  or  agents,  cannot  be  made  to  the  prejudice 
and  injury  of  a  customer,  without  notice.1  The  notice  should  be  given  so 
as  to  give  persons  sufficient  time  to  adapt  their  business  to  the  change. 
Thus  a  custom  of  a  bank  to  give  accommodation  to  a  customer  for  which 
value  has  been  given  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  notice  that  the  accommoda- 
tion is  discontinued.'  The  practice  of  other  banks  in  a  place  to  give  notice 
of  dishonor  of  commercial  paper  by  mail  will  not  hold  with  a  bank  which 
has  formally  abandoned  the  usage.1  A  usage  for  a  company  to  pay  for 
materials  and  supplies  ordered  by  its  engineer,  to  be  used  on  a  bridge  being 
constructed  under  the  engineer's  superintendence,  will  render  the  company 
liable  for  subsequent  orders,  unless  notice  be  given  that  the  authority  has 
been  withdrawn.*  * 

610.  Usage  must  be  Generally  Known. — A  usage  must  be  general,  or  it 
must  be  known.  If  not  expressly  brought  to  the  notice  of  a  party  it  must 
be  so  general  and  notorious  that  it  may  be  presumed  that  the  parties  knew 
of  it  and  contracted  in  reference  to  it.4  It  would  not  be  necessary  to  prove 
that  a  usage  is  general  or  notorious,  or  how  long  it  has  existed,  if  it  be 
shown  that  the  parties  knew  of  it  and  contracted  with  reference  to  it;  *  a 
practice  might  exist  between  two  persons  only,  and  bind  them  in  all 
subsequent  dealings  between  themselves.'  It  has  been  said  7  that "  the 
proposition  that  a  usage  must  be  general  in  order  to  bind  the  parties,  refers 
exclusively  to  the  cases  in  which  the  knowledge  of  the  parties  and  their 
intention  to  adopt  the  usage  are  inferred  merely  from  the  fact  of  its  exist- 
ence; but  when  their  knowledge  or  intentions  are  established  by  other 
direct  or  circumstantial  proof  the  contract  will  be  governed  by  the  usage, 
however  local  or  partial,  in  reference  to  which  it  is  proved  or  presumed  to 
have  been  made." 

As  knowledge  and  mutual  understanding  with  regard  to  a  usage  are 
difficult  to  prove,  and  since  in  most  cases  nothing  has  been  said  about  it,  it 
is  generally  necessary  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  usage,  and  that  it  was  so 
generally  known  and  so  universally  in  practice,  that  it  becomes  by  implica- 
tion a  part  of  the  contract.8  Courts  rigidly  apply  the  rule  that  a  usage 
must  be  general  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  contract  was  made  with 
reference  to  it.  Just  what  is  understood  by  the  term  "  general "  often 
becomes  an  important  question. 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  railroad  company  was  in  the  custom  of  making 
monthly  payments  to  its  contractors  for  work  done  on  its  road,  upon  esti- 
mates made  by  the  engineer  at  the  end  of  each  month,  and  that  usage  or 

1  Isbell  v.  Lewis  (Ala.),  13  So.  Rep.  835.         •  Lamb  «.  Klaus,  12  Amer.  Law  Reg.  (N. 

*  Lawson  on  Usage  39.  S.)  199. 

•Beattie  «.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  90  N.  Y.         « Lawson  on  Usage  40. 
643  T1882].  1 1nsurance  Co.  v.  Wilson,  2  Md.  241. 

4  Dickinson  «.  Poughkeepsie,  75  N.  Y.         *  Steamship  Co.  «.  Mc Alpine,  69  Chi.  437 

65  [1878.]  [1882]. 

*  See  Sees.  377  and  558,  $upra. 
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custom  having  been  adopted  by  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  held  that  this  must  be 
considered  the  rule  of  payment  under  the  contract,  established  by  mutual 
consent,  and  binding  upon  the  parties.1 

The  usage  of  one  person,  or  of  one  house,  or  of  one  mill,  or  of  one  rail- 
road,  is  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  rule  as  to  generality  for  a  community;  but 
though  a  usage  is  confined  to  a  city,  town,  or  village,  it  may  be  "  general " 
as  to  its  use  among  their  inhabitants  in  business  carried  on  within  its 
boundaries.  A  usage  shown  to  be  general  in  a  city  would  not  prove  its 
generality  in  the  country,  and  it  has  been  held  that  a  usage  proved  to  be 
general  in  New  Orleans,  Cincinnati,  and  Louisville  was  not  sufficient  to 
show  a  general  usage  among  merchants  upon  the  Mississippi  river  and  its 
tributaries.' 

The  fact  that  many  persons  practise  a  usage,  or  that  the  majority  of 
those  engaged  in  the  business  have  adopted  it,  or  that  two-thirds  even  of 
the  business  done  is  transacted  according  to  a  rule/  is  not  enough;  the  cus- 
tom must  be  universal,  it  must  be  the  mode.*  If  a  practice  between  two 
men,  or  two  mills,  or  two  railroads  would  not  establish  a  usage  between 
persons,  mills,  or  railroads  in  general,  neither  would  it  be  expected  that 
a  usage  in  a  single  town  or  city  would  establish  a  usage  in  other  like 
cities  and  towns.  It  must  be  shown  to  be  a  general  usage  among  cities  and 
towns.9 

611.  Parties  to  Contraot  should  have  Knowledge  of  Usage. — It  has  been 
frequently  held  that  if  a  usage  is  to  be  implied  as  a  part  of  a  contract,  it 
must  have  been  known  to  the  parties,  and  they  must  have  contracted  with 
reference  to  the  usage.  The  fundamental  principles  of  contracts  would 
seem  to  require  this.  There  are  invariably  two  requisites  to  a  binding  con- 
tract: consideration  and  mutual  consent.  Mutual  consent  is  indispensable. 
The  parties  must  have  a  clear  and  definite  understanding  of  the  obligations 
which  they  assume.  The  understanding  of  one  party  cannot  govern  ;  the 
law  of  contracts  requires  that  there  shall  be  a  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  and  if  the  parties  do  not  understand  alike  there  is 
no  contract,  theoretically.  If  it  appear  that  the  parties  understood  the 
contract  differently,  one  that  the  structure  was  to  be  built  in  a  certain  way 
or  of  a  certain  material,  and  the  other  that  it  was  to  be  made  in  a  different 
manner  or  of  another  kind  of  material,  or  there  was  no  mutual  assent  as  to 
what  was  to  be  done  or  by  what  means,  there  could  be  no  contract.4  A 
local  usage  cannot  affect  the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  a  contract  unless  it  is 
known  to  both  contracting  parties/  Courts  generally  find  that  there  was  a 
mutual  understanding,  and  they  bring  usage  and  customs  to  their  assistance 

1  Boody  v.  Rut.  A  Burl.  R.  Co. ,  24  Vt.  [18841. 

660  [1853]:  accord,  Wood's  Law  of  Rail-  4  Wilkinson  v.  Williamson,  76  Ala.  168 

roads  1005;  Merrill  v.  Ithaca,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  [1884]. 

16  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  586.  "Chateaugay  Ore  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Blake, 

*  Lawsonon  Usage  41.  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  781;  accord  Collins  «. 

'Pcvey  v.   Lumber  to.,   88  Minn.   45  Mechling,  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  504. 
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to  determine  the  intentions  of  the  parties.  A  plea  of  "did  not  know"  is 
of  no  avail  if  the  usage  is  fully  established.1  It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
that  the  custom  "was  in  the  minds  of  both  parties "  before  it  becomes  a 
part  of  the  contract,  for  it  may  be  so  universal  in  practice  that  it  becomes 
so  by  implication.1 

One  line  of  cases  holds  that  it  must  be  shown  to  have  been  so  long  con- 
tinued, universal,  and  notorious  that  all  persons  may  be  presumed  to  have 
had  notice  of  it ;  *  while  another  line  holds  that  the  usage  must  appear  to 
be  so  well  settled,  so  uniformly  acted  upon,  and  of  so  long  a  continuance 
as  to  raise  a  fair  presumption  that  it  was  known  to  the  contracting  parties, 
and  that  they  contracted  in  conformity  with  it.4 

Numerous  cases  exist  where  one  party  has  known  nothing  of  the  custom, 
yet  it  was  held  to  control/  If  one  of  the  parties  were  ignorant  of  the  usage, 
it  is  not  binding  on  him;  but  that  is  for  him  to  prove.0  The  party  claim- 
ing under  a  usage  is  not  required  to  show  that  the  usage  was  known  to  the 
other  party.  His  knowledge  will  be  presumed  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made/  There  must  be  some  proof  that  the  contract  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  usage,  or  that  the  position  of  the  parties  was  such,  or  their 
acquaintance  of  the  business,  or  their  knowledge  of  the  practice,  or  some 
circumstances  must  exist  and  be  shown  from  which  it  may  be  presumed  or 
inferred  that  the  parties  had  reference  to  it.8  The  parties  must  be  acquainted 
with  the  usage  or  in  some  way  be  chargable  with  notice  of  it.9 

If  the  usage  is  not  general  and  established  and  universally  known,  it 
must  be  brought  to  the  notice  or  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  both  par- 
ties in  order  to  become  a  part  of  their  agreement.  Such  are  rules  or 
regulations  made  by  particular  persons,  firms,  corporations,  societies,  and 
cities  to  govern  their  members  or  employees  in  the  conduct  of  their  business.1 
A  witness  cannot  testify  that  a  custom  is  so  general  and  uniform  as  to  create 
a  presumption  of  the  knowledge  of  it.11 

612.  Knowledge  of  Parties  of  Trade  Usages  and  Customs.— Trade  usages 
and  customs  are  those  that  are  most  frequently  met  in  engineering  practice 
and  in  construction  work,  and  these  are  governed  by  the  laws  of  general 
usage.  If  these  are  established,  uniform,  and  general,  they  become  a  part 
of  contracts  without  actual  knowledge  by  the  parties.    One  who  employs  a 


1  Long  v.  Davidson  (N.  C),  7  S.  E.  Rep. 
758. 
1  Steamship  Co.  t.  McAlpine,  69  Ga.  487 


[1^« 


"  Wadley  t>.  Davis.  68  Barb.  500  [18721. 

♦Foye  v.  Leighton,  22  N.  H.  71  [18501; 
Park  v.  Viernow,  16  Mo.  App.  888 ;  Rush 
forth  v.  Hadfield.  7  East  224. 

*A  rule  for  measuring  brick,  Long  v. 
Davidson,  101  N.  C.  170  [1888] ;  that  ten 
hours  made  a  day's  work,  Lowe  v.  Lehman, 
15  Ohio  St.  179  [18651;  and  $ce  Austrian 
«.  Springer  (Mich.),  54  N.  W.  Rep.  50 ; 


Greenwich  Ins.  Co.  «.  Waterman,  54  Fed. 
Rep.  889 ;  De  Cernea  t>.  Cornell,  22  N.  Y. 
8upp.  941. 

•Johnson  t.  De  Peyster,  50  N.  Y.  666 
[1872]. 

'Lyon  v.  George,  44  Md.  295  [18751. 

•  Walls  «.  Bailey,  49  N.  Y.  474  [1872]. 

•Martin    v.    Maynnrd,    16   N    H.    165 
[1844];  accord  Gnno  v.  Palo,  Pinto  Co 
(Tex).  8  S.  W.  Rep.  636. 

10  Lawson  on  Usage.  44-58 

11  Ford  t>.  St.  J^ouis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co., 
68  Mo.  App.  183. 
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professional  man  or  mechanic  in  the  business  in  which  he  is  engaged  is 
-supposed  to  deal  with  him  according  to  the  rules  and  uniform  usages 
established  in  his  calling  unless  he  stipulates  to  the  contrary.  A  con- 
tract in  respect  to  a  particular  trade  is  on  the  basis  of  the  usages  of  that 
trade,  which  becomes  a  part  of  the  agreement  unless  expressly  stipulated  to 
the  contrary.1 

When  customs  exist  in  reference  to  certain  kinds  of  business,  as,  for  in- 
stance, among  real-estate  brokers,  any  one  haying  actual  or  presumptive 
knowledge  of  and  employing  them  in  their  business  without  special  con- 
tract will  be  presumed  to  have  done  so  with  reference  to  such  custom.9  If 
there  is  nothing  in  a  contract  to  negative  the  inference  that  parties 
-contracted  with  reference  to  the  usage  or  custom  which  prevails  in  the 
particular  trade  or  business  to  which  the  contract  relates,  then  the  usage 
may  be  shown  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  with  greater  certainty 
what  was  intended  by  the  words  or  terms  used  in  the  contract;  and  this, 
though  a  meaning  may  be  given  to  words  contradicting  that  which  would 
attach  to  them  generally.1 

Every  legal  contract  is  to  be  interpreted  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  usages,  if  they  are  reasonable  and  well  established,  are 
deemed  to  form  a  part  of  the  contract  and  to  enter  into  the  intention  of  the 
parties.4  They  are  supposed  to  contract  in  reference  to  the  usages  of  the 
particular  place  where  they  make  the  agreement  and  the  trade  in  or  to 
which  they  contract/  Although  usages  of  trade  cannot  be  set  up  either  to 
contravene  an  established  rule  of  law  or  to  vary  the  terms  of  an  express  • 
contract,  yet  all  contracts  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  without 
particular  stipulations  expressed  or  implied,  are  presumed  to  be  made  in 
reference  to  any  existing  usage  or  custom  relating  to  such  trade,  and  a  party 
may  always  resort  to  such  usage  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract.1 If  the  contract  concerning  a  particular  business  is  ambiguous,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  it  was  made  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  and  evidence  showing  such  course  is  admissible/ 

Knowledge  will  generally  be  presumed  if  the  usage  be  well  established 
and  notorious,  and  "if  a  person  close  his  eyes  and  shut  his  ears  as  to  what  is 
universally  known  in  the  community  by  others  around  about  him,  he  will 
not  be  allowed  to  shelter  himself  under  a  plea  of  ignorance/'    Customs  and 


1  Lawson  on  Usage  58.  The  courts  of 
New  York  state  have  construed  this  rule  as 
to  notice  nore  strictly,  it  would  seem,  than 
have  other  jurisdictions.  In  Sipperly  v. 
Stewart,  50  Barb.  62  [1867],  it  was  liel  I 
that  proof  of  a  usage  or  custom  of  a  par- 
ticular locality  or  business  is  not  sufficient 
to  charge  a  party  to  a  contract,  where 
there  is  no  proof  that  he  ever  knew  or  heard 
•of  such  a  usage  or  custom. 

A  later  case  has  held  that  when  the 
msLge  is  with  regard  to  a  particular  trade 


or  profession,  a  party  to  be  bound  by  it 
must  be  shown  to  have  knowledge  or 
notice  of  its  existence  Hill  v.  Ins.  Co., 
10  Hun  26  [1877].  This,  it  is  submitted, 
is  not  generally  the  accepted  law. 

*  Dyer  «.  Sutherland,  75  III.  583  [  1874]. 

1  Dwyer  v.  City  of  Brenham,  70  Texas 
80  T18881 
4  Williams  v.  Oilman,  8  Greenl.  276. 

*  Greenl.  Evdce.  292-294. 

*  Lonegran  v.  Stewart.  55  III.  44  [1870]. 
1  Lyon  v.  Lenou,  106  Ind.  567  [1884]. 
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usages  of  trade  are  supposed  to  enter  into  and  form  a  part  of  all  contract* 
where  the  usage  or  custom  prevails,  in  reference  to  the  matter  to  which  the 
contract  relates.1 

613.  A  Usage  must  be  Moral— This  statement  should  require  no  com- 
ment ;  it  should  be  evident  that  a  court  of  justice,  the  office  of  which  is  to 
preserve  the  rights,  peace,  and  morals  of  a  community,  would  not  tolerate 
the  introduction  by  implication  of  immoral  practices  into  an  agreement.* 

614.  A  Usage  must  be  Seasonable,  Lawful,  and  in  Keeping  with  Public 
Policy. — Customs  and  usages  often  are,  and  may  be,  contrary  to  certain 
maxims  or  rules  of  the  law,  but  courts  are  very  reluctant  to  admit  them, 
and  when  they  can  justify  the  exclusion  of  a  usage  they  are  likely  to  do  so* 

There  can  be  no  general  definition  or  description  of  what  will  be  regarded 
as  unreasonable;  regard  may  be  had  to  legal  decisions  of  the  past  to  deter- 
mine what  are  and  what  are  not  reasonable.  If  a  usage  has  become  estab- 
lished, uniform,  and  is  generally  adopted,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  it  ia 
reasonable.  If  it  were  unreasonable,  prudent  men  would  not  continue  to> 
sacrifice  their  rights  and  interests  to  maintain  it,  and  it  would  not  be  estab- 
lished.' When  usages  are  fully  established,  courts  feel  in  duty  bound  to* 
regard  them  as  reasonable,  but  they  do  nevertheless  frequently  declare  them 
unreasonable  when  they  are  too  absurd  for  recognition,  contrary  to  public- 
policy,  or  tend  to  violate  some  fixed  principle  of  law.  Of  course,  a  man 
may  contract  with  reference  to  foolish,  absurd,  and  unreasonable  usages* 
and  load  himself  with  obligations  of  the  most  oppressive  and  onerous  char- 
acter, and  if  he  has  knowledge  of  the  obligations  he  is  assuming,  a  court 
will  not  interfere.4  Matters  of  inconvenience  will  not  render  a  usage- 
unreasonable,  while  public  convenience  will  often  render  an  apparent  bad 
usage  valid. 

615.  An  Unreasonable  Practice  cannot  Become  a  Usage. — A  custom  in 
other  connties  for  a  person  who  undertakes  to  survey,  subdivide,  and  map 
lands  to  employ  competent  surveyors  as  substitutes  to  perform  the  work 
is  too  unreasonable  to  become  incorporated  into  a  contract  without  it  be 
shown  that  both  parties  were  acquainted  with  the  custom.  Such  a  custom 
was  held  to  be  unreasonable  as  between  a  court  and  a  contractor.  That  it. 
was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  select  such  agents  as  could  assist  them  in  the> 
discharge  of  their  functions.  That  as  such  agents  [surveyors]  have  neces- 
sarily to  exercise  judgment  and  discretion  in  the  performance  of  the  work 
assigned  them,  the  duty  of  making  such  selections  should  not  be  delegated* 
and  therefore  a  custom  to  do  so  was  unreasonable/ 

A  custom  to  give  bonds  for  the  payment  of  work  done  upon  public 
build ings,  on  which  the  law  does  not  give  a  mechanic's  lien,  seems  to  have- 
been  regarded  as  reasonable  by  the  court,  and  it  seems  it  may  be  introduced 

1  Donne  r.  Dunham.  79  111.  181  [1875].  4  Lawaon  on  Uwige  68,  69. 

•  Iawhod  on  Usace  58.  •  Gano  t>.  Palo  Pinto  Co.  (Tex.),  8  S.  WV 

1  Lawson  on  Usage  68.  Rep.  636  [1888]. 
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into  a  bid  in  which  no  reference  has  been  made  to  it  if  proven  to  be  a  gen- 
eral and  uniform  usage  among  builders  engaged  in  doing  public  work.1  * 

Usage  and  custom  cannot  determine  the  mode  of  executing  a  contract. 
Statutory  laws  require  that  deeds  and  wills  and  certain  other  instruments 
shall  be  executed  in  writing  and  with  certain  formalities.  It  cannot  be 
doubted  but  that  they  must  be  followed,  any  usage  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding. In  the  absence  of  any  statutory  law,  contracts  may  be  exe- 
cuted in  any  manner  that  fulfills  the  conditions  of  a  binding  contract. 
Their  binding  force  will  depend  upon  the  law  of  contracts  and  not  upon 
customs.  The  fact  that  contracts  for  insurance  and  for  the  construction  of 
works  are  universally  made  in  writing  and  sealed  and  witnessed  does  not 
render  it  necessary  to  so  execute  them  to  make  them  valid  and  binding.3 

Usage  will  not  justify  the  use  of  words  in  a  contrary  sense  from  that 
given  them  by  statute.  Standards  of  numbers,  weights,  measures,  are 
often  determined  by  statute,  and  when  so  determined,  evidence  of  a  differ- 
ent standard  will  not  be  admitted.  If  other  means  of  comparison  or 
measure  are  intended  it  must  be  so  specified  in  the  agreement.  Therefore 
when  the  statute  declares  what  shall  constitute  "  a  bushel/'  "  a  quarter/' 
"a  pound,"  "a  ton/'  or  "a  foot,"  or  "a  chain,"  and  these  words  are 
employed,  it  is  to  be  understood  that  statute  measure  is  intended,  and  that 
evidence  of  a  usage  of  some  other  measure  will  not  be  admitted/  A  usage 
to  allow  several  days  of  grace  is  held  a  good  usage,  and  a  promise  to  pay  a 
note  in  sixty  days  is  therefore  construed  to  pay  it  within  sixty-three  days, 
but  not  if  there  be  no  statute  abolishing  days  of  grace,  as  in  New  York 
state.4  A  usage  will  be  held  bad  if  it  is  contrary  to  a  rule  of  law.  Thus 
an  act  of  legislature  enacting  that  2,000  pounds  shall  make  a  ton  cannot  be 
controlled  by  a  usage  in  a  particular  -business  making  2,240  pounds  a  ton/ 
Evidence  of  a  usage  or  custom,  though  it  establish  a  rule  different  from,  but 
not  in  contravention  of,  the  general  law  of  the  land  has  been  held  admissible/ 
The  common-law  right  to  support  to  the  surface  of  the  ground  cannot  be 
questioned  because  of  a  usage  in  the  locality  to  mine  coal  under  the  land 
without  taking  precautions  to  prevent  its  settling.1  A  custom  contrary  to 
such  a  right  is  unlawful,  unreasonable,  and  invalid."  A  custom  to  pump- 
foul  water  from  a  coal  mine  and  to  allow  it  to  flow  into  natural  water- 
courses and  pollute  them,  is  not  only  unreasonable  but  unlawful.* 

A  custom,  in  making  surveys  for  location  of  government  lands  granted 

1  Park  t>.   Vicrnow,   16  Mo.   App.   883  (Iowa).  67  N.  W.  Rep.  276. 

[1885].  '  Jones  v.  Wagner,  66  Pa.  St.  430  [18701. 

*  Lawson  on  Usage  82.  *  Coleman  v.  Chad  wick,  80  Pa.  St.  81 
»  Johnson  t>.  Burns  (W.  Va.),  20  8.  E.  [18751;  accord,  Horner  v.  Watson,  79  Pa. 

Rep.  686;  and  see  Lawson  on  Usage  454.  St.  248  [1876]. 

4  Bank  «.  Fitzhugh,  1  Har.  &  G.  239.  9  Pa.  Coal  Co.  v.  Sanderson,  94  Pa.  St. 

■Godcharles  «\  Wigeman,  118  Pa.  St.  302  [1880];  following  Sanderson  «.  Pa.  C. 

481,  and  see  25  Pa.  St.  114.  Co  ,  86  Pa.  St.  401;  but  see  Jacob  v.  Day 

•  Mllroy  *.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  (Cal),  44  Pac.  Rep.  243. 

*  See  Sec.  174,  supra. 
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to  settlers,  to  include  more  land  than  the  warrant  actually  called  for  is  a 
fraud  upon  the  government,  aud  therefore  bad.1  Likewise  a  custom  for 
surveyors  in  surveying  pre-emption  claims  to  receive  one-half  of  the  land 
for  surveying,  obtaining  the  warrants,  and  paying  expenses,  was  held 
unreasonable.1  A  custom  or  usage  that  justifies  a  builder  in  building  a 
house  in  a  reckless  and  unworkmanlike  manner  when  his  contract  requires 
him  to  build  it  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  is  unreasonable  and  cannot  be 
recognized  by  our  courts." 

Proof  of  a  custom  is  not  permissible  to  enlarge  the  powers  of  officers 
whose  authority  is  defined  by  statute.4 

616.  A  Practice  that  Subverts  Justice  and  Is  Contrary  to  Good  Morals 
is  not  a  Usage. — The  usage  must  not  tend  to  subvert  justice  nor  be  con- 
trary to  good  morals  and  sound  public  policy.  Customs  or  usages  which 
would  have  the  effect  to  relieve  a  party  from  the  duties  and  obligations 
which  the  law  would  otherwise  impose  upon  him  are  not  allowed  to  prevail, 
unless  the  actual  assent  of  the  party  is  secured  for  their  observance,  or  they 
•are  of  so  notorious  a  character  as  reasonably  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  must  have  known  of  their  existence  and  intended  to  assent  to  them. 
Even  then  it  was  held  they  must  not  be  unreasonable  nor  positively 
unlawful.5 

Any  practice,  therefore,  that  strains  the  fiducial  relations  of  a  principal 
•and  his  agent,  or  that  brings  the  interests  of  the  two  in  conflict,  will  be 
held  bad.  It  is  a  principle  of  our  law  that  a  person  [company]  in  employ- 
ing an  agent  [engineer]  to  select,  buy,  or  sell  property  or  materials  bargains 
for  the  disinterested  skill,  diligence,  integrity,  and  zeal  of  the  agent  for  his 
[its]  own  exclusive  benefit.  The  agent  [engineer]  is  expected  to  act  with  a 
sole  regard  to  the  interests  of  his  employer.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
culpable  custom  practiced  by  agents  and  by  some  engineers  of  accepting 
percentages  of  the  price  paid  for  materials  and  machinery  selected  or  pur- 
chased by  or  through  them  could  not  be  sustained  on  the  plea  of  its  being 
a  custom  for  companies  to  pay  it.'  A  custom  the  effect  of  which  is  to  array 
the  interests  of  an  employee  or  agent  against  those  of  his  employer  cannot 
be  reasonable.  If  such  a  usage  were  permitted,  the  interests  of  the  two 
would  be  in  conflict,  and  the  agent  [engineer]  be  tempted  to  promote  his 
own  interests,  to  the  detriment  of  his  employer's  interests.  The  law  does 
not  permit  an  agent  (engineer)  to  occupy  such  an  essentially  inconsistent 
relation,  and  therefore  will  not  recognize  such  an  unreasonable  custom/ 

1  Huston  v.  .IcArthur,  7  Ohio  70.  [1867]. 

•  Lawson  on  Usage  74.         '  *  Dugiiid    v.    Edwards,    50   Barb.    288 

•Anderson  t.  Whitaker  (Ala.),  11  So.  [1868];  Minnesota  Ry.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  52 

Rep.  919;  but  $ee  Graham  v.  Trimmer.  6  Barb.  217. 

Kans.  281.  '  Diplock  v.  Blackburn,  3  Campbell  48 

4  Walters  v.  Senf  (Mo.  Sup.),  22  S.  W  [1811];  Lawson  on  linage.  479,  480;  and 

ftll ;  temble.  Butler  v.  Cbarlestown,  7  Gray  tee  Louisville  &  N.  R  Co.  «.  Barhouse 

<Masa.)  12.  (Ala.),  18  So.  Rep.  684. 

'  Duguid    v.    Edwards,    50    Barb.    288 
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It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law  that  an  agent  cannot  delegate  his  authority 
where  his  personal  skill  is  required,  or  where  his  authority  is  judicial  in 
character  or  discretionary,  or  where  trust  and  confidence  have  been  reposed 
in  him.  In  general  all  these  features  belong  to  the  status  of  an  engineer, 
and  it  has  therefore  been  held  that  a  usage  in  a  city  engineer's  office  for 
the  assistants  to  attend  to  the  making  of  estimates  of  work  was  irrelevant,, 
when  the  written  contract  provided  that  the  work  should  "  be  measured  by 
the  city  engineer";  that  although  the  making  of  the  estimate  undoubtedly 
required  the  help  of  assistants,  yet  that  they  must  have  acted  under  the- 
city  engineer's  direct  personal  supervision,  and  he  must  have  had  personal 
knowledge  of  what  was  done.1  The  same  decision  should  be  reasonably 
expected  with  regard  to  any  engineer,  for  usage  cannot  be  employed  to  con 
tradict  the  terms  of  a  contract  or  to  contravene  a  principle  of  law.*  *  A 
case  apparently  to  the  contrary  is  expressed  in  the  following:  "  But  when 
it  is  known  that  practically  the  chief  engineer  of  a  corporation  never  does 
and  never  can  make  the  estimates,  or  even  verify  those  made  by  his  assist- 
ants, that  such  a  thing  is  altogether  impracticable,  it  must  be  concluded 
that  the  parties  had  reference  to  something  which  was  usual,  or  at  least 
possible,  in  such  cases."  *  Although  not  put  specifically  upon  the  ground; 
of  usage,  it  is  very  close  to  it. 

A  usage  among  architects  to  charge  1  per  cent  of  their  own  estimated! 
cost  of  a  structure  in  payment  for  preliminary  sketches  and  estimates  of 
the  same  was  held  to  be  unreasonable;  and  no  such  contract  on  the  part  of 
a  customer  could  be  implied  unless  he  was  made  acquainted  with  such  a 
custom  and  had  assented  to  it.  The  decision  was  based  upon  the  same 
principles  as  in  preceding  cases,  viz.,  the  conflict  of  interests  of  the  archU 
tect  and  his  employer,  and  the  impossibility  of  making  an  estimate  from 
such  inadequate  preliminary  sketches;  that  such  a  usage,  if  maintained, 
would  put  every  employer  at  the  mercy  of  an  architect's  extravagance  in 
taste  and  license  of  guessing  at  estimates  which  have  nothing  to  measure  or 
determine  them.4  Evidence,  however,  has  been  admitted  to  prove  by  cus- 
tom that  an  employment  of  an  architect  to  make  plans  and  designs  for  a 
building  carried  with  it  an  employment  to  superintend  its  construction* 
and  it  was  held  that  it  could  be  proved  by  contractors  and  builders  as  well 
as  by  architects.*  But  a  contract  to  pay  an  architect  10  per  cent  commis- 
sion will  not  admit  evidence  of  a  custom  to  pay  a  different  per  cent.*  In  a 
case  where  prizes  are  offered  for  the  best  plans,  with  cost,  etc.,  of  a  build- 
ing, and  a  prize  is  awarded  to  an  architect,  with  a  notice  that  the  award 

1  Palmer  v.  Clark,  106  Mass.  878.  197;  contra,  Knight  t>.  Norris.  18  Minn, 

*  Law«on  on  Usage.  465.  478;  Irving  r.  Morrison,  87  C.  P.  Up.  Can, 

•  Herrick  v.  Belknap.  27  Vt.  681.  242. 

4  Scott  v   Maier,   56  Mich.  554  [1885];         'Wilson*  Bauman.  80111  498  [1875], 
and  $ee  Oilman  v.  Stevens,  54  How.  Pr.  •  Lonnegan  v.  Courtney,  »75  111.  580. 

*  866  Delegation  of  Duties,  Sees.  499-507,  supra. 
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should  not  be  considered  as  an  adoption  of  his  plans  to  build  from,  it  was 
held  that  evidence  was  properly  excluded  of  a  usage  or  custom  among 
architects  that,  in  absence  of  special  contract,  the  adoption  of  an  architect's 
plans  included  a  contract  to  superintend  the  construction  of  the  building, 
or  of  a  usage  that  when  prizes  are  offered  for  plans  that  the  drawings 
remain  the  property  of  the  architect  even  after  the  prize  has  been  paid,  and 
if  afterwards  adopted  as  the  plans  to  build  by,  that  an  additional  price  was 
paid  for  the  drawings.1  * 

A  custom  of  architects  to  employ  engineers  to  estimate  the  quantities  of 
a  building  to  be  erected  was  held  valid,  so  as  to  render  the  employers  of  the 
builder  liable  to  the  engineer  for  his  work.'  This  was  an  English  case,  and 
there  is  the  additional  fact  that  the  duty  of  an  English  architect  seems  to 
be  to  draw  plans  only  and  not  to  estimate  quantities,  and  that  the  proprie- 
tors were  chargeable  with  notice  of  that  fact,  and  that  they  knew  the  esti- 
mates must  be  made  out  by  some  one.8  A  contractor  who  furnishes  men 
by  the  day  on  jobs  may  charge  25  or  50  cents  per  day  more  than  he  pays, 
where  such  is  the  custom  among  contractors.4 

Under  a  contract  to  furnish  granite  (cut  and  dressed)  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  of  the  architect,  and  to  do  all  the  fitting  and 
rebating  necessary  for  a  sum  named,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  was 
required  to  furnish  the  necessary  patterns  which  were  incident  to  the  per- 
formance of  the  work,  as  it  was  necessary  to  have  tools  and  workmen  ;  that 
the  contractor  actually  had  prepared  the  patterns;  it  was  obvious  that  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  owner  should  furnish  them  to  enable  the  contractor 
to  do  his  work.  By  the  legal  construction  of  such  a  contract,  the  contractor 
was  to  furnish  the  patterns.  A  usage  that  the  owner  should  pay  for  them 
would  be  contrary  to  the  terms  or  construction  of  the  contract,  and  there- 
fore would  not  be  valid.* 

On  an  issue  as  to  whether  a  hiring  was  for  a  year  or  by  the  month,  it  is 
not  competent  to  ask  a  witness  whether  there  was  a  custom  with  reference 
to  the  terms  of  such*  hirings  in  the  vicinity.' 

617.  When  usage  will  be  Admitted  to  Explain  Contracts— It  Cannot 
Contradict  Express  Terms  of  Contract. — If  a  usage  be  general,  established, 
certain,  uniform,  and  reasonable  and  not  opposed  to  well  established  prin- 
ciples of  law,  the  parties  to  a  contract  are  presumed  to  have  contracted 
with  reference  to  it  pertaining  to  matters  concerning  it,  unless  the  contract 
is  so  explicit  as  to  preclude  such  a  presumption.    A  custom  cannot  be  per- 

»  Tilley  v.  City  of  Chicago,  108  U.  S. 155  'McDonnell  «.  Ford  (Mich.),  49  N.  W. 

[1880].  R.  545  [1891]. 

8 Moon  t.  Guardians  of  Poor,  8  Bing.  8 Potter  v.  Smith,  108  Mass.  68;  Davis*. 

N.  C.  814.  Gallupe,  HI  Mass.  121  [1872]. 

•Accord  Taylor  v.  Hall,  4  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  'Connell  v.  Averill  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y; 

467.  Supp.  855. 

•  See  Sec.  814,  infra. 
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mitted  to  prevail  against  the  unqualified  and  unequivocal  terms  of  a  written 
contract.1 

If  the  contract  specify  the  mode  or  system  of  measurement  by  which 
the  work  is  to  be  estimated,  it  cannot  be  varied  or  contradicted  by  evidence 
-of  a  custom.  The  writing  must  necessarily  have  been  regarded  as  express- 
ing the  contract  and  intention  of  the  parties.  Usage  is  admissible  to  inter- 
pret a  contract,  and  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  parties,  where  it  can  be 
done  without  violence  to  the  terms  used.  *  As  a  matter  of  course,  a  custom 
.gives  the  meaning  of  a  written  contract  different  from  that  which  it  would 
have  been  in  the  absence  of  a  custom.  It  would  have  been  very  ineffective 
and  anomalous  sort  of  a  usage  which  would  be  without  effect  in  the  acts 
and  contracts  of  parties.  It  may  be  seen  from  cases  given  how  far  customs 
have  been  permitted  to  affect  and  control  written  contracts,  without  being 
regarded  as  violating  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument.  In  the  case  of 
<lays  of  grace  at  a  bank,  the  written  contract  was  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
.sixty  days  after  date,  and  yet  the  custom  was  held  good  by  which  the  money 
was  not  payable  until  the  sixty-fourth  day,  a  custom  repugnant  to  the 
general  law  of  the  subject,  and  to  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
contract.1 

Extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  parties  to  a  written 
agreement  have  contracted  upon  the  basis  of  a  common  usage  or  custom 
•applicable  to  the  trade  or  business  in  which  the  contract  is  made;  whereby 
they  have  impliedly  consented  to  be  bound  by  certain  usual  or  customary 
terms  and  conditions  not  mentioned  in  their  agreement,  or  have  accepted^ 
•certain  terms  and  conditions  used  in  their  agreement  with  a  special 
meaning.1  In  contracts  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  which  a  known 
usage  prevails,  parties  are  bound  to  proceed  with  the  tacit  assump- 
tion of  these  usages ;  they  commonly  reduce  into  writing  the  special  par- 
ticulars of  their  agreement,  but  omit  to  specify  those  known  usages  which 
are  included  as  of  course  mutually  understood;  evidence  therefore  of  such 
usages  is  receivable.  The  contract,  in  truth,  is  partly  expressed  in  writing, 
partly  implied  or  understood  and  unwritten.4 

618.  Usage  can  be  Employed  to  Explain  an  Ambiguous  Contract.— Usage 
of  trade  or  business  is  often  proved  to  show  the  actual  intent  and  purpose 
of  the  parties  when  the  stipulations  in  contracts  are  not  clear/  It  cannot 
subvert  a  positively  unambiguous  contract,1  though  it  may  be  admitted  to 
explain  ambiguity  in  a  contract  but  not  to  contradict  the  terms  of  an  agree- 
ment.7 The  proper  office  of  a  custom  or  usage  is  to  explain  and  ascertain 
the  intent  of  the  parties;  it  cannot  be  received  in  opposition  to  any  prin- 

1  Mayer  e.  Lawrence,  68  111.  A  pp.  194.  4  Brown  «.  Byrne,  8  E.  A  B.  715;  Leake's 

•Patterson  «.  Crowther  (Md.  Ct.  App.)  Dipest  of  Contracts  196. 

[Jan.  1889].  » Leach  t.  Beardslee,  22  Conn  404  [1858]. 

•Leake  on  Contracts  196;  Houtton  t>.  «Bankf>.  Biasell,  72  N.  Y.  615  [18781. 

Warren.    1  M.  A  W.    475;   Spartali  v.  *  Sweet «.  Jenkins,  1  R.  I.  147  [1840J. 

Senecke,  10  C.  B.  222. 
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ciple  of  general  policy,  and  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  terms  ot 
agreement  between  the  parties.1  If  there  be  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  usage  cannot  be  proved  to  contradict  or  qualify  its  provi- 
sions. Usage  is  only  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  with  greater 
certainty  the  intent  of  the  parties/  not  to  contravene  their  express  stipula- 
tions (not  to  contradict).1 

If  the  usage  has  been  certain,  uniform,  and  generally  acquiesced  in,  in 
the  place  where  the  contract  was*  made,  the  contract  may  be  interpreted 
according  to  the  usage,  even  though  it  has  been  practiced  but  seven  years,, 
and  although  one  party  has  not  had  actual  notice  of  its  existence.8  Evi- 
dence of  custom  is  inadmissible,  under  a  building  contract,  to  contravene 
its  implied  legal  construction  that  the  work  shall  be  done  and  material  fur- 
nished in  a  reasonable  time.4  The  phrase,  "  actual  stone  measured  in  the 
wall/'  has  been  held  to  have  no  necessary  legal  signification,  and  that,, 
therefore,  parol  evidence  of  its  trade  meaning  was  admissible/  When  a 
contract  to  lay  brick  at  a  specified  price  per  thousand,  according  to  meas- 
urement, is  modified  by  a  subsequent  agreement  to  pay  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation without  regard  to  the  price  originally  fixed  by  the  contract,  the 
question  whether  the  openings  in  the  walls  shall  be  included  in  the  meas- 
urement is  immaterial.  The  contractor  is  entitled  to  recover  what  his  work 
is  reasonably  worth.'  Rules  established  among  brick-masons  for  measuring 
their  work  cannot  be  shown  when  they  conflict  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract. Covenants  are  to  be  construed  according  to  the  plain  and  obvious 
meaning  of  the  terms  used  by  a  community  at  large,  and  not  according  to 
the  terms  used  among  brick-masons,  or  any  other  particular  class  of  men 
who  may  understand  them  in  a  different  sense.7  Where  a  building  contract 
in  express  terms  calls  for  doors  of  a  certain  thickness,  evidence  of  a  custom 
among  carpenters  to  use  doors  one  eighth  of  an  inch  less  in  thickness  when 
doors  of  such  thickness  were  specified,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  lumber 
from  which  the  doors  were  manufactured  lost  that  much  when  dressed, 
is  inadmissible  to  vary  the  contract,  there  being  no  evidence  that  the  cus- 
tom was  general  in  its  application  or  that  the  owner  of  the  building  had 
knowledge  of  it.8 

The  true  ground  upon  which  usages  and  customs  may  be  shown  to  assist 
in  the  construction  of  a  contract  is  upon  the  presumption  that  the  parties 
to  be  affected  by  the  usage  were  acquainted  with  it  or  are  in  some  way 
chargeable  with  notice  of  it.* 

>Poye  t>.  Leighton.  22  N.  H.  71  [I860];  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  880. 

Ulraer  t>.  Farnsworih  (Me.).  15  Atl.  Rep.  *  Brennemau  «.  Bush  (Tex.),  80  8  W. 

65  [1888];  Seavey  v.  Shurick  (Ind.),  11  N.  Rep.  699. 

E.  Rep.  597  [1887]  ;  De  Cernea  t>.  Cornell,  •  Ills    Ed.   Association  t>.  Strauder,   78 

20  N.  Y.  Supp.  895.  Ills  35  [1876]. 

•Bradley    t>.    Wheeler,   44    N.    Y.    495  »  Pavey  v.  Burch.  3  Mo.  314  [18841 

T1871].  8  Eaton  t>.  Gladwell  (Mich.),  66  N.  W. 

•Lowe  ©.Lehman,  15  Ohio  St.  179  [1865].  Rep  598. 

*  M#r«wski  v.  lUhrig  (Com.  PI.  N.  Y),  •  Martiu  c.   Maynard,    16    N.    H.    16ft 
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619.  There  mutt  be  Ambiguity,  whioh  Question  the  Court  must  De- 
cide.— The  courts  declare  there  must  be  ambiguity,  and  that  the  parties 
must  have  known  of  the  usage  and  have  contracted  with  reference  to  it,  or 
that  the  usage  must  be  established  and  not  casual,  uniform,  and  not  varying, 
general  and  not  personal,  and  so  notorious  as  to  raise  a  fair  presumption 
that  the  parties  knew  of  it.1  Furthermore,  they  must  not  be  unreasonable, 
contrary  to  established  rules  and  maxims  of  law  nor  against  sound  public 
policy.  This  is  no  doubt  the  law  generally;  but  as  to  what  language  will  be  ' 
construed  as  ambiguous,  or  how  much  room  there  must  be  for  misunder- 
standing between  parties,  is  hard  to  determine. 

The  court  must  determine  if  ambiguity  exists,  or  if  the  contract  is 
sufficiently  explicit,  without  the  admission  of  evidence  of  a  custom  to  con- 
trol it.1 

As  a  general  rule  the  judge  is  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  the  contract; 
but  the  rule  is  frequently  departed  from  when  ambiguity  exists  or  the  con- 
tract relates  to  scientific  or  mechanical  arts.  In  such  cases  it  is  common 
and  prudent  to  admit  the  opinions  of  experts  to  explain  the  contract.  The 
opinions  of  witnesses  who  are  familiar  with  such  work,  and  in  the  habit  of 
making  and  executing  such  contracts,  are  almost  indispensable  to  assist  the 
court  in  the  proper  construction  of  the  contract.1 

It  is  not  competent  for  a  witness  familiar  with  the  usage  to  testify  as 
to  what  construction  the  contract  bears.4  If  the  contract  has  relation  to 
a  trade,  profession,  or  business  of  a  technical  character,  and  is  expressed  in 
terms  of  art,  or  in  words  having  a  technical  or  peculiar  sense  in  such  trade,  ' 
profession,  or  business,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  testimony  of  experts  or 
those  acquainted  with  the  particular  art  or  business  to  which  the  words  re- 
late; and  when  such  testimony  is  conflicting,  the  question  of  the  meaning  of 
such  terms  and  words  must  be  referred  to  the  jury;*  for  while  it  is  the 
province  of  the  courts  to  construe  contracts,  yet  where  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  is  obscure  and  depends  upon  facts  aliunde  in  connection  with 
the  written  language,  the  question  of  construction  may  be  one  of  fact  for 
the  jury.1  It  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  decide  what  an  oral  contract  is, 
where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  such  con- 
tract, and  as  to  its  terms  and  it  is  error  to  withhold  such  questions  from  the 
jury.' 

It  is  error  to  exclude  evidence  or  deny  a  question  put  to  the  owner  as  to 
whether  he  had  any  knowledge  of  the  custom  claimed.1 

[1844] ;  Union  Stock-yards  Co.  f>.  Westcott         *  Collyer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467. 
(Neb.).  66  N.  W.  Rep.  419.  8  Railroad  Co.  v.  Rust,  19  Fed.  Rep.  239. 

1  Sipperly  v.  Stewart,  60  Barb.  62  [1867],  6  Coquillard  v.  Hovey  (Neb.),  87  N.  W. 

and  preceding  cstses.  Rep.  479. 

9  Dawson  Id.  Kittle,  4  Hill  107;  Milroy  v.  '  Patten  t>.  Paocoast  (N.  Y  ),  15  N.  E. 

Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (Iowa),   67  N.  W.  Rep.  898:  Harris  v.  Kelley  (Pa.),  13  Atl 

Rep.  276.  Rep.  523  [1888]. 

»  Reynolds  «.  Jordon,  6  Cal.  108  [1856].  8  Walls  «.  Bailey,  49  N.  Y.  464  [1872]. 
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When  the  court  has  determined  that  ambiguity  exists,  it  may  construe  it 
according  to  a  custom  without  its  being  proven  if  it  is  established  so  as  to 
leave  no  doubt  of  its  existence. !  The  court  decides  if  the  usage  be  sufficient 
to  bind  the  parties,  what  length  of  time,  at  what  places,  and  to  what  degree 
of  uniformity  it  must  have  been  observed  to  establish  it; '  it  decides  if  the 
usage  be  reasonable,  lawful,  and  according  to  public  policy,  and  if  the  evi- 
dence of  the  usage  be  admissible.3  When  the  court  has  declared  such  a  usage 
reasonable,  lawful,  etc.,  and  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  do  not  preclude 
the  idea  that  the  agreement  was  made  with  reference  to  the  usage,  it  is  then 
left  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  time,  places,  and  uniformity  equal 
that  required  by  law,  as  laid  down  by  the  judge,  and  also  if  the  parties  entered 
into  the  agreement  with  reference  to  the  usage.4  Generally  the  jury  are  to 
determine  the  effects  of  evidence  of  usage,  given  to  control  the  construction 
of  a  contract/ 

In  order  to  introduce  evidence  of  a  custom  and  make  it  a  part  of  the 
contract  sued  on,  it  must  be  pleaded.' 


INSTANCES  WHERE  USAGE    HAS    BEEN    ADMITTED  TO  EXPLAIN  CONSTRUC- 
TION CONTRACTS. 

620.  Instances  in  Brickwork. — Cases  may  be  cited  showing  how  in- 
stances have  been  regarded  in  the  past,  but  no  definite  interpretation  can 
be  laid  down  which  will  certainly  be  followed  in  the  future. 

In  a  contract  "  to  pay  eight  dollars  per  thousand  for  each  thousand  brick 
which  may  be  laid,"  it  was  held  that  the  language  was  sufficiently  explicit 
to  prevail,  uninfluenced  by  any  evidence  of  a  usage  or  custom  of  the  trade, 
and  that  no  estimate  should  be  made  of  bricks  not  laid.7  A  Tennessee  case 
holds  that  a  contract  "  to  pay  eight  dollars  per  thousand  for  bricks  in  the 
wall,"  was  not  ambiguous,  that  the  bricks  should  be  counted,  and  that  proof 
of  a  custom  to  ascertain  the  number  by  wall  measurement  was  incompetent, 
but  the  judge  continues  by  saying  that  if  they  could  not  be  actually  counted, 
having  been  laid,  they  might  adopt  estimates  based  upon  measurements.' 
A  contract  to  furnish  brick  at  a  price  per  thousand,  "  actual  count  of  bricks 
in  said  walls,"  requires  that  the  brick  shall  be  counted  numerically  and  not 
be  estimated  by  the  cubic  foot;  *  while  two  dollars  and  forty  cents  per  thou- 
sand, "  wall  count  solid  measure,"  was  held  to  include  the  openings,  as  if  the 
wall  was  built  up  solid  with  brick.10    In  an  action  for  bricks  sold  for  the 

1  Consequa  «.  Williams,  1  Peters  C.  C.      Rpp  106. 
280  [181 6 J.  '  Kendall  v.  Russell,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  501 

•  Lnwson  on  Usage  104.  [1887]. 

s  But  see  Mulliner  v.  Branson,  14Bradw.  8  Sweney  v.  Thomasin,  0  Lea  (Tenn.) 

855  J 1883].  859  [1882]. 

4  tiRwson  on  Usage  104-105.  •  Lester  v.  Pedigo   (Va.),  4  8.  E.  Rep. 

1  Dawson  v.  Kittle,  4  Hill  107.  708. 

•  Anderson  «.  Rogge  (Tex.),  28  8.  W.  ,0  Long*.  Davidson,  101  N.C.  170  [1888]. 
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construction  of  a  building,  where  the  contractor  claimed  that  they  were  sold 
to  be  "  measured  in  the  wall/'  and  the  owner  that  they  were  to  be  counted 
in  the  wall,  it  was  held  that  it  might  be  .shown  what  the  expression 
"  measured  in  the  wall "  meant,  and  that  the  measurement  allowed  21£ 
bricks  to  a  cubic  foot  of  wall.1 

These  cases  seem  to  be  the  exception  rather  than  the  rule.  In  an  Ohio 
case  [18C5],  where  bricks  were  to  be  furnished  and  laid  "  by  the  thousand/9 
a  dispute  arose  as  to  how  the  bricks  should  be  counted,  and  evidence  was 
admitted  of  a  local  custom  to  estimate  the  number  by  wall  measurement, 
under  a  uniform  rule  based  on  the  average  size  of  a  brick,  allowing  a  slight 
addition  for  extra  work  and  wastage,  deducting  openings  in  walls,  but  not 
for  openings  in  chimney  nor  jambs.  Such  a  custom  was  held  not  to  be  un- 
reasonable. The  court  said:  "  We  are  unable  to  see  anything  unreasonable 
in  the  custom.  The  contractor  was  to  furnish  the  brick  and  materials,  and 
to  lay  them  up  by  the  thousand.  The  contract  contained  no  specifications 
of  the  dimensions,  shape,  angles,  openings,  or  arches  of  the  wall,  or  of  the  size 
of  the  brick.  It  does  not  require  a  mason  to  know  that  the  value  of  the 
work  and  materials  depend  much  upon  these  and  such  like  conditions  if 
they  are  to  be  paid  for  by  the  numerical  thousand.  Again,  the  brick  are  to 
be  furnished  and  laid  up.  Where  and  how  will  you  count  them  ?  At  the 
kiln,  on  the  ground,  or  in  the  wall  ?  Who  will  lose  the  breakage  in  the 
transportation  and  handling  and  the  waste  of  filling  them  in  the  wall  P 
Some  fair  measurement  of  the  wall  would  seem  to  be  the  more  reasonable 
method,  and  we  cannot  say  that  this  method  was  not  a  fair  one.  It  slightly 
increased  the  estimated  number  of  bricks  in  the  wall,  it  is  true,  by  making 
small  additions  for  extra  work,  and  extra  waste  of  bricks  at  angles  and 
openings,  and  the  rule  of  measurement  adopted  fixes  upon  an  arbitrary  and 
uniform  dimension  for  the  average  size  of  brick,  which  may  vary  slightly, 
but  cannot  vary  much  from  their  average  size.  All  this  seems  to  be  reason- 
able." '  An  earlier  case  had  allowed  the  number  of  bricks  in  a  pavement 
to  be  computed  by  allowing  a  given  number  to  the  square  yard,  according 
to  the  usage  among  pavers.1 

The  same  subject  came  up  in  another  case,  and  although  the  custom  was 
not  established  for  want  of  a  sufficient  number  of  witnesses,  its  reasonable- 
ness was    not  questioned.     It  was  a  contract   for   brickwork  "at 

dollars  per  thousand/'  and  was  held  to  be  by  kiln  count,  the  usage  not  having 
been  sufficiently  established,  only  one  witness  having  testified  to  it.4  A 
Kansas  case  held  that  parties  to  a  contract  were  presumed  to  contract  with 
reference  to  a  uniform  and  well-settled  custom  or  usage  pertaining  to  matters 
concerning  which  they  made  a  contract,  and  that  therefore  a  general  custom 
of  ascertaining  the  number  of  bricks  in  a  wall  could  be  proved  when  the 

1  Welsh  t.  Huckestein  (Pa.  Sup.),  25  Atl.      [18651. 
Bep.  138.  *  Pittsburgh  v.  O'Neill,  1  Pa.  St.  843 

•Lowe  f.  Lehman,  15   Ohio   St.  179         *  Martin  v.  Hall,  26  Mo.  886  [1858], 
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contract  had  not  prescribed  a  method  of  measuring  them.1  A  contract  for 
100,000  brick  to  be  counted  and  enumerated  according  to  the  custom  of 
bricklayers  was  held  to  have  been  executed  by  the  delivery  of  40,000,  which 
when  laid  in  the  wall  made  100,000  by  mason's  measurement,  counting  the 
openings,  etc.,  as  being  laid  solid.*  If  the  contract  is  silent  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  number  of  bricks  is  to  be  determined,  parol  evidence 
will  be  received  of  a  custom.' 

621.  Instances  in  Stonework. — When  no  rule  has  been  specified  in  a 
contract  for  the  construction  of  stone  piers,  the  parties  are  bound  by  any 
proved  custom  for  measuring  the  cubic  contents  of  the  work,  but  a  mere 
local  and  recent  usage  of  trade  will  not  justify  a  claim  for  extra  measure- 
ment.4 

A  custom  has  been  proved  and  accepted  that  in  measuring  stonework 
doors  and  windows  might  be  measured  solid  and  corners  twice/  and  carved 
work  might  be  measured  at  one  and  one-half  times  its  measured  length.* 

The  word  "  perch  "  in  stonework  is  a  term  with  many  meanings.  It  often 
depends  upon  the  usage  or  custom  of  the  trade  at  the  place  where  the  par- 
ties reside  or  are  doing  business,  unless  the  term  and  the  method  of  ascer- 
taining the  number  are  expressly  stipulated  in  the  contract.  When  a  cer- 
tain price  is  to  be  paid  "  per  perch  complete ,"  it  may  be  shown  that  there  is  a- 
well-known  custom  among  stone-masons  in  the  county  by  which  they  were 
entitled  to  compensation  for  not  only  the  actual  contents  of  the  wall,  but 
credit  for  all  openings  therein,  and  fifty  per  cent,  additional  for  all  such 
masonry  built  in  a  circle  or  curve/  Under  a  contract  to  build  the  walls  of  a 
house  "  for  the  sum  of  three  shillings  per  superficial  yard  of  work  nine  inches 
thick,  and  to  find  all  materials,  deducting  for  lights," — the  lower  part  of  the 
walls  to  a  height  of  eleven  feet  were  of  stone,  two  feet  thick,  the  remainder 
of  brick  fourteen  inches  thick  ;  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  a  usage  of 
builders  at  that  place  to  reduce  brickwork  for  the  purpose  of  measurement  to 
nine  inches,  but  not  to  reduce  the  stonework  unless  exceeding  two  feet  in 
thickness." 

This  disposition  to  interpret  contracts  according  to  the  usages  of  the 
trades  in  which  they  are  made,  is  such  that  two  different  modes  of  measure- 
ment have  been  allowed  where  the  one  measurement  seemed  almost  to  have 
been  made  the  basis  of  the  price  of  the  other.  Thus  where  a  mason  contractor 
agreed  to  do  the  masonry  of  a  building  according  to  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions for  the  sum  of  two  dollars  in  addition  to  the  price  of  the  rock  per 
perch,  he  was  allowed  mason's  measurement,  and  to  recover  for  the  openings 
of  doors  and  windows  as  if  they  were  solid,  and  to  count  corners  twice, 

1  Smythe  v.  Parsons  (Kana),  14  Pac.  876  [1890], 
Rep.  445  [18871.  37  Kans.  79.  *  Haynes  v.  Baptist  Ch.,  88  Mo.  285. 

•  Brown  t>.  Cole,  45  Iowa  601  [18771  •  Patterson    f>.    Crowther,    70  Md.   124 

«  Richlimds,  etc.,  Co.  «.  Hiltebeitel  (Va.),  [1889]. 
82  8.  E.  Rep.  806.  1  Patterson  t>.  Crowther,  iupra. 

* Corcoran  v.  Chess  (Pa),  18  Atl.  Rep.         8  Lawson  on  Usage,  898. 
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which  allowed  the  mason  contractor  30  per  cent,  more  a  perch  than  the 
quarrymen  were  paid  for  by  their  measurement.1  A  similar  construction 
was  given  where  a  builder  had  taken  a  contract  to  erect  a  building  and  had 
bought  brick  at  seven  dollars  per  thousand  to  be  used  therein.  While  the 
same'  were  being  delivered  he  sublet  the  mason  work  by  contract,  by  which 
they  agreed  to  take  the  brick  then  being  delivered  at  seven  dollars  per 
thousand  and  to  have  the  same  laid  up  in  the  wall  at  ten  dollars  per  thou- 
sand, including  the  prices  of  the  brick  at  seven  dollars  per  thousand,  the 
brickwork  to  be  measured  according  to  brick  measurements  in  the  walls. 
It  was  held  that  the  true  construction  was  that  the  subcontractor  should 
have  three  dollars  per  thousand  for  his  work  measured  in  the  wall,  and  not 
ten  dollars  per  thousand,  deducting  seven  dollars  per  thousand  for  the  brick 
by  kiln  count.*  In  a  contract  to  pay  "seven  dollars  per  thousand  for 
making  and  laying  brick,  counting  the  neat  brick  in  the  building/'  it  was 
held  on  appeal  an  error  to  have  determined  a  rule  of  measurement  upon 
the  testimony  of  masons  that  the  rule  known  and  established  among  them 
for  measuring  their  work  and  ascertaining  the  number  of  neat  brick  in  a 
building  was  to  ascertain  the  number  of  cubic  feet  in  the  wall, 
by  multiplying  the  aggregate  length  df  the  walls  of  the  building  over 
all,  counting  corners  twice,  by  the  height  of  the  story,  and  that  product  by 
the  thickness  of  the  wall,  and  then  multiplying  this  cubic  content  thus  ascer- 
tained by  22£  bricks  to  the  cubic  foot,  the  supreme  court  holding  that 
the  contract  must  be  construed  according  to  the  plain  and  obvious  meaning 
of  the  terms  used  by  the  community  at  large,  and  not  according  to  their 
terms  as  used  by  brickmasons.* 

To  settle  disputes  as  to  how  masonry  shall  be  measured,  it  has  been  held 
competent  to  show  that  it  was  the  custom  of  masons  to  measure  around 
walls  on  the  outside  and  to  multiply  this  length  by  the  thickness  and 
height  to  ascertain  the  volume,  instead  of  taking  the  middle  or  inner  meas- 
urements.4 A  contract  to  pay  two  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  per  perch 
ior  the  first  ten  feet  of  work,  and  an  increase  of  twenty-five  cents  per  perch 
for  each  additional  ten  feet,  and  thirty-eight  cents  per  superficial  foot  for 
dressed  ashlar  set  in  the  wall,  was  interpreted  according  to  the  testimony  of 
several  masons  as  to  the  usage  of  measuring  stonework,  to  entitle  the 
contractor  to  recover  thirty-eight  cents  stipulated  for  the  dressed  ashlar  in 
addition  to  the  price  provided  for  laying  the  same  in  the  wall/  "  Sip-rap 
wall  at  fifty  cents  per  cubic  yard  "  was  held  to  mean  rip-rap  after  it  was 
fitted  and  laid  into  wall/  and  not  to  mean  the  amount  of  stone  quarried  or 
excavated. 

1  Fitzsimmons  v.  Christian  Brothers,  81  accord,  McCullough  t>.  Aahbridge(Pa.),  20 

Mo.  37  [18831;  accord,  Haynes  v.  2d  Bap.  Atl.  Rep.  10,  Percha. 

Ch..  88  Mo.  2*5.  •  Shutte  «.  Heonesey,  40  la.  862  [18751. 

»  Miller  v.  Bolto.  79  111.  585  [1875].  •  Wood  v.  Vt.  Central  R.  Co.,  24  Vt.  008 

■  Pavey  v.  Burch,  8  Mo.  314.  |1852]. 

4  Ford  v,  Tirrell  (Mass.).  9  Gray  401; 
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The  interpretation  of  technical  terms  of  a  trade  depends  upon  their 
meaning  as  employed  by  custom  and  long  usage.  Evidence  of  usage  has  been 
admitted  to  explain  the  disputed  points  in  a  written  contract,  when  evidence 
of  what  was  said  or  understood  at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered,  into* 
has  been  refused.  Thus  in  a  contract  for  masonry  at  a  specified  price  per 
foot,  "  the  face  of  the  work  that  shows  to  be  measured  and  none  else,"  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  in  what  sense  the  words  were  used  and  under- 
stood in  the  trade  generally,  but  evidence  of  what  was  said  before  or  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made  was  excluded.  "  Face  of  the  work  "  was 
therefore  held  in  accordance  with  the  trade  usage  to  include  not  only  the 
perpendicular  walls  exposed,  but  also  the  copings  and  the  rises  and  treads 
of  the  wings  or  retaining  walls.1  A  contract  to  pay  "65  cents  per  cubic 
foot  for  all  stone  when  the  quarried  dimensions  do  not  exceed  20  cubic  feet  in 
each  stone  and  one  cent  additional  for  every  cubic  foot  of  those  having  such 
dimensions  exceeding  20  feet/'  was  held  to  be  a  contract  to  pay  65  cents  for 
stones  whose  dimensions  exceed  20  feet,  and  one  cent  additional  for  every 
cubic  foot  of  the  entire  stone.*  In  a  contract  to  deliver  marble  "furnished 
and  ready  for  setting/9  the  meaning  of  these  words  as  used  by  marble-cutters 
was  proved  by  witnesses.1  So  it  may  be  shown  that  an  order  for  marble 
slabs  of  a  specified  thickness,  means  by  custom  that  they  shall  be  of  the 
thickness  stated  when  they  come  from  the  saw,  and  does  not  require  them 
to  be  of  such  thickness  when  finished.4 

When  evidence  of  the  usage  of  the  trade  has  failed  to  show  any  uniform 
rule  of  measurement  by  which  the  written  contract  may  be  construed,  evidence 
has  been  admitted  to  show  what  was  agreed  or  understood  between  the  par- 
ties at  the  time  it  was  entered  into.  In  a  written  contract  to  furnish  stone  at 
$4.50  per  perch,  several  standards  of  measurement  being  shown  in  the  trade 
in  that  locality,  evidence  was  admitted  that  it  was  verbally  agreed  to  furnish 
the  stone  at  18  cents  per  cubic  foot,  and  that  the  attorney  who  wrote  the 
contract,  of  his  own  notion,  had  converted  feet  into  perches  of  25  feet  each, 
as  it  enabled  the  court  to  construe  an  ambiguous  contract  in  the  sense 
intended  by  the  parties.5  In  an  express  contract  to  do  certain  work  "in  a 
good  and  workmanlike  manner/'  evidence  has  been  admitted  to  prove  that 
the  contract  was  made  with  the  expectation  that  such  materials  as  was  com- 
plained of  were  to  be  used  in  the  job.6* 

622.  Instances  in  Plastering. — The  same  rules  and  practices  have  been 
admitted  in  the  measurement  of  plastering.  A  very  early  case,  [1801]/ 
decided  that  the  practice  of  plasterers  to  charge  an  employer  for  half  the  size 

1  Martin  «.  Thresher,  40  Vt.  461  [18681.  5  Quarry  Co.  v.  Clements,  38  Ohio  St. 

*  Uniied  States  «.  Granite  Co.,  105  U.  S.  587  [1883].  „-*»««. 

87  [1881].  •  Graham  v.  Trimmer,  6  Kans.  281 ;  but 

•Myers  t>.  Tibballs  (Cal.),  13  Pftc.  Rep.  «m  Anderson  t>.  Whitaker  (Ala.),  11  So. 

695  [18871.  Rep.  919. 

♦Evans  t>.  W.  Brass  Mfg.  Co.  (Mo.),  24         'Jordan   «.    Meredith,    8   Teates    81* 

8.  W.  Rep.  175.  [1801]. 

»  See  Sees.  268-258,  tupra. 
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of  the  windows  and  doors  at  the  price  agreed  on  for  work  was  unreasonable 
and  bad,  because  it  was  charging  for  work  and  materials  never  furnished. 
The  case  has  been  practically  overruled  by  more  recent  cases.  A  contrary 
rule  has  been  held  in  New  York,  where  it  was  held  not  to  be  an  unlawful  or 
unreasonable  usage  to  charge  for  the  full  surface  of  the  walls,  without  any 
deductions  for  cornices,  base-boards,  or  openings  for  doors  and  windows,  in 
a  contract  to  pay  a  specified  sum  "  per  square  yard  "  for  plastering,  when 
it  was  proved  that  the  usage  was  uniform,  continuous,  and  well  settled. 
Such  a  usage  was  held  a  just  compensation  for  the  extra  trouble,  care,  and 
skill  required  to  plaster  about  the  frames  of  doors  and  windows,  and  along 
the  edges  of  base-boards  and  cornices.1 

A  Kansas  case  of  about  same  date  admitted  evidence  of  such  a  usage  to 
determine  the  amount  of  plastering  done.'  Under  a  contract  to  do  mason- 
work,  the  contractor  may  introduce  experts  in  the  trade,  to  show  that  mason- 
work  does  not  include  "  plastering  and  whitewashing/'  * 

623.  Instances  in  Earthworks — Excavations  and  Embankments. — If  a 
contract  provides  a  fixed  price  for  "  earth  excavations,"  the  question  often 
arises  whether  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  could  be  varied  by  proof  of 
usage.  It  has  been  held  that  "hard-pan"  was  included  in  the  term;  that 
if  its  meaning  could  be  changed,  the  usage  must  have  been  shown  to  be 
uniform,  general,  and  presumably  known  to  the  parties,  not  a  local,  partial, 
or  personal  usage.4  Under  a  contract  for  excavation  of  earth  at  a  fixed  rate 
per  cubic  yard,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  among  contractors  and  engineers 
that  the  material  excavated  was  "  hard-pan,"  or  was  a  material  known  and 
recognized  as  entirely  distinct  from  common  earth,  and  that  it  is  customary 
for  contractors  to  receive  extra  compensation  for  excavating  such  materials, 
the  contractor  may  recover  what  it  is  reasonably  worth  to  excavate  it.*  A 
contrary  rule  seems  to  have  been  held  in  a  Massachusetts  case,  where  the 
court  refused  to  admit  evidence  to  prove  that  the  term  "  earth  excavation  ** 
did  not  include  the  excavation  of  rock.6  The  custom  must  not  vary  the  ob- 
vious meaning  of  the  written  contract.  If  a  contract  fixed  a  price  per  cubic 
yard  for  excavations,  and  stipulates  that  no  extras  shall  be  allowed,  a  usage 
to  the  contrary  will  be  irrelevant.' 

Where  a  contract  provided  that  "  the  measurement  of  the  quantities  will 
usually  be  made  in  the  cuts  or  pits  from  which  the  material  has  been 
taken,"  and  the  engineer,  whose  determination  of  the  quantities  was  to  be 
final  and  conclusive,  measured  the  pit  from  which  excavations  had  been 

1  Walls   t>.   Bailey,  49  New  York   464  T.  816  ;  see  also  Currier©.  B.  AM.  R.  R., 

[1872].  84  N.  H.  498 [1867]  ;  Nesbitt  v.  L.,  C.  &  C. 

*  Graham   «.    Trimmer,    6     Kans.    281  R.  Co.,  2  Speers  697,  and  Morgan  v.  Bir- 
[18701.  nie,  9  Bing.  672. 

•  Hierhton  v.  Dessau  (Com.  PI.),  19  N.  Y.  *  Shephard  t>.  St.  Charles  W.  P.  Rd.  Co., 
Supp/395;  Cassidy  *.  Fonthan,  14  N.  Y.  28  Mo.  873  [1859]. 

Supp.  151.  •  Braney  v.  Town  of  Millbury  (Mass.). 

4  Dickiuson  t>.  City  of  Poughkeepsie,  75      44  N.  £.  Rep.  1060. 
N.  Y.  65  [1878]  ;  Sherman  v.  Mayor,  1  N.         '  Phillips  t.  Starr,  26  Iowa  849. 
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taken,  the  court  held  that  the  contract  and  specifications  showed  the 
measurements  were  not  to  take  place  in  the  cuts  or  pits  in  all  cases,  that 
ambiguity  existed,  and  that  the  exception  would  have  to  be  determined  by 
outside  testimony,  by  usage,  or  by  the  practice  of  the  company  in  like  cases. 
And  it  further  held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion 
that  it  was  not  customary  to  measure  the  cuts  or  pits  when  solid  rock  was 
the  material,  and  that  the  contractor  was  therefore  entitled  to  embankment 
measure.1  In  a  contract  for  the  excavation  of  a  ditch,  where  nothing  is 
said  as  to  how  the  estimates  shall  be  made,  a  custom  or  usage  by  which 
such  work  is  usually  measured  may  be  shown  to  define  the  intention  of  the 
parties.* 

Under  a  contract  to  excavate  earth  and  rock,  which  provided  that  the 
contractor  should  be  paid  on  estimates  made  by  the  surveyor,  it  was  held 
not  error  to  permit  the  contractor  to  prove  the  custom  of  surveyors  to  make 
allowances  when  required  to  excavate  below  the  depth  mentioned  in  the 
contract  to  reach  a  level,  where  such  custom  was  a  reasonable  one,  and 
known  to  both  parties  before  entering  into  the  contract.1 

The  words  "grading,  excavating,  and  filling"  have  been  held  ambiguous 
as  used  in  a  contract  to  make  a  street  grade,  and  evidence  was  admitted 
to  show  their  meaning.4  If  the  contract  be  silent  as  to  the  basis  of  the  esti- 
mates to  be  made,  testimony  of  a  custom  is  admissible/  but  it  must  not 
contravene  the  terms  or  obvious  meaning  of  the  contract. 

624.  Ownership  of  Materials— Effect  of  Usage. — An  agreement  to  exca- 
vate and  remove  earth,  stone,  etc.,  from  premises  at  a  price  named,  was  held 
so  ambiguous  as  to  admit  proof  of  a  custom  that  the  contractor  should  own 
the  materials  excavated,  and  that  in  view  of  such  a  custom,  the  owner 
should  be  required  to  pay  for  stone  removed  by  the  contractor  that  he  had 
appropriated/* 

625.  Instances  in  Timber  and  Lumber. — Evidence  has  been  admitted  to 
show  what  deduction  shall  be  made  for  hollow  and  pecky  logs  in  measurement 
of  inch-board  measure; T  and  how  to  measure  a  log  for  its  board  measure — 
whether  by  its  average  diameter,  or  by  taking  the  diameter  of  the  smaller 
end;*  and  to  show  what " timber  12  inches  heart  and  up"  includes.*  A 
contract  for  shingles  at  a  price  per  thousand  may  be  satisfied  by  the  deliv* 


1  G.,  H.  &  8.  A.  Ry.  Co.  «.  Henry  & 
Dilley ,  65  Texas  685  [1886]  ;  G. ,  H.  &  8. 
A.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  74 Texas  256  [1889]. 

1  Bradbury  v.  Butler  (Colo.),  29  Pac 
Rep.  463  [1892]  ;  citing  Hastetter  v.  Park, 
137  U.  8.  80  ;  Robinson  v.  U.  8..  13  Wall. 
363 ;  and  see  Wood  v.  Vt.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  24 
Vt.  608  [18521. 

1  Pucci  f>.  Barney,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1099. 

4  Atlanta  v.  Schmeltxer  (Ga.),  10  8.  E. 
Rep.  543. 


'  Bradbury  v.  Butler,  1  Colo.  App.  430. 

*  McManus  v.  Donahue,  7  Alb.  L  J.  411 
[1878];  accord.  Cooper  v.  Kane,  19  Wend. 
886. 

7  Destrehan  v.  Louisiana  Cypress  L.  Co. 
(La A  13  So.  Rep.  230. 

8  Destrehan  v.  La.  Cy p.  Lumb.  Co.  (La. ), 
supra;  see  also  Henl  «.  Cooper,  8  Me.  32. 

•McKenzie  v.  Wimberly  (Ala.),  5  So. 
Rep.  465  [1889]. 


See  Sees.  265  and  601 ,  supra. 
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«ry  of  two  bunches  of  a  certain  size  if  it  be  shown  that  by  custom  two  such 
bunches  are  reckoned  as  a  thousand.1 

A  contract  that  requires  a  contractor  to  "clean,  grub,  and  pile  brush  " 
cannot  be  varied  by  showing  that  it  is  not  usual  "to  grub  "  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, or  that  the  job  would  be  better  not 'to  have  the  grubbing  done.* 

626.  Some  General  Examples  of  Usage.— Where  a  contract  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  sewer  provides  no  payments  shall  be  due  "until  the  same 
shall  be  fully- completed,  and  the  assessments  for  the  same  duly  confirmed/' 
and  it  was  further  provided  that  advances  might  be  made  in  conformity 
with  the  city  ordinance,  which  allowed  seventy  per  cent,  to  be  paid  on  cer- 
tificate, but  required  that  interest  should  be  charged  on  such  advances 
from  the  time  of  making  them  up  to  the  time  of  final  payment,  the  court 
held  that  interest  should  be  charged  up  to  the  time  of  the  confirmation  of 
the  assessment,  and  that  evidence  of  a  usage  in  other  departments  of  the 
city  to  charge  interest  only  up  to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  work 
was  immaterial.* 

Contracts  are  not  always  construed  literally,  as  is  shown  in  a  case  where 
specifications  for  a  house  required  that  "  the  entire  walls  of  the  building 
inside  and  out  to  be  painted/'  etc.,  were  held  not  to  exclude  evidence  to 
show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  paint  the  plastered  walls  inside,  but  only 
the  wainscoting,  frames,  base-boards,  and  doors.4 

Evidence  offered  of  a  local  custom,  that  a  lease  of  property  expired  at 
noon  on  the  last  day  of  the  lease,  was  held  on  appeal  admissible,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  law  excludes  the  first  day  of  a  lease  and  in- 
cludes the  last  day/ 

Specifications  for  a  piece  of  black-walnut  furniture  are  not  satisfied  by  a 
counter  made  of  whitewood,  because  it  is  proved  to  be  a  custom  to  use 
whitewood  in  so-called  black-walnut  furniture.' 

When  the  price  is  not  agreed  upon  the  value  of  professional  services 
may  be  proved  by  usage,  but  the  usage  must  be  general,  and  not  simply 
what  another  engineer  or  surveyor  would  charge/ 

627.  What  Usage  may  be  Shown— Miscellaneous  Examples  of  Usages. — 
It  is  a  vexing  problem  to  determine  when  evidence  of  usage  can  be  intro- 
duced. Courts  take  different  views;  some  that  the  usages  and  customs 
should  not  be  encouraged  and  that  proof  of  them  should  be  admitted  with 
extreme  caution,  while  others  believe  it  their  duty  to  arrive  at  the  under- 
standings and  intentions  of  the  parties  as  best  they  may.  "  Lawyers  and 
judges  desire  certainty,  and  would  have  every  contract  and  business  transac- 
tion in  express  terms  and  that  no  explanation  of  it  should  be  received;  but 

i 

1  Soutior  v.  Kellmnn,  18  Mo.  509  [1858];      exterior  walls  ofa  building. 
Bragg  v.  Bletz.  7  D.  C.  105.  *  Wilcox  v.  Wood.  9  Wend.  846  [18821. 


*  Holmes  v.  Samuel,  15  111.  412.  *  Greenstein  t>.  Barchard,  50  Mich.  484 

»  Fellows  «.  Mayor,  17  Hun  249.  [18831. 

«  Beason  v.   Kurz,  66  Wis.  448  [18861;  T  Pfeil  v.  Kemper,  8  Wis.  818. 
$m  Ittner  v.  St  Louis  Exp.  97  Mo.  562, 
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contractors,  merchants,  and  tradesmen,  with  their  many  affairs  and  duties 
pressing  upon  them,  desire  to  write  but  little,  and  leave  unwritten  what  is 
taken  for  granted  in  every  transaction  of  the  kind,  and,  in  spite  of  the 
lamentations  of  the  judges  they  are  likely  to  continue  to  do  so  even  at  the 
risk  of  litigation  and  occasional  loss/' *  These  conflicting  views/  explain 
the  diversity  in  rules  set  forth  in  the  cases  as  to  the  admission  of  evidence 
to  explain  contracts,  and  comprise  one  of  the  elements  assisting  in  de- 
termining whether  a  contract  is  ambiguous.  It  has  been  held  that  the 
usage  to  be  proved  must  be  distinctly  stated  before  evidence  of  it  will 
be  received.*  But  proof  of  a  custom  cannot  be  rejected  because  the 
party  did   not  state  that  he  intends  to  follow  it  up  with  evidence  of 

knowledge.4 

If  the  custom  or  usage  be  not  fairly  proved  it  should  be  laid  wholly  out 

of  the  case.*  A  custom  is  not  established  where  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses who  aver  that  the  custom  exists  is  met  by  an  almost  equal  number  of 
witnesses,  with  equal  facilities  of  knowing,  who  testify  to  never  having 
heard  of  such  custom.6  There  is  no  rule  of  law  that  a  usage  cannot  be 
established  by  a  single  witness,7  but  many  cases  have  been  lost  by  a  failure 
to  fully  establish  the  usage.'  It  is  not  enough  to  simply  show  the  existence 
of  the  usage;  it  must  be  shown  that  it  is  general,  and  that  all  persons  deal- 
ing in  the  business  to  which  it  applies  are  presumed  to  have  had  knowledge 
of  it  and  to  have  contracted  with  reference  to  it.  This  can  hardly  be 
established  by  one  witness.9 

Expert  or  skilled  witnessess  are  not  required  to  prove  a  usage.  They 
need  only  have  occupied  such  a  position  as  to  enable  them  to  know  of  its 
existence  as  a  fact.  Therefore  it  is  competent  to  prove  a  usage  among 
architects  by  the  testimony  of  builders;10  and  that  certain  excavations 
were  "  hard-pan "  need  not  be  proved  by  professors  of  geology,  for  it  may 
be  proved  by  engineers  and  contractors  or  even  by  laborers.11  A  person  is 
not  competent  to  testify  as  to  an  alleged  custom  of  trade  unless  he  is 
either  engaged  in  such  trade  or  it  is  shown  that  he  knows  what  the  custom 
is."  In  weighing  the  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  a  trade  usage,  the  jury 
should  consider  the  extent  to  which  any  of  the  witnesses  may  have  an 
interest  in  the  result  of  the  litigation,  which  might  color  their  evidence.11 

Evidence  of  a  custom  or  usage  will  not  always  be  received  to  determine 


1  Lord  Campbell,  in  Humphey  t>.  Dale, 
7  £1.  &  Bl.  266. 

*  Lawsou  on  Usage  20-25. 

*  Susquehanna  F.  Co.  t>.  White  &  Co., 
66  Md.  444  [18861;  Linsley  t>.  Lovely,  26 
Vt.  123  [1858]. 

4  Patterson  f>.  Crowther,  70  Md.  124 
[1889]. 

s  Linsley  t>.  Lovely,  26  Vt.  128  [1858]. 

•The  Harbinger,  50  Fed.  Rep.  941; 
Brown  v.  Qill  &  Fisher,  50  Fed.  Rep.  941. 

7  Robinson  t>.  United   States,  18  Wall. 


868  [1871]. 

8  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.  v.  Waterman  (C. 
C.  A.).  54  Fed.  Rep.  889. 

•  Martin  v.  Hall,  26  Mo.  886  [1858]. 

10  Wilson  t>.  Brennan,  80  111.  498 

11  Currier  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R..  84  N.  H. 
498  [1887]:  accord.  Blue  *.  Aberdeen  & 
W.  E.  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  \  23  S.  E.  Rep.  275. 

14  Kugelman  v.  Levy,  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
559. 

11  Dodge  «.  Hedden,  42  Fed.  Rep.  446 
[1890]. 


§  627.]  CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS.  566 

a  controversy  over  a  price  agreed  upon  in  an  express  contract.1  Pay  for 
board  furnished  in  reliance  on  a  custom  well  known  to  all  the  parties, 
whereby  the  principal  contractors  each  month  deduct  the  amount  due  by 
each  laborer  for  board  from  his  wages  and  pay  such  amount  to  the  respect- 
ive boarding-house  keepers,  was  collected  from  the  principal  contractor, 
and  it  was  held  immaterial  that  the  subcontractor  was  indebted  to  the 
principal  contractors.*  A  contract  providing  for  "  the  final  inspection  and 
acceptance  or  rejection  of  railroad  ties,  when  being  distributed  on  the  road- 
bed in  advance  of  the  track/9  will  not  admit  evidence  of  a  general  custom 
in  railroad  construction  by  which  the  inspection  and  marking  of  ties  con- 
stituted an  acceptance  of  them  by  the  company.1  Under  the  same  rule  it 
was  held  that  a  written  contract  "  to  pay  forty-seven  cents  for  railroad  ties  " 
could  not  be  construed  to  mean  to  pay  forty-seven  cents  for  ties  inspected 
and  classified  by  the  railroad  company  as  "  firsts/'  and  half  that  price  for 
those  classified  as  "  seconds."  The  law  implies  in  such  a  contract  for 
materials  that  they  shall  be  of  merchantable  quality  and  such  as  will  bring 
an  average  price,  and  that  a  different  price  cannot  be  imposed  by  showing 
such  a  usage.4 

An  agreement  by  stone-cutters  to  furnish  the  stone  for  a  building 
according  to  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  to  do  all  the  fitting  and 
rebating  necessary,  has  been  held  to  impliedly  require  them  to  furnish  the 
wooden  patterns  necessary  for  cutting  them,  as  they  were  to  furnish  all 
necessary  tools,  and  evidence  of  a  usage  of  stone-cutters  to  procure  such 
patterns  and  to  recover  the  cost  from  the  owner  was  properly  refused.  The 
contractors  having  procured  and  paid  for  them  without  asking  the  owner 
or  architect  to  furnish  them,  they  could  not  recover  from  them  the  price.6 

A  contract  to  perform  a  piece  of  work  as  good  as  some  other  job,  or  to 
furnish  a  part  of  a  machine  like  one  in  operation,  as  it  were  by  sample,  can- 
not be  modified  or  changed  by  evidence  that  by  custom  it  was  no  part  of 
the  contractor's  craft  to  complete  it.  A  foundryman  who  undertook  to 
furnish  a  customer  a  fly-wheel  like  one  in  operation,  had  not  executed  it  by 
delivering  a  casting  direct  from  the  sand  without  boring  the  hole  for  the 
shaft.6 

In  contracts  with  mills  and  manufactories  to  do  custom  work  for  a  price 
agreed  upon,  a  practice  among  millers  to  appropriate  a  part  of  the  material 
as  culls  or  refuse  cannot  be  shown.  So  in  sawing  logs  at  a  mill,  the  proof 
of  a  usage  for  the  mill  to  keep  the  slabs  was  denied.7  A  practice  to  keep 
the  odds  and  ends  and  culls  in  other  work,  without  consent  of  the  owner, 
cannot  be  sustained.* 

1  Wilkinson  v.  Williamson,  76  Ga.  168  »  Gavist>.  Galloupe.  Ill  Mass.  121. 

[18841.  •  Martin  v.  Maynurd,  16  N.  H  165. 

8  French  v.  Langdon  (Wis.),  44  N.  W.  T  George  t>.  Bartlett,  22  N.  H.  406;  contra, 

Rep.  1111.  Hewett  v.  Lumber  Co.,  77  Wis.  548. 

*  Smyth  v.  Ward,  46  Iowa  839.  8  Wadley  v.  Davis,  68  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  500 

4  Larrowe  v.  Lewis,  44  Hun  226  [1887].  [1872]. 
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A  contract  of  sale  of  timber  "  at  six  cents  per  foot "  was  held  to  exclude 
evidence  of  a  usage  to  sell  "  on  a  basis  of  six  cents  per  foot."  That  if  the 
parties  had  attempted  to  contract  each  with  a  different  price  in  mind,  they 
had  failed,  and  that  the  timber  should  be  restored  to  the  seller,  or  that  the 
purchaser  must  pay  a  reasonable  [market]  price  for  it.1 

It  may  be  shown  that  it  is  a  well-known  usage  to  make  changes  in  pat- 
terns for  castings  for  stove-work,  for  the  reason  that  the  first  set  of  patterns, 
however  good,  will  not  produce  castings  that  will  go  together  and  fit.' 

To  excuse  delay  in  completing  a  job,  evidence  has  been  admitted  to  show 
that  it  was  impossible  to  take  measurements  from  plans  and  specifications 
for  wainscoting  and  stairs,  and  that  from  this  fact  a  general  custom  has 
arisen  to  take  actual  measurements  therefor  from  the  building  itself,  and 
that  the  parties  contracted  with  reference  thereto.' 

Evidence  of  the  practice  of  contractors  and  builders  in  guarding  against 
accidents  is  competent  to  show  whether  ordinary  care  was  exercised  or 
there  was  culpable  negligence.4  It  has  been  admitted  to  show  the  usage  of 
builders  in  guarding  openings  in  floors  of  buildings; "  to  show  that  trains 
were  run  according  to  an  established  practice  of  railroads/  and  that  trains 
were  made  up  in  accordance  with  an  established  custom/  It  has  been  held 
not  error  to  exclude  evidence  of  a  custom  of  railroad  companies  to  put 
defective  rails  in  their  side-tracks; '  nor  can  can  it  be  shown  that  other 
,  lumber  dealers  piled  their  lumber  in  a  manner  like  unto  one  which  had 
fallen  and  injured  a  child.* 

628.  Custom  of  What  Place  Controls. — If  both  parties  reside  at  the  place 
where  the  contract  is  drawn,  then  any  ambiguities  it  may  contain  will  be 
construed  by  the  usage  of  that  place.  When  a  contract  is  made  by  letter  or 
telegram,  then  it  will  be  interpreted  by  the  usage  of  the  writer  who  first 
used  the  disputed  terms  or  expressions  about  which  the  uncertainty  has 
arisen,  because  the  person  who  first  introduces  the  words  is  supposed  to  use 
them  in  the  sense  in  which  he  understands  them. 

If  the  contract  is  to  be  performed  in  a  certain  place,  and  it  was  the  evi- 
dent intention  to  adopt  the  terms  and  usages  of  that  place,  then  such 
language  and  usage  will  prevail.  So  if  goods  are  to  be  bought,  or  work  to 
be  done,  or  land  to  be  conveyed,  it  is  presumed  to  be  the  intention  to  per- 


1  Wilkinson  «.  Williamson,  76  Ala.  168 
[1884];  see  also  Rogers  v.  Allen,  47  N.  H. 
629,  '•  measuring  lumber." 

9  Machine  Co.  v.  Doggett,  135  Mass.  682 
[1883]. 

8Bnrdwell  v.  Ziejrler  (Wash.),  28  Pac. 
Rep.  360;  and  see  Davis  v.  Galloupe,  111 
Mass.  121 ;  Sawtelle  v.  Drew,  122  Mass.  228, 
and  Sanford  v.  Rawlings,  43  111.  92,  distin- 
guished. 

4  Murphy  v.  Greeley,  146  Mass.  196 
[1888],  and  Massachusetts  cases  cited. 

6  Murphy  v.  Greeley,  supra. 


•Kansas  City  M.  &  B  R.  Co  v.  Webb 
(Ala.).  11  So  Rep.  888;  Holmes  v.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.  Co.  (Cal.).  81  Pac.  Rep.  884;  but  see 
Louisville  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis  (Ala.),  12  So. 
Rep.  786,  custom  contrary  to  rules  of  com- 
pany. 

1  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Graham  (Ala.), 
10  So.  Ren.  283. 

«  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mugg  (Ind.), 
31  N.  E.  Rep.  564. 

•Earl  v.  Crouch  (Sup.),  16  N.  Y.  Supp. 
770;  nor  as  to  a  practice  in  guarding  fires, 
Pulsifer  v.  Berry,  87  Me.  405. 
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form  the  agreement  according  to  the  usages  of  the  place  where  it  is  to  be 
executed  ;  that  the  currency  weights  and  measurements  of  the  place  where 
the  goods  are  delivered  will  be  the  standards,  that  the  trade  usages  of  the 
place  where  the  work  is  executed  will  control,  and  the  laws  of  the  country 
where  the  land  is  situated  will  determine  the  conveyance!  so  the  courts 
have  held.1  *  An  agreement  to  get  out  and  deliver  60,000  cubic  feet  of  timber 
suitable  for  Quebec  market  was  held  to  require  the  timber  to  be  measured 
according  to  the  standard  of  the  place  named.  That  a  usage  at  Quebec  to 
reject  fractions  of  a  foot  in  measuring  cubic  contents  of  square  timber,  to 
make  up  for  waste  in  handling,  was  not  unreasonable,  and  the  contract  was 
construed  with  reference  to  it.'  Unless  special  provisions  are  made  in  the 
contract  of  sale,  goods  or  materials  bought  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, ordered  from  cards  or  circulars  of  the  manufacturer,  designating  the 
sizes  and  prices,  and  to  be  delivered  to  a  carrier  at  the  place  of  a  seller,  are 
governed  by  the  customs  and  usages  of  the  place  where  manufactured  and 
sold  as  to  standards  of  measurements  and  modes  of  finish.1 

629.  Certain  Words  and  Phrases  Defined.— Too  much  care  cannot  be 
exercised  in  the  use  of  terms  of  a  contract,  and  no  person  should  under- 
take to  draft  an  important  contract  who  is  not  even  himself  familiar  with  the 
usages  and  customs  of  the  trades  and  occupations  with  which  he  is  dealing 
or  has  the  counsel  of  some  one  who  is  informed  in  them. 

Many  words  have  been  defined  in  particular  instances,  but  whether  they 
would  receive  the  same  interpretation  will  depend  upon  the  custom  and 
usage  of  the  place  and  the  circumstances  attending  each  case. 

Many  terms  employed  in  construction  have  been  explained,  which  the 
author  briefly  refers  to.4 

1  Lawson  on  Usage  111.  Mass.    373.      Custom   to   have   assistants 

•Merrick    t>.    McNally,  26   Mich.    874  measure.    (Sec.  616,  infra,) 

[1873];  Lawson  on  Usage  110,  111.  "  No  extras  to  be  allowed."    26  la.  349. 

•  Star  Glass  Co.  *.  Morey,  108  Mass.  570  "  Weekly  accounts."     80  L.  J.  Q.  B.  9. 

[18711.  "  Deepening  a  ditch."    Evidence  admit- 

4  "Black  "  means  white.    24  Solicitors'  ted  as  to  how  it  might  be  done.    84  Conn. 

J.  522  and  689.  48. 

"  Bushel "  is  a  statute  bushel.     4  T.  R.  "  Not  less  than  "  10  feet  does  not  mean 

814.  necessarily  more  than  10  feet.    Anderson 

"  Day's  work  "  equals  ten  [eight]  hours.  v.  Meislahn,  12  Daly  149. 

5  Hill  (N.  Y.)487.  -Per  thousand  bricks."    15  Ohio  St. 

"  Custom  to  give  bonds."    16  Mo.  App.  179. 

888.  "Per  foot  wall."    9  Gray  401. 

"Bearings."     Evidence  of    custom   to  "Per    thousand  brick  which  may    be 

prove  whether  by  magnetic  needle  or  me-  laid."    5  Dana  501. 

ridian.     11  Cal.  194.  ••  Neat  brick  in  building."    3  Mo.  314. 

"North,"  meaning  of.     11  Cal.  194.  "Superficial  yard,  9  inches  thick."    6 

"Variation  of  needle,"  Judicial  notice  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  691. 

of.     Little's  Cas.  (Ky.)  91.  "  Per  perch."    40  la.  852. 

"  Drawbridge."    21  Wall.  262.  "  Cord  of  stone,"  held  99  cu.  ft.  in  wall. 

"  Constructive  measurements."    19  Atl.  Robinson  t>.  Grimes,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  291. 

Rep.  71  (Pa.)  "  Whinstones  for  purposes  of  building. * 

"  Measured  by  the  city  engineer."    106  1  Car.  &  Eir.  541. 

*  See  Sees.  57,  58,  eupra. 
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,-  Face  of  the  work."    40  Vt.  460. 

"To  furnish  cut-stone"  includes  pat- 
terns.   Ill  Mass.  121. 

"  Riprap  per  cu.  yd."  is  to  be  measured 
after  it  is  fitted  and  laid  in  walL  Wood  v. 
Vt.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  24  Vt.  608. 

"  Plastering  per  sq.  yd."  8  Yeates  818, 
42  N.  Y.  464,  6  Eans.  281. 

Excavation  ' •  per  sq.  yd. "  means  per  cu. 
yd.  Louisville  «.  Hyatt,  2  B.  Mod.  (Ey.) 
177. 

"Hard-pan."  2  Hun  615,  12  Wend. 
884,  75  N.  Y.  65,  46  N.  Y.  444,  15  Wend. 
87,  84  N.  H.  498. 

"Level  in  mining."  Lawson  on  Usage 
890. 

"  Lumber  to  be  measured  straight  meas- 
ure."   44  N.  W.  Rep.  788  (Mich.). 

"The  best  lumber"  specified,  and  was 
held  to  mean  the  best  lumber  ordinarily 
used  for  the  purpose  designated.  Mclntire 
f .  Barnes,  4  Colo.  285. 

"  Free  from  knots,"  applied  to  flooring, 
held  to  mean  free  from  all  knots,  both 
hard  and  soft.  Rush  v.  Wagner,  12  N.  Y. 
Supp.  2. 

"An  adjustable-stern  dock"  held  not  to 
require  an  automatically-adjustable  dock. 
International  Dock  Co.  t>.  United  States,  60 
Fed.  Rep.  528. 

"Clean,  grub,  and  pile."    15  111.  412. 

"  One  thousand  feet  in  a  raft  of  logs" 
means  linear  measure.    25  Pa.  St.  210. 

1 '  Thousand  shingles, "  two  bunches.  18 
Mo.  509. 

"Cu.  ft.  square  white  oak."  26  Mich. 
874. 

"  Inspecting  R.  R.  ties."    46  la.  889. 

"  Measurement  of  tan-bark."  Dwight  v. 
Cutting  (Sup.),  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  99. 

"Timber"  has  been  held  to  include 
"railroad  ties."  Kollock  v.  Parcher,  52 
Wis.  898.  and  "patterns"  to  include 
"  ties."  Lovewell  v.  Westchester  Ins.  Co., 
124  Mass.  418. 

"  Lumber  scales."    50  Mich.  484. 

"Miles,"  in  a  contract  requiring  a  boat 
to  attain  a  certain  speed  on  her  trial  trip  at 
sea,  was  held  to  mean  "  maritime  miles." 
Rockland,  Mt.  D.  <&  S.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Fres- 
senden  (Me.),  8  Atl.  Rep.  550  [1887]. 

"  Quarter  "  is  a  statute  quarter.  6  T.  R. 
388. 

"  Tons,"  statute  tons.  Lawson  on  Usage 
454. 

"Net  weight."  (Mass)  81  N.  E  Rep. 
298 

"Net  weight,"  manner  of  ascertaining 
the  same.  Thompson  t>.  Bramun  (Ey.),  21 
S.  W  Rep.  1057. 

"Original  line  of  buildings."  L.  R.  2 
Q.  B.  528  [1867]. 

"In  good  and  workmanlike  manner." 
6  Eans.  281. 

"Timber  standing."    Whitty  v.  Dillon, 


2  F.  &  F.  67. 

"Streets"  include  sidewalks,  gutters, 
paving,  etc.    76  N.  Y.  174. 

"Engineering  purposes"  has  been  held 
to  have  reference  only  to  location  and  con- 
struction, and  to  permit  the  selection  of 
that  route  for  a  railroad  which  can  be  built, 
operated,  and  kept  In  repair  in  the  best, 
cheapest,  and  safest  manner.  McRoberU 
v.  The  Southern  R.  Co.,  18  Minn.  108 
[1871]. 

41  Commencement  of  a  building"  held 
to  be  when  the  excavations  were  begun. 
Mutual  B.  Ins.  Co.  «.  Rowand,  11  C.  E. 
Green  889;  Jacobus  «.  Mut  B.  Ins.  Co.,  12 
C.  E.  Green  604. 

A  house  has  been  held  to  be  "erected  " 
when  the  walls  are  up  and  the  materials 
were  on  the  ground  to  finish  it — Johnston 
t>.  Ewing,  85  111.  578— even  though  it  be 
not  plastered  nor  the  windows  put  in. 
McLoughlin  v.  Child,  62  Ind.  412. 

Work  to  be  done  "as  directed,"  with- 
out other  explanation,  was  held  to  refer  to 
the  directions  given  by  the  owner.  Lan- 
caster «.  Conn.  92  Mo.  460. 

An  "  available  site  "  for  a  dry-dock  does 
not  imply  a  site  with  good  subsoil  free 
from  quicksand.  International  Dock  Co. 
«.  United  States,  60  Fed.  Rep.  52a 

"Car-load."  Good  «.  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  (la.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  631. 

"  Measurement  of  ice  in  bulk."  Hutch- 
ins  t>.  Webster  (Mass.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  186. 

A  mil  road  "between  two  cities,"  whether 
it  required  the  road  to  be  built  inside  the 
city  limits.  The  Western  Union  R.  Co.  t>. 
Smith,  75  111.  496  [1874]. 

•  Or"  and  "and"  may  be  read  "and" 
and  "or"  where  it  is  plain  that  thev  were 
so  intended .  Bethman  v.  Harness  (W.  Va.), 
26  S.  E.  Rep.  271;  Dumont  v.  United 
States,  98  N.  Y.  142. 

A  contract  to  furnish  a  gas-engine  in 
place  and  in  working  order  does  not  In- 
clude its  foundations.  Eumberger  v. 
Congress  Sp.  Co.  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
896. 

Books,  etc. ,  for  reference :  Lawson  on 
Custom  and  Usage,  Browne's  Custom  and 
Usage. 

An  article,  "Admissibility  of  Evidence 
of  Usage  to  Affect  a  Written  Contract." 
12  Sol.  J.  Rep.  514.  586,  562. 

"  Evidence  of  Usage  to  Explain  the 
Meaning  of  a  Contract."  18  Leg.  Obs.  161 
[1836]. 

"  Building  Contracts."  A  Lecture  by  Mr. 
Dodd.  18  Leg.  Obs.  887.  Lengthy  article 
in  Greenleafs  Evidence  292 

' '  Usage  an d  Custom . "  27  Amer .  &  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  700. 

"Implied  Contracts  Arising  Out  of  the 
Custom  and  Course  of  Trade."  4  Amer. 
Law  Reg.  192  and  5  Amer.  Law  Reg.  22. 


OHAPTEB  XXIL 

OWNER'S  LIABILITY  FOR  ACTS  OF  CONTRACTOR 

STIPULATIONS    FIXING    LIABILITY.      RELATIONS   OF   OWNER   TO    AN    INDE- 
PENDENT CONTBACTOR  AND  TO   HI8  SERVANT  DEFINED. 

630.  Provision  that  all  Laws,  Ordinances,  etc.,  shall  be  Complied  with, 

and  that  Contractor  shall  Protect  Works. 

Clause :  "  And  it  is  further  understood  and  agreed  that  in  all  the 
operations  connected  with  the  work  herein  specified,  all  laws, ordinances, 
by-laws,  rules,  or  regulations,  controlling  or  limiting  in  any  way  the 
actions  of  those  engaged  on  the  works,  or  affecting  the  methods  of 
doing  the  work,  or  materials  applied  to  it,  must  be  respected  and 
strictly  complied  with  by  the  contractor(s),  his  [their]  agents  and  ser- 
vants; he  [they]  shall,  at  his  [their]  own  cost,  provide  all  gatekeepers, 
watchmen,  fencing,  hoardings,  strutting,  shoring,  bridleways,  fenders, 
lights,  signals,  and  defenses,  and  all  other  matters  which  may  be  neces- 
sary or  may  be  deemed  necessary  by  the  engineer  for  the  due  protec- 
tion, security  of  the  works,  and  also  for  the  security  and  protection  and 
free  passage  of  all  vessel*  and  craft  navigating  the  river  or  harbor; 
and  all  enclosures  for  materials  or  works,  for  the  protection  and  safety 
of  the  public,  and  of  all  buildings  and  property  whatsoever,  near  to  or 
liable  to  be  affected  by  the  works,  and  shall  sufficiently  light  and  watch 
the  same  when  necessary,  and  shall  properly  light  all  the  works,  and 
shall  afford  the  utmost  facility  for  public  and  private  transit  and  travel 
in  respect  of  any  roads,  or  rights  of  way,  or  rights  of  traffic  which  may 
be  interfered  with  by  the  execution  of  the  works/9 

631.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Protect  Works,  Property,  and  Persons 
from  Injury. 

Clause:  "He  [they]  shall  take  every  necessary,  proper,  timely,  and 
useful  precaution  against  accident  or  injury  to  the  works,  or  any  of 
them,  or  to  any  property,  or  to  any  person,  by  the  action  or  pressure  of 
water,  and  whether  the  same  shall  arise  from  or  be  occasioned  by  tides, 
floods,  springs,  rain,  streams,  accumulations,  disruptions,  leakage,  frost, 
or  otherwise,  and  also  against  all  other  accident  or  injury  to  such 
works,  property,  or  persqns,  whether  from  fire,  tempests,  earthquakes,  or 
from  or  by  any  other  natural  or  artificial  cause  whatsoever,  and  whether 
arising  from  the  execution  or  non-execution  of  the  works,  and  shall 
forthwith  repair,  make  good,  and  defray  any  loss,  damage,  cost,  charge, 
or  expense  by  or  in  consequence  of  any  accident,  or  by  or  in  conse- 
quence of  the  operations,  whether  negligent  or  not,  of  the  contractor(s), 
occasioned  to  the  owner,  city,  or  company,  or  to  the  said  works  or  any 
of  them,  or  to  any  person  or  persons  injuriously  affected  thereby/' 

559 
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632.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Give  and  Serve  all  Notices. 

Clause:  "  He  [they]  shall  give  all  notices  required  by  any  law  or  stat- 
ute, or  as  directed  by  the  engineer,  and  whether  notice  be  so  required^, 
or  shall  be  so  directed  or  not,  shall  in  all  cases  give  due  and  sufficient 
notice  to  all  companies,  such  as  water,  gas,  railway,  tramway,  electric 
lighting,  hydraulic  power,  or  other  companies,  and  also  to  all  state, 
county  and  city  officials  or  to  their  respective  departments  or  other  per- 
sons and  authorities  having  charge  of  the  water  and  other  pipes,  or  of 
the  drains,  watercourses,  embankments,  and  the  highways,  roads, 
streets,  foot  and  carriageways,  pavements,  and  the  like,  previous  to, 
and  at  the  completion  of,  any  work,  in  order  that  the  proper  persons  in 
respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid  may  be  enabled  to  attend  and  see  that 
the  roads,  streets,  foot  and  carriageways,  pavements,  and  the  like,  and 
other  things  incident  and  appertaining  tnereto,  are  secured,  relaid,  or 
reinstated  in  a  proper  and  satisfactory  manner  ;  and  also  in  order  that 
the  proper  persons  representing  the  water,  gas,  railway,  and  other  com- 
panies may  be  enabled  to  attend  and  secure,  shore  up,  alter  the  position 
of,  remove,  relay,  and  reinstate  the  pipes,  mains,  plugs,  and  other  water 
and  gas  or  other  works  belonging  to  the  city  or  government  or  to  pri- 
vate corporations  or  persons.  In  any  and  every  case  in  which  works  of 
shoring,  or  other  works  for  the  protection  or  security  of  buildings,  are 
necessary,  the  contractors  shall,  within  a  reasonable  time  before  the  exe- 
cution of  such  works,  serve  due  notices  upon  the  occupiers  of  the  build- 
ings intended  to  be  shored  up  or  otherwise  secured,  and  upon  all  other 
parties  entitled  to  notice,  apprising  them  respectively  that  such  works 
are  necessary,  that  the  contractor(s)  is  [are]  about  to  execute  the  same, 
and  will,  at  a  time  to  be  specified  in  such  notice,  enter  upon  the  prem- 
ises for  the  purpose  of  executing  such  works." 

633.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Secure  all  Permits,  Licenses,  and 
shall  Pay  all  Fees  and  Expenses. 

Clause:  "The  contractors  shall  obtain  and  provide  all  the  necessary 
permits,  licenses,  and  necessary  authority  from  the  city,  county,  state, 
or  federal  government,  and  pay  ail  the  fees,  compensations,  and  expenses 
incident  to  securing  the  same,  which  is  required  for  the  proper  and 
lawful  prosecution  of  the  works." 

634.  Provision  that  Contractors  shall  be  Liable  for  and  Make  Good  ail 
Damages  to  Works,  Property,  and  Persons. 

Clause :  "  And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  that  the  contractors 
shall  make  good  at  their  own  proper  cost  and  expense  all  damage  of 
every  kind  which  may  occur  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  several  works  comprised  in  this  contract,  whether  the  said 
damage  may  occur  to  any  public  or  private  ways,  or  any  property,  work, 
or  thing  whatsoever,  whether  belonging  to  the  city  or  any  other  person, 
or  body,  or  to  the  state,  that  may  be  damaged,  removed,  disturbed,  or 
injured,  and  the  contractors  shall  indemnify,  save  harmless,  and  keep 
indemnified  the  city  and  its  officers  from  and  against  the  same,  ana 
from  and  against  all  actions,  suits,  claims,  demands,  penalties,  or  liabili- 
ties, and  all  charges  and  costs,  or  expenses  whatsoever,  by  reason  or  on 
account  thereof,  whether  arising  therefrom  directly  or  indirectly;  and 
when  required  by  the  engineer  the  contractors  shall  deliver  at  his  office 
certificates  in  writing  from   the  proper  authorities,  or  otherwise  give 
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evidence  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  that  all  public  and  private 
ways,  and  all  property,  works,  or  things  that  may  have  been  disturbed 
or  injured  by  the  said  works  have  been  properly  made  good,  and  all 
expenses  and  demands  in  respect  thereof  paid  by  the  contractors  before 
the  last  two  payments  under  this  contract  shall  be  due  or  made,  as  herein- 
after provided,  to  the  contractors." 

635.  Provision  that  Contractors  shall  Indemnify  Owners  for  all  Claims, 

Costs,  and  Expense  from  any  Infringement  of  Patent-rights. 

Clause:  "The  contractors  shall  indemnify  the  owner,  company,  or 
city  against  all  actions,  and  all  claims  and  demands,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  and  all  damages  which  may  be  brought,  made, 
or  claimed  against,  or  incurred  by  the  owner,  company,  or  city  for  or 
on  account  of  any  infringement  or  alleged  infringement  of  any  patent 
rights  by  reason  of  the  user  of  the  plant,  machinery,  and  things  sup- 
plied, or  processes  employed  by  the  contractors  upon  the  works  or  any 
part  thereof." 

636.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Indemnify  Owner  and  Save  Him 

Harmless  from  all  Suits  and  Damages,  and  that  Owner  may  Compromise  Suits. 

Clause:  "  In  case  of  any  action  or  suit  or  proceeding  being  brought 
or  taken  against  the  owner,  corapauy,  or  city,  or  the  said  engineer  or 
officer  in  charge,  or  any  of  their  or  his  officers  or  servants,  in  respect 
of  any  penalties,  damage,  or  defects  or  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury  by 
reason  thereof,  or  consequent  upon  the  execution  or  non  execution  of 
any  work  contracted  for,  or  of  any  patented  processes,  tools,  or  materials, 
the  contractor  shall  fully  indemnify  them,  and  each  of  them,  and  shall 
forthwith  pay  to  him  [it,  or  them]  all  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  ex- 
penses which  he  or  they  shall  or  may  have  been  put  to  or  have  incurred 
in  reference  thereto;  and  the  said  owner,  company,  or  city,  or  its  solicitor, 
may,  if  they  or  either  of  them  shall  see  fit,  and  in  their  absolute  discre- 
tion, defend  or  compromise  any  such  action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding, 
or  any  claim  in  respect  of  any  such  damage  as  aforesaid,  on  such  terms 
as  they  shall  see  fit,  and  the  contractor  shall  thereupon  forthwith  pay 
the  sum  or  sums  so  paid ;  but  if  the  contractor  forbid  such  compromise, 
or  if  no  such  compromise  is  effected,  then  he  shall  be  made  a  party  to 
such  action,  suit,  or  proceedings,  and  shall  in  every  case  pay  to  nim  fit, 
or  them],  such  sum  or  sums  as  shall  fully  indemnify  him  [it,  or  them], 
and  the  owner,  company,  or  city,  or  engineer,  may  deduct  the  amount 
of  all  such  damage  and  costs  thereof,  including  the  taxed  costs  of  the 
said  owner,  company,  or  city  out  of  any  money  due  or  owing,  or  may 
become  due  to  the  said  contractor  on  the  contract  for  this  work,  or  any 
other  contract  which  he  may  have  with  the  owner,  company,  or  city. 
And  it  is  further  understood  and  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties 
hereto  that  the  special  enumeration  of  certain  duties  and  liabilities 
shall  not  in  any  way  relieve  the  said  contractor  from  the  general  and 
the  whole  liability  arising  from  the  execution  of  the  work  or  any  neglect 
to  use  proper  measures  to  prosecute  and  protect  the  work." 

637.  Provision  that  Contractor   shall  take  Every  Precaution  to  Avoid 

Injuries,  and  will  Save  City  from  all  Cost,  Damage,  or  Expense. 

Clause :  "And  the  said  part...  of  the  second  part  [contractor(s)]  agree(s) 
during  the  performance  of  the  work,  to  take  all  necessary  precautions  and 
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to  place  proper  guards  for  the  prevention  of  accidents;  and  to  put  and 
keep  at  night  suitable  and  sufficient  lights,  and  that  he  [they]  will  in- 
demnify and  save  harmless  the  said  owner,  company  or  city  from  all 
suits  or  actions,  of  every  name  and  description,  brought  against  the 
said  owner,  company,  or  city  for  or  on  account  of  any  injuries  or  dam- 
ages received  or  sustained  by  any  jaerson  or  persons  by  or  from  the  said 
contractor,  his  servants  or  agents,  in  the  construction  of  said  work,  or 
by  or  in  consequence  of  any  negligence  in  the  performance  of  the  work 
or  in  guarding  the  same,  or  any  improper  materials  used  in  its  construc- 
tion, or  by  or  on  account  of  any  act  or  omission  of  the  said  contractor 
or  his  agents  and  servants;  ana  the  said  contractor  further  agrees  that 
so  much  of  the  money  due  or  owing  to  him,  or  that  may  become  due 
under  and  by  virtue  of  this  agreement  as  the  said  engineer  shall  consider 
necessary,  may  be  retained  by  the  said  city  until  all  such  suits  or 
claims  for  damages,  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  settled,  and  evidence 
to  that  effect  furnished  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  engineer/' 


638.  Owner  cannot  Escape  Liability  for  Certain  Acts  by  Making  Con- 
tractor Assume  the  Liability. — The  adoption  of  such  clauses  in  a  contract 
does  not  absolve  or  protect  the  owner  or  company  from  liability  for  in- 
juries that  ordinarily  result  from  the  work  itself,  or  from  the  means  or 
methods  authorized  by  the  owner.  The  liability  assumed  by  a  contractor 
are  usually  those  which  can  be  avoided  by  the  skillful,  careful,  and  prompt 
performance  of  the  contract,  or  that  can  be  avoided  by  the  foresight, 
experience,  and  knowledge  which  a  contractor  or  builder  is  supposed  to 
possess.  It  could  hardly  be  expected  that  a  contractor  would  be  required 
to  assume  liabilities  which  are  a  necessary  result  of  the  carrying  out  of  the 
contract.  A  person  or  corporation  cannot  escape  liability  for  a  criminal, 
unlawful,  surreptitious,  or  injurious  act  by  employing  some  one  else  to  do 
it  for  him.  His  liability  directly  to  the  injured  party  remains,  though  he 
may  recover  or  recoup  the  damages  he  may  have  to  pay  from  the  contractor 
who  assumed  them.  The  contractor's  assumption  of  risks  or  the  agreement 
to  pay  all  damages,  injuries,  or  costs  arising  does  not  relieve  the  owner, 
company,  or  city  from  its  liability  to  the  person  who  is  injured,1  and  the 
latter  can  bring  his  action  against  the  person  or  party  who  is  responsible 
and  liable,  irrespective  of  the  relation  existing  between  that  person  and 
others. 

The  owner  is  primary  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  servant,  and  as  will  be 
seen  from  succeeding  sections,  the  question  as  to  whether  a  builder  is 
really  an  independent  contractor  or  a  servant  is  in  some  cases  one  of  doubt. 
This  is  one  good  reason  why  the  stipulations  are  used,  for  they  are  a  safe- 
guard, should  the  builder  be  declared  a  servant  of  the  owner  or  city. 

If  the  contractor  has  agreed  to  assume  all  the  risks  incident  to  the  work, 
and  to  indemnify  the  owner  and  save  him  harmless  from  all  damages,  actions, 
and  costs,  without  doubt  he  is  liable  on  his  contract,  and  the  bonds  he  has  given 

1  Storrs  •.  Utica  (N.  T.),  17  N.  Y.  i04 ;  Meechem  on  Agency,  §  747. 
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for  the  performance  of  the  contract  will  be  holden  for  such  sums  as  the 
-company  has  to  pay  in  consequence  of  damages  accruing  from  or  arising 
out  of  the  work  or  the  contract.  If  an  owner  who  has  paid  a  judgment 
against  him  for  personal  injuries  caused  by  an  obstruction  left  in  a  street 
by  a  contractor,  sues  on  the  contractor's  bond  for  indemnity,  he  may  show, 
by  evidence  aliunde,  the  record  in  the  action  by  the  person  injured,  that  the 
presence  of  the  obstruction  was  the  subject-matter  relied  on  for  a  recovery 
in  that  action.1 

Provisions  making  the  contractor  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  his 
negligence,  and  allowing  the  company  to  withhold  payments  under  the 
contract  on  account  of  them,  do  not  affect  the  relation  of  the  company  to 
third  parties  and  inure  to  their  benefit,*  *  nor  does  the  fact  that  the  owner 
or  city  has  required  a  bond  of  indemnity  from  the  contractor  tend  to  fix 
the  liability  on  the  owner  or  city,1  nor  does  a  city  become  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  a  contractor  making  a  public  improvement  merely  because 
the  contract  did  not  provide  that  the  contractor  should  use  care  to  prevent 
such  conditions  as  that  complained  of.4 

In  an  action  against  a  city  for  damages  resulting  from  the  construction 
of  a  viaduct,  it  has  been  held  that  the  contractors  who  built  it  should  not 
be  admitted  as  defendants,  though  they  agreed  to  indemnify  the  city  for 
damages  caused  by  carelessness  in  the  work,  since  the  question  in  such 
action  is  as  to  the  liability  of  the  city  by  reason  of  its  acts,  and  not  as  to 
which  of  the  wrongdoers,  as  between  themselves,  is  primarily  liable/ 
*  A  contractor,  building  a  sewer  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  who  has  under- 
taken to  save  the  city  harmless  from  ail  suits  arising  from  negligence  in 
guarding  the  same  has  been  held  liable  to  a  person  injured  in  consequence 
of  such  neglect,  though  the  work  was  done  under  the  direction  of  the  city 
engineer/ 

A  water  company  which  is  laying  water-pipes  in  a  city  which  has  agreed 
to  protect  all  persons  against  damages  by  reason  of  their  excavations,  and 
to  be  responsible  for  all  damages  which  might  occur  by  reason  of  the  neg- 
lect of  their  employees  on  the  premises,  was  held  liable  for  injury  accruing 
to  a  person  passing  over  a  street  and  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  sub- 
contractor whom  they  had  employed.  The  duty  and  responsibility  assumed 
by  the  water  company  cannot  be  shifted  by  a  contract/    When  a  contractor, 


1  City  of  New  York  v.  Brady  (Sup.), 
SO  N.  Y.  Supp.  1121. 

8  Tibbetts  v.  Koox  &  L.  R.  Co.,  62  Me. 
487;  St.  Paul  Water  Co.  v.  Ware,  16  Wall 
566 :  Blake  v.  Ferris,  5  N.  Y.  48. 

1  Fink  v.  St.  Louis,  71  Mo.  52  [1879] ; 
Green  t.  Portland,  82  Me.  431;  Murphy  v. 
Chicago,  29  111.  279. 

4  White  v.  City  of  New  York  (8up  ),  44 
N.  Y.  Supp.  454  [1897]. 


*  Sauer  v.  City  of  New  York  (Sup.),  41 
N.  Y.  Supp.  957. 

*  Charlock  t>.  Freel.  50  Hun  895  T 18881  ; 
and  see  Baumeister  *>.  Mark  bam  (Ky.),  89 
S.  W.  Rep.  844  [1897]  ;  but  see  French  t>. 
Vix  (N.  Y.  App.),  87  N.  E.  Rep.  612. 

*  Water  Co.  «.  Ware,  16  Wall.  566 
[1872] ;  accord,  McManus  v  The  C.  Gas 
Lt.  Co.,  40  Barb.  880  [1868]. 


*  See  Sec.  17,  supra,  and  Sees.  752-768,  infra. 
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in  constructing  a  sewer,  injured  the  pipes  of  a  gas  company  laid  in  the 
street,  and,  when  sued  for  such  injury,  justified  the  trespass  under  his  con- 
tract with  the  village,  plaintiff  may  avail  himself  of  a  provision  of  such 
contract  binding  the  contractor  to  repair  all  damages  done  to  substructure* 
in  its  execution.1 

However,  a  stipulation  by  which  the  contractors  assume  liability  for  any 
damages  that  may  be  done  to  the  property  or  person  of  any  neighbor  or 
passer-by  is  for  the  protection  of  the  owner,  to  save  him  from  claims  en- 
forceable against  him,  and  does  not  give  a  neighbor  a  right  of  action  against 
the  contractors  for  the  acts  of  an  independent  subcontractor,  where  the 
owner  would  not  have  been  liable  had  such  acts  been  done  by  the  contractor* 
themselves.*  Such  a  stipulation  does  not  make  the  contractors  insurer* 
against  injury  to  the  property  of  a  neighbor  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
contract,  for  whom  the  owner  did  not  act  as  agent,  in  whose  property  he 
had  no  insurable  interest,  and  for  which  insurance  he  paid  no  consid- 
eration." 

Such  stipulations  to  indemnify  the  owner,  company,  or  city  from  losses,, 
damages,  and  costs  are  contracts  of  insurance,  and  an  extended  discussion 
of  them  would  take  the  reader  into  the  broad  field  of  insurance  law,  which 
the  size  of  this  book  will  not  permit.  There  is  no  object  in  doing  that,  for 
the  subject  of  insurance  in  all  its  branches  has  been  carefully  digested  and 
excellent  books  are  to  be  had  of  the  dealers,  containing  both  American  and 
English  law. 

The  law  in  this  country  as  to  whether  the  contractor  can  or  cannot  be 
sued  is  not  uniform,  owing  to  the  codes  of  the  different  states.  The  prac- 
tice, as  well  as  the  parties  to  the  action,  cannot  be  given  in  a  book  of  the 
narrow  limits  of  this  volume.  If  the  author  succeeds  in  giving  his  reader* 
a  general  idea  of  who  may  be  sued,  or  who  is  liable,  without  conveying 
wrong  impressions  to  the  laymen,  he  will  feel  that  the  object  of  the  book 
has  been  accomplished.  Attorneys  at  law  are  referred  to  works  on  insur- 
ance [marine  insurance]  and  to  works  on  actions,  pleading,  and  practice. 

The  questions  of  law  arising  in  construction  work,  under  these  stipula- 
tions, are  chiefly  those  which  come,  or  are  the  result  of,  laches  in  the  en* 
forcement  of  the  stipulation,  or  that  arise  from  a  loosely-drafted  clause, 
or  when  it  is  entirely  omitted,  when  the  question  is,  Who  is  ultimately  re- 
sponsible, the  company  or  the  contractor,  or  both  of  them  ? 

639.  Owner's  Liability  for  the  Unskillful,  Careless,  Negligent,  and 
Lawless  Acts  or  Works  of  His  Contractor.* — The  liability  of  the  owner  for 
injuries  and  damages  resulting  from  work  performed  under  a  construction 
contract  arises  in  several  ways,  which  the  authorities  have  taken  up  under 
the  following  heads:     (1)  When  the  act  which  has  caused  the  injury  wa* 

1  Glens  Palls  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Van  Vran-         *  French  t>.  Vlx  (Com.  PI.),  21  N.  Y. 
ken  (Sup.),  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  339.  Supp.  1016. 

•  8se  Sec.  275,  iupra :  Trespass. 
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committed  by  the  owner  himself;  (2)  when  the  act  in  itself  is  harmless  and 
lawful  and  the  injury  has  resulted  not  from  negligence  or  wrongful  acts, 
but  from  the  work  being  performed  in  the  manner  required  by  the  contract; 
(3)  when  there  are  oertain  duties  and  obligations  incumbent  on  the  owner, 
which  he  owes  to  the  public,  or  to  adjoining  property-holders,  which  he 
cannot  escape  by  delegating  to  others,  and  the  performance  of  which  duties 
is  rendered  imperative  by  the  work;  (4)  when  the  owner  or  contractor  is  in 
possession  of  fixed  property  which  is  so  managed,  wrought,  or  dealt  with, 
that  injury  results  to  another;  (5)  when  the  owner  undertakes  that  due 
care  has  been  exercised  in  the  erection  of  a  structure  or  the  like,  and  that 
it  is  reasonably  fit  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended,  and  it  turns 
out  that  it  was  negligently  constructed,  by  reason  of  which  injuries  were 
.sustained,  liability  will  attach  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  owner  em- 
ployed competent  contractors  to  erect  the  structure;  (6)  when  the  injury 
has  been  caused  by  an  agent  or  servant  of  the  owner,  through  whom  the 
act  or  neglect  has  been  committed.1 

640.  Act  Committed  by  the  Owner  or  Principal.— This  condition  should 
require  no  comment  or  discussion.  Every  man  or  corporation  must  be 
made  and  held  responsible  for  his  own  acts.  The  protection  of  personal 
rights  requires  it.  It  is  equally  true  where  the  owner  has  undertaken  to 
perform  a  part  of  the  work,  and  injury  results  from  his  own  negligence.* 

640a.  When  Injury  Results  from  Carrying  Out  the  Terms  of  the  Con- 
tract. — If  damages  result  from  the  performance  of  the  work  in  the  manner 
required  in  the  contract,  and  not  from  any  negligence  or  wrongdoing  of 
the  contractors,  the  contractors  are  the  agents  of  the  owner,  and  he  is  there- 
fore liable  for  such  damages.' 

If  the  work  is  harmless  and  lawful  when  properly  conducted  and  per- 
formed, and  the  company  merely  prescibes  the  end,  or  results  to  be  attained, 
it  cannot  be  charged  with  liability  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  means 
•employed.4  The  enterprise  undertaken  must  be  a  lawful  one;  if  it  amounts 
to  a  nuisance,  or  if  the  injury  arises  not  from  its  negligent  or  unskillful 
construction,  but  from  the  fact  that  it  was  constructed  at  all,  then  liability 
attaches  whether  the  erection  be  made  under  the  supervision  and  control 
of  the  company,  or  it  be  let  out  by  contract  to  others.6  An  owner  or  com- 
pany is  liable  when  the  performance  of  the  act  authorized  necessarily  or 
naturally  produces  the  injury  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  doing  the  act  or 
work,  or  it  employs  a  contractor  to  do  an  unlawful  act  or  one  amounting  to 
a  nuisance/    The  falling  of  a  brick  from  an  upper  story  of  an  incomplete 

1  See  Evans  on  Agency  590.  •  Boa  well  v.  Laird,   8  Cal.  469  [1858]; 

*  Gilbert  v.  Beach,  5  Bosw.  445.  Cooley  on  Torts  128;    Wilson  «.  Peto,  6 
»  2  Dillon's  Municipal  Corpn.,  §§  977,      Moore  49. 

-978;  Addison  on  Torts  86.  •  Pierce  on  Law  of  R.   R.   288  [1881]; 

*  Wabash.  St  L.  &  P.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Parver,  Carlson  v.  Stocking  (Wis.\  65  N.  W.  Rep. 
(Ind.)  12  N.  E.  Rep.  296  [1887];  Roemer  58;  Ellis  v.  Sheffield  Gas  Co.,  2  El.  <&.  BL 
■9.  Striker,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1090.  767. 
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building  not  being  the  natural  result  of  any  act  which  independent  con- 
tractors erecting  the  building  were  engaged  to  perform,  the  owner  cannot  be 
held  for  injuries  resulting  therefrom.1 

641.  Owner  is  Liable  if  the  Natural  Result  of  the  Act  will  be  a  Nui- 
sance.— If  the  work  as  authorized  will  necessarily  produce  the  injuries  com- 
plained  of,  or  if  the  act  itself  will  be  a  nuisance  to  others,  then  the  em- 
ployer or  company  may  be  held  for  the  damages  resulting  from  the  acts  so- 
authorized.*  It  is  not  essential  that  the  injury  shall  be  a  necessary  conse- 
quence to  the  work.  If  the  natural  result  of  it  when  done  in  the  ordinary 
mode  is  a  nuisance,  the  one  who  authorizes  it  to  be  done  is  liable;*  or  if 
the  nuisance  necessarily  occurs  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  doing  the  work, 
the  company  or  owner  is  liable;  but  if  it  is  from  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
tractor or  his  servants,  then  he  alone  should  be  responsible.4  For  injuries 
that  result  entirely  from  the  wrongful  or  negligent  acts  of  the  contractor  or 
his  workmen  the  employer  is  not  liable,  but  if  injury  is  occasioned  directly 
by  the  acts  authorized  by  the  company,  it,  too,  is  equally  liable.6  If 
both  are  negligent  or  have  failed  to  conform  to  ordinances  or  building 
regulations,  then  each  is  liable  for  the  damages  that  result.  One  super- 
intending the  construction  of  a  building,  as  agent  of  the  contractor,  has 
been  held  equally  liable  with  his  principal  for  an  injury  to  a  third  person, 
resulting  from  a  failure  to  erect  proper  scaffolding  to  prevent  the  fall  of 
brick,  or  from  the  negligent  construction  of  the  wall;-  and  where  two  dif- 
ferent persons  are  engaged  as  independent  contractors  in  the  erection  of  a 
building,  the  one  at  masonry  work  and  the  other  at  iron  work,  each,  and  the 
owner,  too,  is  required  to  comply  with  an  ordinance  requiring  "  any  owner 
or  contractor  who  shall  build  or  cause  to  be  built "  any  building  abutting 
on  the  public  sidewalk  to  erect  a  roof  passageway  over  the  sidewalk.7  * 

It  may  be  doubted  if  it  must  amount  to  a  nuisance  strictly.  If  the 
natural  or  probable  consequences  of  the  work  are  mischievous  and  are  liable 
to  injure  others  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  rights  unless  preventive  measures 
are  exercised  by  the  owner,  then  he  will  be  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  hia 
neglect  to  adopt  preventive  measures.8  It  has  been  so  held  when  the  support 
of  a  building  has  been  undermined  by  the  owner  of  adjoining  premises '  or 


1  Smith  v.  Milwaukee  B.  &  T.  Exch. 
(Wis.)  64  N.  W.  Rep.  1041. 

»  McCafferty  v.  8  D.  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.,  61 
N.  Y.  178  [18741;  Readie  t>.  The  London, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  4  Excb.  244. 

•  Cases  died  in  Cuff  v.  N.  &  N.  Y.  R. 
Co.,  85  N.  J.  L.  17  [1869.] 

4  Chicago  t>.  Robbins,  2  Blackf.  428; 
Clark  v.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  358. 

6  Robbins  v.  Chicago.  4  Wallace  679. 
Eitlier  or  both  may  be  liable. 

•  Mayer  v.  Thompson- Hutchinson  Bldg. 
Co.  (Ala.),  16  So.  Rep.  620. 


1  Smith  v.  Milwaukee  Builders  and 
Traders'  Exchange  (Wis.),  64  N.  W.  Rep. 
1041. 

8  Bower  «.  Peate,  1 0.  B.  Div.  321  [1876]: 
Gorbam  v.  Gross,  125  Mass.  233;  Angus  v. 
Daliou,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  D.  162;  Honiau  t. 
Stanley,  66  Pn.  St.  464;  Chicago  v.  Rob- 
bins,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  657;  Scammon  v.  Chi- 
cago, 25  111.  424;  cases  in  29  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  947. 

9  Evans  on  Principal  and  Agent  593. 
English  eases  cited. 


*  See  Sec.  244,  supra. 
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when  reasonable  care  or  skill  were  not  exercised  in  the  use  of  a  party  wall.' 
Such  injuries  or  conditions  are  in  the  nature  of  nuisances,  if  not  so  accord- 
ing to  the  strict  interpretation  of  the  word.' 

Therefore,  where  an  owner  employed  a  contractor  to  shore  up  a  neigh- 
bor's wall,  to  prevent  it  from  falling  into  an  excavation  which  the  owner 
was  making  on  an  abutting  lot,  and  the  contractor's  employees,  without  per- 
mission from  the  neighbor,  entered  his  premises  and  put  beams  through  the 
wall  (the  only  way  in  which  it  could  be  shored  up),  whereby  his  property 
was  injured,  and  it  was  claimed  that  the  work  was  negligently  or  improp- 
erly done;  it  was  held  that  the  work  was  necessarily  injurious  to  plaintiff, 
and  defendant  was  not  relieved  from  liability  by  the  fact  that  it  was  done 
by  an  independent  contractor.1 

Where  one  is  making  improvements  upon  his  own  premises,  or  without 
lawful  right,  trespasses  upon  or  injures  his  neighbor's  property  by  casting 
material  thereon,  lie  is  liable  absolutely  for  the  damage,  irrespective  of  anv 
question  of  care  or  negligence,  and  a  license  from  the  municipal  authorities 
cannot  affect  the  question  of  responsibility.4  If  a  neighbor  sustains  dam- 
age by  the  dropping  of  mortar  and  bricks  during  the  erection  of  a  wall  next 
to  his  premises,  the  owner  is  not  liable  for  such  damage  if  it  was  not  a 
necessary  result  of  the  building  of  the  wall,  but  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  contractor,  or  of  the  contractor's  servants.6  The  owner  is  not 
liable  when  an  independent  contractor  negligently  uses  a  coal-hole  or 
obstructs  the  sidewalk,  nor  is  he  obliged  to  see  that  the  street  is  not 
obstructed  if  it  be  not  necessary  to  obstruct  it  in  performing  the  contract.6 
The  owner  of  a  building,  while  putting  on  a  gravel  roof,  was  held  not  negli- 
gent in  failing  to  clear  the  sidewalk  every  hour  of  gravel  which  falls  on 
it.T 

If  a  person  not  in  the  actual  possession  of  land,  the  title  to  which  is  in 
another,  without  the  latter 's  consent  enters  thereon  and  excavates  so  as  to 
injure  the  adjoining  building  of  the  owner,  he  is  liable  therefor,  and  it  makes 
no  difference  that  the  person  who  actually  committed  the  injury  is  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  where  the  work  is  done  with  his  knowledge  and  con- 
sent, and  for  his  use  and  benefit.8 

The  nonperformance  by  the  owner  of  a  duty  imposed  by  an  ordinance 
requiring  the  erection  of  a  roofed  passageway  over  the  sidewalk  after  the 


1  Hughes  v.  Percival,  8  App.  Cas.  448; 
Bowers  v  Peat,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  821. 

9  Per  Court,  in  Quarman  v  Burnett,  6 
M.  &  W.  499. 

3  Ketc»am  v.  Conn  (Com.  PL),  22  N.  T. 
Bupp.  181. 

4Mairs  v.  Manhattan  R.  E.  Ass'n,  89  N. 
Y.  498  [18821. 

*Pve  v.  Rixon  (Mass.),  81  N.  E.  Rep. 
640;  Larson  v  Met.  St.  R.  Co.,  110  Mo. 
234;  Engle  v  Eureka  Club  (N.  Y.  App.), 
82  N.  E.  Rep.  1052;  Smith  v.  Milwaukee 


B.  &  F.  Ex.  (Wis.).  64  N.  W.  Rep.  1041; 
Reedie  «.  Lond.  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  4  Exch. 
244. 

•Maltbie  «.  Baiting  (Super.  N.  Y.),  26 
N.  Y.  Supp  903;  8*6  Patterson  v.  Austin 
(Tex.),  39  8.  W.  Rep.  976;  Baumeister  t>. 
Markham  (Ky.),  89  8.  W.  Rep.  844. 

*  O'Reilly  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (Sup.), 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  264  [1897]. 

8  Crenshaw  v.  Ullman  (Mo.  Sup.)  20  S. 
W.  Rep.  1077. 
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completion  of  the  first  story  of  a  building  cannot  be  excused  by  a  plea  that 
an  independent  contractor  has  agreed  to  perform  the  duty.1 

642.  A  Man  mnat  Maintain  His  Property  in  a  Reasonably  Safe  and 
Proper  Manner— The  Owner  of  Real  Estate  is  Responsible  for  the  Safe 
Condition  of  His  Land. — It  is  sometimes  stated  that  the  owner  of  real  estate 
is  responsible  for  the  negligent  acts  of  persons  employed  in  making  erec- 
tions upon  it  for  his  benefit,  even  when  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
does  not  exist  between  such  owner  and  the  person  employed.3  This  state- 
ment regarding  the  ground  of  liability  should  be  received  with  consider- 
able caution,  for  the  rule,  if  applied  strictly,  would  become  the  exception. 
It  is  well  settled  that  an  owner  of  real  estate  may  contract  for  any  work 
which  is  lawful  and  not  in  itself  a  nuisance,  and  is  harmless  if  properly 
and  carefully  carried  out,  or  which  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to  impose 
a  duty  upon  him  to  protect  the  public  or  his  neighbors,  and  if  he  does  not 
reserve  or  assume  control  of  it  so  as  to  make  the  contractor  his  ser- 
vant, he  will  not  be  liable  for  injuries  resulting  either-  from  the  work  or 
from  the  prosecution  of  the  work  during  its  progress.  Thus  it  has 
been  held  that  the  owner  is  not  liable  for  the  failure  of  a  dam  built  upon 
his  property,*  for  injuries  resulting  from  excavations,4  or  from  the  opera- 
tion of  a  steam  shovel  by  which  the  horse  of  a  passer-by  was  frightened,  or 
from  fires  negligently  set  under  a  contract  to  clear  land.* 

Two  interesting  cases  which  are  seemingly  contrary  are  directly  in  point 
on  this  question.  The  facts  are  very  much  alike,  each  being  a  case  of  fail- 
ure of  a  dam  and  destruction  of  property  resulting.  In  one  case  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  of  real  estate  was  responsible  for  erections  negligently  car- 
ried on  upon  his  property,-  and  in  the  other  the  court  held  that  the  mere 
fact  that  improvements  were  erected  upon  the  land  was  no  just  reason  why 
liability  should  attach  to  the  owner  during  the  process  of  erection  any  more 
than  if  the  enterprise  were  executed  elsewhere.7 

643.  After  Acceptance  the  Owner  is  Responsible  for  the  Safety  of  Works. 
— If  work  is  done  by  a  contractor  not  in  its  way  a  nuisance,  but  which 
becomes  so  by  reason  of  the  manner  in  which  the  contractor  has  performed  it, 
the  owner  or  company  becomes  responsible  at  once  if  he  [it]  accepts  the 


1  As  to  what  acts  Id  building  operations 
amount  to  nuisances,  see  29  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  946,  947,  and  tee  Hainan  v. 
Sianly,  66  Pa.  St.  464;  also  Lloyd's  Law  of 
Building,  §§  76-78.  Some  of  the  most  or- 
dnary  nuisances  in  building  operations  are 
the  following.  Obstruction  of  streets,  ways, 
and  streams;  interruption  of  public  travel 
and  traffic,  as  by  structures,  excavations, 
building  materials;  undermining  land  or 
the  foundations  of  other  structures;  tres- 
pass upon,  over,  or  beneath  private  prop- 
erty; accumulating  and  keeping  dangerous 
or  offensive  materials,  or  unsightly  and 
noisy  things,  to  the  annoyance  of  others, 


such  as  water,  snow,  sewage,  offnl,  fac- 
tory products,  and  steam  exhausts  or 
whistles.  Coolev  on  Torts.  Smith  «.  Mil- 
waukee B.  &  t.  Ex.  (Wis.),  64  N.  W. 
Rep.  1041;  and  see  Jager  v.  Adams,  128 
Mass.  62. 

'  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Bniley,  2  Denio 
483  [1845],  citing  many  eases. 

•  Boswell  t>.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469  [18571;  and 
see  Barton  v.  McDonald,  81  Cal.  267;  but 
see  Mayor  «.  Bailey,  2  Denio  438  [1845]. 

4  Aston  v.  Nolan,  63  Cal.  269. 

5 14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  831,  832. 

« Mayor  v.  Bailey.  1  Denio  438. 

'  Boswell  v.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469  [1857] 
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work  in  that  condition.1  "  Before  acceptance  the  owner  must  see  to  it  that 
the  work,  as  to  strength  and  durability,  and  as  to  all  other  particulars 
necessary  to  the  safety  of  the  property  and  persons  of  third  parties,  is  sub- 
jected to  proper  tests,  and  that  it  is  sufficient.  By  acceptance  and  sub- 
sequent use  the  owners  assume  to  the  world  the  responsibility  of  its  suf- 
ficiency."' 

Acceptance  of  important  works,  as  has  been  shown  in  other  parts  of  this 
work,  is  an  act  which  should  be  attended  with  appropriate  formality  and 
preparation.  A  searching  inspection  of  the  work  itself,  and  careful  review 
of  all  the  circumstances  and  events  connected  with  it,  will  frequently  reveal 
many  things  that  would  otherwise  be  overlooked.  Tests,  actual  use,  or  ser- 
vice, under  the  control  and  superintendence  of  the  contractor,  are  advised. 
After  the  owner  has  accepted  a  work  or  a  structure  he  is  liable  for  subsequent 
injuries  caused  by  the  natural  results  of  the  work,  he  having  assumed  the 
responsibility  of  its  sufficiency.  From  the  act  of  acceptance  by  the  owner 
the  liability  of  the  contractor  ceases.'  The  owner  is  responsible  after 
Acceptance,  even  though  the  accident  is  due  to  the  negligent  performance  of 
the  contractor.4  A  formal  acceptance,  it  seems,  is  not  necessary;  it  is 
enough  if  the  owner  or  city  has  assumed  control  of  the  structure.6  The 
owner  must  have  possession  and  control,  or  there  is  no  such  ratification  of 
the  contractor's  work  as  will  render  him  liable  therefor.6 

The  law  casts  a  duty  upon  an  owner  of  property  to  see  that  operations 
upon  his  land  are  conducted  with  reasonable  care  and  skill,  and  an  owner 
cannot  get  rid  of  this  responsibility  by  delegating  the  performance  of  work 
to  a  contractor.  The  owner  cannot  remove  the  lateral  support  which  his 
land  has  afforded  his  neighbor's  land  without  taking  precautions  to  pre- 
vent injury  to  his  neighbor's  land.7  If  the  adjoining  property  be  occupied 
with  a  building,  the  owner  or  builder  is  in  duty  bound  to  notify  his  neigh- 
bor of  the  operations  he  is  about  to  undertake  before  commencing,8  and 
he  must  exercise  due  and  ordinary  care  in  carrying  on  the  work,9  or  he  will 
be  liable  for  injuries  resulting.10    It  has  been  held  that  a  person  must  use 


^ogel  t>.  Mayor,  etc..  92  N.  Y.  10 
0888]  :  Smith  v.  Milne,  1  Dowl.  290. 

8  Field,  J.,  in  Boswell  v.  Laird,  8  Cal. 
469;  but  see  Ryder  v.  Kinsey  (Minn.),  64  N. 
W.  Rep.  94. 

•Boswell  v.  Laird,  8  Oal.  469  [1857],  14 
Amer.  &  Ene.  Ency  Law  887. 

4Khron  v.  Brock  (Mass.),  11  N.  E.  Rep. 
749  [1887];  contra,  Ryder  v.  Kinsey  (Minn.), 
iupra. 

1  First  P.  C.  of  E.  «.  Smith  (Pa.),  80  Atl. 
Ren.  279,  a  sewer;  gemble,  Klix  v.  Nieman 
(Wis.),  22  N.  W.  Rep.  228,  noU\  Khron  v. 
Brock.  11  N.  E.  Rep.  748  [1887]. 

•  Atlanta  &  F.  R.  Co.  v  Kimberly  (Ga.), 
18  S.  E.  R-p.  277  [1891]. 

1  Quincy  v.  Jones,  76  111.  281;  Thurston 


v  Hancock,  12  Mass.  220;  Wyatt  v.  Harri- 
son, 3  B.  &  Ad.  871;  Partridcre  v.  Scott,  3 
M  &  W.  220. 

8  Brown  v.  Werner,  40  Md.  15;  M  issy  v. 
Goyder,  4  C.  &  P.  161;  Wyley  Canal  Co. 
v.  Bradley,  7  East  368. 

•  Charles  f>.  Rankin,  22  Mo.  566;  B.  &  O. 
R  Co.  «.  Reaney.  42  Md.  117;  Jeffries  t>. 
Williams,  5  Ex.  792 

10  See  Peyton  «.  Mayor,  9  B  &  C.  725; 
and  $ee  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  chap, 
xviii,  and  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building.  § 
80;  Smith  f>.  Darby,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  716; 
Horner  v.  Watson,  79  Pa.  8t.  242;  Hilton 
f>  Granville.  5  Q.  B.  701;  Fisher  «.  Beard, 
32  Iowa  846;  Bononi  v.  Blackhause,  El., 
Bl.  &  El.  622. 
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ordinary  and  reasonable  care  and  means  to  prevent  an  injury  to  his  property 
by  negligent  construction,  and  he  can  only  recover  such  damage  as  could  not 
by  such  care  and  means  be  avoided.1  So  when  an  owner's  house  was  sepa- 
rated from  an  adjoining  house  by  a  party  wall  and  he  employed  a  builder  to- 
pull  down  his  house  and  build  it  on  a  plan  which  involved  the  tying  together 
of  the  new  house  and  the  party  wall  so  that  if  one  house  fell  the  other  would 
be  damaged,  in  the  course  of  rebuilding  the  builder's  workmen,  in  fixing  a 
staircase  negligently,  and  without  consent  of  the  owner,  cut  into  a  party 
wall  on  the  other  side,  in  consequence  of  which  the  house  fell  and  damaged 
all  the  houses,  the  owner  was  held  liable  for  the  damage,  unless  he  proved 
that  the  act  could  not  have  been  reasonably  anticipated  by  workmen  of 
ordinary  skill  who  were  neither  dishonest  nor  insane.9  A  landlord,  who- 
undertakes  to  make  repairs  which  affects  the  support  and  foundations  of  a. 
building,  is  bound  to  use  the  greatest  degree  of  care,  not  mere  ordinary 
care,  because  he  is  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  towards  persons  to  whom  he- 
owes  no  duty;  and  if  by  his  alterations  he  endangers  the  safety  of  his  ten- 
ants or  guests,  he  does  it  at  his  peril,  and  cannot  shield  himself  from 
responsibility  after  a  catastrophe  has  happened  by  saying,  "I  used  ordinary 
care  and  employed  skillful  mechanics,  but  in  spite  of  all,  for  some  unknown 
reason,  the  building  fell."  *  Ordinary  care  is  that  degree  of  care  which  a. 
reasonably  prudent  and  cautious  person  would  take  to  avoid  injury  under 
like  circumstauces.4 

An  owner  cannot  maintain  the  right  to  blast  rock  with  gunpowder  on 
his  own  lot  even  if  he  uses  care  and  skill  in  so  doing.  He  should  know 
that  by  such  act,  which  was  intrinsically  dangerous,  the  damage  would  be  a 
necessary,  probable,  or  natural  consequence.6 

644.  Duties  Imposed  by  Law  Upon  the  Owner  to  Exercise  Due  Care 
and  Foresight — Must  Employ  Competent  Parties. — The  first  duty  of  an, 
owner  is  to  employ  competent  and  skillful  persons  to  undertake  the  work* 
If  unskillful  and  improper  persons  are  knowingly  employed  by  the  owner 
or  company  to  perform  their  work,  they  may  be  required  to  answer  their 
reckless  choice  and  make  good  their  blunder.6  *    It  is  not  enough,  in  em- 

1  City  of  Dallas  v.  Cooper  (Tex.   Civ.  portation  Co.  c.  Chicago,  99  U.    8.  685; 

App.l  34  8.  W.  Rep.  321.  Losce  v.  Buchanan,  51  N.  Y.  479;  explain- 

«  Hughes  v  Percivnl  (Eng.)  8  App.  Cas.  ing  Hay  u.  Cohoes  Co.,  2  N.  Y.  159;  Pixley 

443  [1883];  Gorham  *.  Gross,  125  Mass.  232;  t>.  Clark,  35  N.  Y.  520;  Heeg  v.  Licht,  80  N. 

but  see  Connors  v.  Henuessy,112  Mass.  96.  Y.  579;  Tiffin  v.  McCormick,  84  Ohio  St. 

»  Judd  &    Co.  v.  dishing,  50  Hun  181  644;  Sutlon  v.  Clark,  6  Taunt.  44:  Joliet  t>. 

[18881;  Jefferson   v.  Jameson  &  M.  Co.  Harnood,  86  111.  110;  Farrand  t>.  Marshall, 

(111.).  46  N.   E.  Rep.   272;  McHenry  v.  19  Barb  881;  Rv lands  v.  Fletcher.  L.  R.  & 

Marr,  39  Md   510-  Stott  v.  Churchill  (Com.  H.  of  L.  106;  Wilson  v.  New  Bedford,  108- 

PI.),  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  476:  ami  tee  Cuinp-  Mass.  261-266;  Cahill  v.  Eastman.  18 Minn, 

bell  t>.  Portland  Sugar  Co..   62  Me.  552;  324:  Norwalk  Gas  Co.  t>.  N«rw».lk  (Conn.), 

Toole  v.  Beckitt,  57  Me.  544.  28  Atl.  Rep.  82. 

4  Chicago  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dinsmore  (111.  •  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  886;  Cuff 
Su:>.).  44  N.  E.  Rep.  887.  «.   N.  &  N.   Y.  R.  Co.,  35  N.  J.  L.  IT 

5  Colton  r.  Ondenlonk  (Oil.),  22  Rep'tr  [1869];    Boswell    v.    Laird,    8    Cal.    46& 
106  [1886]  ;  Addison  on  Torts,  9;   Trans-  [1858]. 

*  See  Sec  246,  eupra. 
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ploying  an  independent  contractor,  not  to  knowingly  employ  an  incompetent 
one;  but  one  must  exercise  due  and  reasonable  care  to  select  a  competent, 
and  skillful  person.1  If  the  work  be  lawful  and  be  entrusted  to  competent, 
and  skillful  engineers  and  contractors,  no  liability  will  attach  to  the  pro- 
jectors before  it  is  accepted.'  * 

The  owner,  however,  does  not  guarantee  to  the  workman  that  the  con- 
tractor engaged  by  him  is  skillful  or  careful;  it  is  for  them  individually  to 
inquire  into  the  contractor's  character  and  ability."  If  a  person  has  been 
injured,  through  the  contractor's  negligence,  in  doing  the  work  he  was 
employed  to  do,  the  habits  of  the  contractor  may  be  shown  to  prove  that  he 
was  a  person  not  to  be  trusted  with  such  work,  and  the  owner  may  be  re- 
quired to  show  that  he  had  used  proper  care  and  diligence  in  ascertaining 
the  contractor's  character  and  capacity.4 

If  the  company  employ  a  contractor  to  do  a  thing  the  performance  of 
which  would  render  it  liable,  it  cannot  hope  to  escape  by  delegating  the 
act  to  a  third  party.  If  the  company  authorized  the  very  act  to  be  done 
which  has  caused  the  mischief,  it  will  be  compelled  to  shoulder  the  con- 
sequences. But  if  the  act  which  is  the  subject  of  complaint  has  arisen 
indirectly  in  the  course  of  the  work  as  a  result  of  the  contractor's  mistakes* 
omissions,  negligence,  or  methods  that  he  has  himself  adopted,  then  the 
company  is  not  responsible,  because  it  has  never  authorized  these  acts  to  be 
done.  * 

A  duty  is  imposed  by  law  upon  everybody  to  avoid  acts  in  their  nature 
dangerous  to  others.  If  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  complained  of  be 
an  act  imminently  dangerous  to  life,  then  the  contractor  is  liable;  and  this 
is  so  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  party  injured  was  not  a  party  to  the 
contract.  The  builder  of  a  structure  for  a  company  is  liable  for  defects  in 
his  work  when  the  defects  are  such  as  to  render  the  building  dangerous: 
and  the  injury  is  a  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  its  use,'  even  though 
such  defects  are  due  to  negligence  of  subcontractors.7 

If  the  owner  of  land  contracts  with  a  skillful  party  to  erect  a  building 
thereon,  and  for  that  purpose  surrenders  the  premises  for  the  use  of  the- 
contractor,  he  is  not,  during  the  erection  of  the  "building,  answerable  in 
damages  for  an  accident  which  occurs  to  a  passer-by.8  If  a  corporation  that 
is  building  a  structure  composed  in  part  of  brickwork  and  in  part  of  wood- 
work has  exercised  due  and  reasonable  care  in  selecting  a  mason  supposed 

1  Norwalk    Gaslight    Co.    c.    Norwalk  780,  alio  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  1091. 
(Conu.),  28  All.  Rep.  32.  *  Hale  v  Ky.  Co.,  6  H.  &  N.  497;  accord, 

•  Cuff  «.  N.  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  J.  L.  Ryder  e.  Kinsey  (Minn.),  64  N.  W.  Rep. 

17  [1869] ;  Boswell  t>.  Laird,   8  Cal.  469  94;  Ryan  v.  Fowler,  24  N.  Y.  410;  Homan 

[1858].  t>.  Stanley,  66  Pa.  St.  464. 

1  Hunt  v.  Penn.  R.  Co  ,  51  Pa.  St.  445;  «  Devlhi  v.  Smith.  89  N.  Y.  477  [1882]. 

Schin  v.  Pabst  Brew.  Co.  (Minn.),  66  N.  1  Bast «?.  Leonard,  15  Minn.  804. 

W.  Rep.  8.  8  Scamuion  v.  City  of  Chicago,  25  111.  424 

4  Berg  u.  Parsons  (Sup.),  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  [1861]. 

*  8ee  Insufficient  Plans,  Sees.  J4 3-248,  supra. 
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to  be  an  expert  in  the  business,  it  is  not  responsible  for  the  fall  of  the  ma- 
sonry upon  the  carpenter,  whereby  he  was  killed,  even  though  the  mason's 
work  was  defective.  The  carpenter  and  mason  are  co-laborers  of  a  common 
master,  and  co-operating  in  their  respective  departments  of  labor  to  a  com- 
mon end,  viz.,  the  erection  and  completion  of  the  building.1 

If  the  owner  has  not  knowledge  or  even  constructive  notice  of  the 
-danger,  he  cannot  be  held  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a  laborer  by  a 
floor  giving  away,  caused  by  overloading  with  stone  and  brick  by  the  mason 
contractor  who  was  building  the  walls.  In  this  case  plans  and  specifications 
had  been  approved  by  the  building  department,  and  mason's  and  carpen- 
ter's work  had  been  contracted  for  with  the  owners,  to  be  done  according 
to  plans  and  specifications,  by  contractors  well  known,  experienced,  and 
competent.  An  inspector  of  the  building  department  had  examined  the 
work  every  day  as  it  progressed,  and  had  approved  of  it  up  to  the  day  of 
the  accident,  but  on  that  day  he  warned  the  employees  of  the  mason  con- 
tractor not  to  overload  the  beams.9 

Negligence  has  been  defined  as  the  failure  to  exercise  that  degree  of 
•caution  which  a  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  would  exercise  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  a  particular  case.1  Of  corporations  it  is  required  that  they 
exercise  the  same  degree  of  care  and  prudence  that  a  cautious  individual 
person  would  exercise  if  the  whole  risk  or  loss  were  his  own;4  such  a 
measure  of  prudence  as  a  discreet  person  would  employ/  The  degree  of 
care  necessary  has  been  held  to  be  in  proportion  to  the  extent  of  the  injury 
that  would  be  likely  to  result  if  it  should  prove  insufficient  or  fail.6 

645.  Duties  of  Cities  and  the  State  to  Maintain  their  Streets,  Ways,  and 
Public  Improvements  in  a  Safe  Condition. — It  has  been  frequently  held  that 
cities  owe  to  the  public  the  duty  of  keeping  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition 
for  travel.7  If  it  authorizes  excavations  and  obstructions  it  will  be  liable 
for  injuries  received  from  neglect  to  take  proper  precautions  to  prevent 
accidents.  It  must  keep  proper  lights  and  guards  at  night,  whether  it  has  or 
has  not  contracted  for  such  precautions  with  the  persons  executing  the  work." 


1  Keith  v.  Walker  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  (Ga.), 
'7  S.  E.  Hep.  166  [1888]  ;  but  see  Giles  v. 
Diamond  State  Iron  Co.  (Del.),  8  Atl.  Rep. 
"368  and  11  Atl.  Rep.  189,  where  the  walls 
fell  from  being  improperly  designed;  see 
7  S    E.  Rep    166,  note. 

•McEmandy  v.  Kyle.  14  Daly  268 
[18871;  and  see  Olsen  v.  Meyer  (Neb.),  64 
N.  W.  Rep.  954,  where  owner  had  em- 
ployed an  architect. 

An  inspector  has  been  held  a  mere  fel- 
low-servant of  the  men  at  work  upon  a 
structure.  Stourbridge  v.  Brooklyn  City 
R.  Co.  (Sup.),  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  128. 

A  surveyor  is  the  fellow -servant  of  the 
conductor  of  a  train  upon  which  he  may  be 
riding  Ro«s  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.f  5 
Hun  488  [1875]. 


•  Gravelle  «.  M.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co ,  10 
Fed.  Rep.  711  [1882]. 

4  Denver  t>.  Rhodes  (Colo.),  18  Pac.  Rep. 
729ri887]. 

•  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Bailey,  2  Denio 
493  [1845]. 

•  Mayor  «.  Bailey,  2  Denio  433  [1845]. 
No  additional  liability  is  incurred  by  a 

city's  taking  a  bond  to  indemnify  it  against 
any  loss  or  damage  resulting  from  a  failure 
of  a  contractor  to  perform  his  duty.  Erie 
v.  Caulkins,  8*2  Pa.  St.  247. 

1  Siorrs  «.  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104;  Cuff  •. 
N.  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  J.  L  17  [1869]: 
see  eases  collected,  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  842,  note. 

88torrs  v.  TJtica,  17  N.  Y.  104  [1858], 
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The  arguments  upon  which  this  liability  is  put  are  that  the  accident  ia 
a  result  of  the  work  itself  and  not  of  its  unskillful  performance;  that  a 
ditqh  could  not  be  dug  in  a  public  street  and  be  left  unguarded  at  night 
without  imminent  danger  of  such  casualities  ;  that  the  author  of  the 
mischief  was  the  one  who  caused  the  excavations  to  be  made,  whether  it 
did  it  by  its  own  laborers  or  let  it  out  by  contract.  The  city  first  deter- 
mines that  the  excavations  shall  be  made,  and  then  selects  a  contractor  to 
do  it.  Can  it  escape  responsibility  for  putting  a  public  street  in  a  danger- 
ous condition  by  interposing  a  contract  which  it  itself  has  made  for  the 
very  thing  which  creates  the  danger?1  The  law  in  all  cases  does  not, 
it  seems,  make  the  same  rule  for  counties;  thus  it  has  been  held  that  where 
independent  contractors,  while  putting  down  a  stone  curb  for  a  county,  left 
a  trench  and  a  pile  of  dirt  unguarded  and  unlighted  during  the  night, 
the  county  was  not  liable  to  a  person  who  fell  into  the  trench  and  was 
injured,  in  the  absence  of  interference  with  and  control  of  the  work  by  the 
county.*  Although  the  city  is  responsible  for  such  injuries,  that  does  not 
necessarily  relieve  the  contractor  of  liability  for  his  negligence  or  the  wrong- 
ful acts  of  his  servants." 

While  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  cities  to  keep  their  streets  safe  for 
travel  as  regards  pitfalls,  it  seems  that  the  duty  does  not  extend  to  protect- 
ing residences  from  accidents  due  to  the  negligence  of  contractors.4  Thus 
where  a  contractor  was  to  furnish  the  materials  and  do  the  work  of  regu- 
lating and  leveling  the  road,  and  injury  was  occasioned  by  negligent  blast- 
ing of  rocks  by  a  subcontractor  in  the  execution  of  the  work,  it  was  held 
that  the  city  was  not  liable  for  damages  caused  by  rocks  being  thrown  into  a. 
house.6  Nor  does  it  require  a  city  to  provide  water  for  fire  purposes  when 
there  is  a  contract  by  which  a  water  company  agreed  to  keep  the  city  sup- 
plied with  a  certain  quantity  of  water  to  protect  its  inhabitants  from  losfr 
by  fire.  Such  a  contract  does  not  create  between  the  city  and  the  com- 
pany the  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  so  as  to  relieve  the  company  of 
liability  to  a  citizen  for  loss  by  reason  of  its  failure  to  keep  such  supply.* 
If,  however,  the  state  has  by  statute  empowered  the  city  to  elect  water  com- 
missioners for  a  fixed  term,  and  for  such  subsequent  terms  as  the  city  might 
determine,  to  prescribe  the  duties  and  compensation  of  the  commissioners, 
and  to  regulate  the  mode  and  causes  of  their  removal  from  office,  and 
under  such  statute  the  city  owns  the  waterworks,  receives  rents  for  water, 
and  controls  the  use  and  distribution  of  the  water,  the  city  is  liable  for 

see  Baumeister  «.  Markbam  (Ky.),  89  8.         •  Storrs  •.  City  of  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104. 
W.  Rep.  844,  which  held  contractor  liable.  4  Kelly  v.  Mayor.  11  N.  Y.  482. 

1  Storrs  v  City  of  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104;  *  Pack  v.  The  Mayor,  etc..  8  N.  Y.  222; 

Stafford  f>.  City  of  Oskaloose,  64  Iowa  251  Kelly  *.  The  Mayor,  etc..  11  N.  Y.  482. 
[1885];    Welsh  «.   St.   Louis,  78  Mo.   71         •  Paducah    Lumber    Co.    •.    Paducnh 

[1*80].  Water  Supply  Co.  (Ky.),  18  S.  W.  Rep. 

*  JSby  v.  Lebanon  County  (Pa.),  81  Atl.  240. 
Rep.  382. 
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•damages  resulting  from  an  unsafe  highway  caused  by  a  stream  of  water 
thrown  from  a  city  hydrant  across  the  highway  by  employees  of  the  water 
•commissioners.  The  water  commissioners  and  their  employees  were  held 
the  servants  of  the  city,  and  the  city  responsible  for  their  acts.1 

The  same  duty  is  required  of  common  carriers,  such  as  railroad  com- 
panies, to  keep  their  depots  and  platforms  free  from  defects  occasioned  by 
•carelessness  of  contractors  to  whom  construction  has  been  let.  They  must 
provide  a  safe  means  of  access  to  and  from  the  cars  for  the  public,  which 
duty  is  independent  of  the  means  by  which  the  obstructions  or  defects  are 
occasioned.  It  is  a  duty  imposed  by  law.*  Their  obligations  to  the  public 
■as  a  common  carrier  requires  this.  The  law  imposes  certain  obligations  and 
liabilities  upon  a  company  in  which  it  vests  a  franchise  with  exclusive  priv- 
ileges, of  which  it  cannot  relieve  itself  so  long  as  it  enjoys  those  privileges. 
It  cannot  escape  responsibility  by  delegating  a  portion  of  its  business  to 
others,  nor  parcel  out  its  business  to  agents,  and  be  a  common  carrier  with- 
out assuming  the  liabilities  of  a  common  carrier.* 

If  a  town  be  directed  by  statute  to  build  works  of  a  certain  size  and  ac- 
cording to  plans  approved  by  a  board  of  harbor  and  land  commissioners, 
and  it  is  done,  through  the  selectmen  and  a  committee  of  citizens  of  a  town, 
in  a  negligent  manner,  the  town  will  be  liable  for  personal  injuries  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  its  agents  in  constructing  the  work.4 

646.  City,  Company,  or  Owner  Cannot  Escape  Liability  by  Delegating 
Duties  to  a  Contractor. — "  No  one  can  lawfully  delegate  to  another  the  au- 
thority to  do  an  unlawful  act,  nor  can  one  upon  whom  the  law  imposes  the 
performance  of  a  duty  relieve  himself  from  the  responsibility  for  its  non- 
performance by  committing  its  performance  to  a  substitute.  Thus  if  the 
thing  to  be  done  is  in  itself  unlawful,  or  if  it  is  in  itself  a  nuisance,  or  if  it 
cannot  be  done  without  doing  damage,  he  who  causes  it  to  be  done  by  an- 
other, be  the  latter  servant,  agent,  or  independent  contractor,  is  as  much 
liable  for  injuries  which  may  happen  to  third  persons  from  the  act  done  as 
though  he  had  done  the  act  in  person ."  * 

"  It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  every  person  or  company  who  does  by  its 
own  act,  or  causes  to  be  done  by  another,  an  act  which  from  its  nature  is 
liable,  unless  precautions  are  taken,  to  do  injury  to  others,  to  see  to  it  that 
these  precautions  are  taken,  and  he  cannot  escape  this  duty  by  turning  the 
whole  performance  over  to  a  contractor/'  *    "  Of  the  same  nature  is  the 

1  Aldrich  «.  Tripp,  11  R.  I.  141  [1877].  N.  Y.  498  [1882] ;  Bailey  t>.  Troy  A  Boston 

•  Cuff  v.  N.  A  N.  T.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  J.  L.  R.  Co.,  57  Vt.  252  ;  Gorham  v.  Grow,  125 

17  [1869].  Mass.  282;  Eaton  t>.  Railroad  Co.,  59  Me. 

1  Speed  v.  O.  &  P.  R  Co.,  71  Mo.  803  520  ;    Caswell  t>.   Cross,   120  Mass.   545 ; 

[1879]  Water  Co.  «.  Ware,  16  Wall.  (U.  8.)  566. 

4  Paul  v.  Forbes,  148  Mass.  495,  628 ;  •  Meechen  on  Agency.  §  747 ;  Wilson  v. 
sembU,  Lebanon  v.  McCoy  (Ind.  App.),  86  White.  71  Ga.  506  ;  Gray  •.  Pullen,  5  B. 
N.  E.  Rep.  547.  &  8.  970  ;  Bower  v.  Peate,  L.  R.  1  Q- B- 

5  Meechen  on  Agency,  747,  and  cau$  Div.  841 ;  Tarry  «.  Ashton,  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
cited;  Mairs  v.  Manhat.  R.  Est.  Assn.,  89  814;    Gorham  v.  Gross,    125  Mass.  282; 
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•duty  which  the  law  imposes  upon  every  person,  who  for  his  own  purposes 
brings  on  his  lands  and  collects  or  keeps  there  anything  likely  to  do  mis- 
chief if  it  escapes,  to  confine  it  at  his  peril.  If  he  does  not  do  so,  he  is 
prima  facie  answerable  for  all  the  damage  which  is  the  natural  consequence 
•of  its  escape."  f  This  distinction  has  been  stated  in  a  recent  case  as  fol- 
lows: "If  the  work  to  be  done  is  committed  to  a  contractor  to  be  done  in 
his  own  way,  and  is  one  from  which,  if  properly  done,  no  injurious  conse- 
quences to  third  persons  can  arise,  then  the  contractor  is  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligent performance  of  the  work.  If,  however,  the  work  is  one  that  will 
result  in  injury  to  others  unless  preventive  measures  are  adopted,  the  em- 
ployer cannot  relieve  himself  from  liability  by  employing  a  contractor  to  do 
what  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  to  prevent  such  injurious  consequences.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  duty  to  so  conduct  one's  own  business  as  not  to  injure  an- 
-other  is  continuously  with  the  employer."  * 

"  It  would  be  monstrous  if  a  party,  who  caused  another  to  do  a  thing 
which  will  necessarily  in  its  progress  become  dangerous  and  inconve- 
nient, were  exempt  from  liability  for  the  act,  merely  by  interposing  a 
-contract  between  him  and  the  person  immediately  causing  the  act  to  be 
done." » 

The  rule  that  a  railroad  company  cannot  delegate  to  a  contractor  its 
■charter  right  to  construct  the  road,  so  as  to  exempt  it  from  liability,  does  not 
•extend  to  the  use  of  the  ordinary  means  employed  for  its  construction,  but 
to  the  use  of  such  extraordinary  powers  as  the  corporation  itself  could  not 
exercise  without  first  having  complied  with  the  conditions  of  its  charter.4 
A  provision  in  the  charter  of  a  street  railroad  company  that  it  should  be 
liable  for  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  its  agents  and  servants  in  con- 
structing the  road,  does  not  apply  to  the  negligence  of  an  independant 
contractor.4 

647.  Provision  that  Engineer  shall  have  Supervision  and  Direction  of 

Work,  and  that  He  may  Eequire  Dismissal  of  Incompetent  and  Disorderly 

Workmen. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  mutually  agreed  and  understood  that 
the  work  shall  be  under  the  supervision  and  direction  [but  not  con- 
trol] of  the  engineer  and  according  to  his  instructions  in  all  matters 
pertaining  to  the  result  or  results  required  by  this  contract,  but  not  as 
to  the  means  and  manner  by  which  such  results  are  to  be  accomplished ; 
that  the  said  engineer  shall  have  power  to  require  the  contractor  to 
discharge  any  men  considered  by  the  engineer  to  be  incompetent,  disor- 
derly, or  disposed  to  create  discontent  or  mischief  on  the  works;  that 

Oolegrove  «.  Smith  (Cal.),  88  Pac.  Rep.  R.  Co.,  57  Vt.  262. 

115;  Bturges  v.  Theological  Society,  180  *  Lowell  «.  Railroad  Co.,  28  Pick.  81. 

Mass.  414.  and  $ee  Water  Co.  v.  Ware,  16  Wallace, 

1  Gorham    v.    Gross,    125    Mass.    282 ;  566  ;  Floraheim  v.  Dullaghan,  58  111.  App. 

Fletcher  v.  Ry lands,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  265  -,  598. 

Shipley  v.  Fifty  Associates,  106  Mass.  194.  *  Sanford  v.  Paw  tucket  St.  Ry.  Co.  (R. 

■  Powers,  J.t  in  Bailey  t>.  Troy  &  Boston  I.),  85  Atl.  Rep.  67. 


576      ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  648. 

the  work  shall  be  performed  and  completed  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of 
the  engineer  and  to  his  approval  and  acceptance." 

648.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Employ  and  Keep  Competent  Fore- 
men and  Mechanics,  and  that  the  Engineer  may  Dismiss  Objectionable  Em- 
ployees and  Workmen. 

Clause:  "The  contractor  shall  give  all  necessary  personal  superin- 
tendence during  the  execution  of  the  said  works,  and  shall  constantly 
employ  on  each  part  thereof  at  least  one  good,  careful,  and  competent 
foreman,  skilled  in  the  trades  and  callings  required  by  this  specifica- 
x  tion,  to  manage  and  direct  in  the  absence  of  the  contractor,  and  such 
foreman  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  contractor,  receive  and  have  charge  of 
such  several  drawings,  writings,  papers,  specifications,  and  documents  a& 
may  be  delivered  to  or  for  the  use  or  guidance  of  the  contractor,  and 
such  foreman  shall  also,  on  behalf  of  the  contractors,  receive,  execute,  and 
obey  all  such  instructions  and  directions  as  may  be  given  by  either  the 
engineer,  or  assistant  engineer,  or  authorized  person,  and  shall  not  bo 
changed  without  the  consent  ol  the  engineer;  but  he  may,  nevertheless, 
be  objected  to  and  his  dismissal  required  by  the  engineer,  if  and  when 
he  shall  see  fit  to  do  so  ;  and  thereupon  the  contractor  shall  forthwith 
cease  to  employ  him  upon  the  work,  and  shall  employ  another  good  and 
competent  foreman  in  his  stead,  and  so  from  time  to  time,  and  as  often 
as  occasion  shall  require.  In  like  manner  the  contractor  shall  employ, 
in  and  about  the  execution  of  the  said  works,  or  any  of  them,  only  such 
clerks,  foremen,  superintendents,  agents,  and  workmen  as  are  careful, 
competent,  and  skilled  in  their  various  trades  and  callings  ;  and  the 
engineer  shall  be  at  full  liberty  to  object  to  or  require  the  dismissal  of 
any  person  employed  by  the  contractor  in  or  about  the  execution  of 
such  works  who  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer,  misconduct  him- 
self, or  be  incompetent  for,  or  negligent  in,  the  due  and  proper  per- 
formance of  his  duties  or  any  of  them;  and  such  person  or  persona 
shall  not  be  employed  again  thereon  without  the  consent  in  writing  of 
the  engineer;  and  should  the  contractor  continue  to  employ,  or  should  he 
again  employ  about  such  works,  without  such  consent,  such  overseer, 
mechanic,  or  workman,  the  contractor  shall  pay  and  forfeit  to  the  said 
corporation  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars  lawful  money  for  each  day  dur- 
ing which  such  overseer,  mechanic,  or  workman  shall  be  employed  on 
the  works  after  such  order  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for  liquidated  damages  in 
respect  thereof;  and  all  sums  so  forfeited  may  be  deducted  from  the* 
amount  which  the  contractor  may  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  said 
company/' 

640.  Provision  that  only  Skillful,  Competent  Men  shall  be  Employed,  and 

that  the  Engineer  May  Order  the  Dismissal  of  Incompetent  and  Disorderly 

Men. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  part. . .  of  the  second  part  further  agree. . . 
to  employ  only  competent,  skillful  men  to  do  the  work;  and  that  when- 
ever the  engineer  shall  inform  said  part ...  of  the  second  part,  in  writing, 
that  any  man  on  the  work  is,  in  his  opinion,  incompetent,  or  unfaith- 
ful, or  disorderly,  such  man  shall  be  discharged  from  the  work,  and 
shall  not  again  be  employed  upon  it." 

650.  Provision  that  Engineer  or  Arohitect  may  Kequire  Dismissal  of 

Workmen. 
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Clause:  "The  engineer  or  architect  for  the  time  being  shall  have 
power  to  require  the  builder  immediately  to  dismiss  any  workman, 
watchman,  or  other  servant  of  the  builder  who  shall  in  the  opinion  of 
the  engineer  or  architect  misconduct  himself,  or  shall  in  his  opinion  be 
incompetent,  and  the  builder  shall  forthwith  comply  with  such  re- 
quirements." 

651.  Object  of  Contract  Work  to  Avoid  Liability  Consequent  to  its  Per- 
formance.— These  are  stipulations  which  often  prove  expensive  and  that  are 
a  cause  of  great  mischief  and  endless  litigation.  If  not  carefully  drafted 
they  may  endanger  the  chief  objects  and  purposes  of  the  contract  system  of 
doing  work,  its  effect  being  to  retain  the  control  of  the  work,  and  therefore 
to  assume  the  risks,  dangers,  and  damages  attending  its  execution.  The 
primary  object  of  having  work  done  by  contract  is  to  avoid  these  very 
things,  and  to  shift  the  responsibility  upon  parties  who  are  in  better  posi- 
tion to  undertake  hazardous  jobs  and  to  avoid  accidents  common  to  their 
execution.  Contractors  who  are  working  for  themselves  are  likely  to  use 
more  care,  and  take  greater  pains  to  protect  themselves  and  their  own  inter- 
ests, than  would  agents  of  corportions,  who  have  little  or  nothing  at  stake, 
and  this  fact  alone  is  sufficient  reason  for  companies  to  adopt  the  system  of 
contract  work,  rather  than  trust  to  the  probable  indifference  of  servants. 
Contractors  are  usually  better  able  to  undertake  the  work.  Men  who  reside 
in  a  cummunity  and  who  have  personal  acquaintance  with  workmen,  and 
know  each  man's  individual  habits,  character,  and  disposition,  or  who  from 
their  experience  with  men  on  contract  work  are  able  to  judge  of  their  fit- 
ness and  value,  are  better  qualified  to  assume  the  risks,  dangers,  and  liability 
of  their  employment  than  any  other  class  of  persons.  They  know  whom 
to  employ  and  who  may  prove  able  and  trustworthy  servants.  A  con- 
tractor's acquaintance  with  the  conditions  and  resources  of  his  locality  en- 
able him  better  to  estimate  the  probable  cost  of  work.  He  knows  the  cost 
of  materials  and  labor;  his  experience  affords  him  some  knowledge  of 
difficulties  and  hardships  to  be  encountered  in  a  proposed  undertaking. 
He  has  experienced  floods  and  sunken  foundations  in  the  same  stream  or  in 
the  same  vicinity,  and  knows  what  to  expect.  He  may  have  two  jobs,  one* 
of  which  will  assist  the  other,  by  reason  of  which  he  may  be  able  to  execute- 
both  cheaper  and  better  than  the  company  or  any  one  else  not  being  in  the 
same  position. 

For  these  reasons  contractors  are  willing  to  undertake  engineering  work 
and  its  attendant  risks,  and  companies  and  owners  are  fortunate  in  securing 
them  to  assume  duties  and  undertake  work  the  performance  of  which  is 
hazardous  and  burdensome. 

652.  Contract  should  Make  the  Contractor  an  Independent  Contractor 
and  Wot  a  Servant. — To  avoid  the  risks  and  dangers  of  the  work,  the  relation 
of  the  party  undertaking  the  work  to  the  company  must  be  that  of  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  and  not  that  of  a  servant.     If  work  be  put  into  the 
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bands  of  an  independent  contractor,  and  it  is  not  in  itself  a  nuisance  or 
unlawful,  and  if  the  work  be  of  such  a  character  that  if  properly  performed 
no  injurious  consequeuce  will  arise,  and  if  the  law  does  not  impose  a  duty 
upon  the  company  or  principal  or  take  necessary  precautions  to  protect  the 
rights  of  others  who  may  be  injured  by  the  work,  the  company  or  principal 
escapes  the  liability  arising  from  any  injury  or  damage  caused  by  the  negli- 
gent or  improper  performance  of  the  work.1  When  these  conditions  exist, 
the  owner's  or  company's  liability  is  to  be  determined  by  the  fact  whether 
the  party  doing  the  work  is  an  independent  contractor  or  is  an  agent  and 
servant  of  the  owner  or  company,  which  must  be  ascertained  from  the  facts 
of  each  case.*  Nice  shades  exist,  and  many  casea  are  hard  to  reconcile,  but 
all  seem  to  recognize  this  general  rule. 

Exoept  in  the  three  instances  mentioned,  the  rule  is  invariable  that  the 
master  alone  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  servant.  In  some  cases  it  is 
difficult  to  say  whose  servant  a  person  is  that  does  the  injury,  but  when 
that  is  decided  the  liability  is  placed.9  It  is  absolutely  essential  in  order  to 
establish  a  liability  against  a  party  for  the  negligence  of  others,  that  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  should  exist,4  and  the  liability  by  virtue  of 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  mast  cease  where  the  relation  itself 
ceases  to  exist.9 

The  responsibility  grows  out  of,  is  measured  by,  begins  and  ends  with, 
the  control  of  the  parties  doing  the  injury.  If  it  is  the  owner's  duty  to  con- 
trol them  in  what  they  do,  he  is  responsible  for  their  neglect;  but  where 
workmen  do  not  stand  in  such  relation  to  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  as 
to  make  it  a  duty  to  eontrol  them,  they  are  not  his  servants ;  exoept  in 
some  cases,  where  by  subsequently  adopting  and  sanctioning  these  acts  he 
renders  himself  legally  a  participator  in  them.  That  party  is  undoubtedly 
liable  who  stands  in  the  relationship  of  master  to  the  wrong-doer — he  who 
had  selected  him  as  servant,  from  the  knowledge  or  belief  in  his  care  and 
skill,  who  could  remove  him  for  misconduct,  and  whose  orders  he  was  bound 
to  receive  and  obey,  should  be  responsible.* 

The  owner's  liability  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  improper  and  neg- 
ligent performance  of  the  work  depends  upon  the  relation  that  the  party 
executing  the  work  or  causing  the  injury  bears  to  the  owner.  If  the  rela- 
tion be  that  of  contractor  and  contractee,  the  company  is  not  liable;  if  it  be 
that  of  master  and  servant,  he  (or  it)  is  liable.    A  contractor  therefore  is 

1  Wood's  Law  of  Railroads  1008,  and  •  40  Alb.  L.  Jour.  228. 

many  eases;  OlaTk  *.  Fry.  8  Ohio  8t.  858;  »  Cuff  v.  N.  A  N.  Y.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  J. 

Counors  v.  Hennessy,  112  Maaa.  96;  Car-  L.  17  [1869]. 

men  *  Steubenvilk',  etc..  R.  Co.,  14  Ohio  «  King  «.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  Co.,  66  N.  Y. 

899;  Dypert  v.  8chenck.  28  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  181-184. 

446.  Callahan  v.  Burlington,  c  tc  .  R.  Co.,  •  Cuff  v.  N  &  N.  Y.  R.  85 N.  I.  Law  17. 

28  Iowa  5H2:  Benrle  v.  LaYi'rick.  L.  R.  9Q.  •  Alieu  «.  Willard,  57  Pa.  St.  874  [1868]; 

B.  122:  Gilbert  v  Halpin.  8Jr  Jur.(N.  8.)  Cuff  «  N.  &  N.  Y.  R.,  85  N.  J.  L.  17 

806;  Murrie  v.  Currie,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  24.  [1869]. 
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not  liable  for  injury  to  one  of  his  employees  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a 
subcontractor,  where  the  contractor  had  no  control  over  the  subcontractor.1 
653.  What  Makes  the  Relation  of  Master  and  Servant.— The  questions 
as  to  what  creates  the  relations  of  master  and  servant,  and  what  conditions 
are  necessary  to  establish  the  relation  of  independent  contractor,  are  ques- 
tions extremely  difficult  to  determine.  There  is  irreconcilable  conflict  in 
the  decisions,  and  no  general  rule  can  be  laid  down.  Each  case  must  be  de- 
cided upon  its  own  peculiar  facts.'  They  must  not  be  such  acts  as  he  can- 
not delegate.  As  said  before,  when  the  work  is  in  itself  harmless  and  law- 
ful if  carefully  conducted,  and  no  duty  is  imposed  to  prevent  injury,  the 
general  principle  is  recognized  everywhere  that  liability  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  the  act  of  another  exists  only  when  they  stand  in  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant.9 

A  company  or  proprietor  is  not  chargeable  with  the  negligent  acts  of  an- 
other in  doing  work  upon  his  lands  unless  he  stands  in  the  character  of  em- 
ployer to  the  one  guilty  of  negligence,  or  unless  the  work  as  authorized  by 
him  would  necessarily  produce  the  injuries,  or  that  they  are  occasioned  by  the 
omission  of  some  duty  incumbent  on  him.4  It  is  not  enough  to  show  em- 
ployment merely,  it  must  be  shown  in  addition  that  the  employment  created 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant* 

The  circumstance  that  a  person  possibly  may  not  be  capable  of  paying 
damages  is  not  one  which  can  legally  be  taken  into  consideration  in  order 
to  determine  the  legal  liability  for  a  wrong.  The  law  can  only  afford 
redress  against  the  individual  who  commits  it;  *  nor  does  the  fact  that  after 
the  act  of  the  subcontractor  the  contractor  made  declarations  showing  his 
belief  to  be,  that  he  was  liable,  make  him  liable;  nor  the  fact  that  he  was  to 
have  secured  permits  make  him  liable/  Though  the  contractor's  remunera- 
tion is  measured  by  the  day's  and  hour's  work  of  himself  and  his  men,  he  is 
liable  for  injury  caused  by  their  negligence.* 

654.  The  Owner  or  Employer  Cannot  have  the  Direction  and  Control 
of  an  Independent  Contractor,  His  Servants,  nor  the  Work  He  is  Doing* — 
It  is  the  intention  and  aim  in  construction  contracts  to  create  and  maintain 
the  relation  of  independent  contractors  and  to  prevent  the  person  engaged 
to  do  the  work  from  becoming  a  servant.  To  understanding^  attempt  this 
it  is  first  necessary  to  ascertain  what  is  the  relation  of  an  independent  con- 
tractor and  how  it  differs  from  a  servant.  The  general  test  of  the  relation 
between  the  owner  and  the  contractor  is  whether  the  former  controls  the 

1  Wittenberg©.  FriederichsfSup.),  40  N.  4  McCafferty  v.  8.  D.  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.,  61 

Y.  8.  895.  N.  Y.  178  [1874]. 

•  Speed  «.  Atl.  &  Pac.  R.  Co.,  71  Mo.  B  Hexamer   v.   Webb,    101   N.    Y.   877 

303.  [1886]. 

9  Speed  v.  Atl.  &  Pac.  R.  Co.,  71  Mo.  •Painter  v.  Mayor,  46  Pa.  St.  218;  and 

808;    Painter  «.   Mayor,  46  Pa.  St.  213  see  Udell  t>.  Atherton,  7  H.  &  N.  195. 

[1868]    Hale  v.  Johuson,  80  111.  185;  Barry  1  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Clement,  19  N.  Y. 

v.  St.  Louis,  17  Mo.  121  [1852];  Cooley  on  Supo.  846. 

Torts  547;  Pierce  on  Railroads  286.  8  Geer  v.  Darrow,  61  Conn.  280. 
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separate  individual  acts  of  the  latter;  whether  the  one  has  the  direction,, 
when  and  where,  and  in  what  manner  the  other  shall  act;  whether  or 
not  the  owner  or  employer  retains  the  supervision,  direction,  and  control  of 
the  contractor  or  the  work,  and  the  means  to  be  employed  to  accomplish  it.1 
To  hold  the  owner  liable  for  the  acts  of  an  employee,  justice  demands  that 
the  former  should  direct  and  control  the  acts  of  the  latter,  and  that  is  the 
test  which  determines  whether  the  relation  is  that  of  master  and  servant. 
If  an  employer  retains  the  power  to  select,  direct,  and  discharge,  he  is- 
responsible  as  a  master;  but  if  he  surrender  the  hiring,  direction,  and  con* 
trol  of  the  workmen,  he  is  relieved  of  the  responsibility  for  their  acts.* 
When  the  power  of  directing  and  controlling  the  work  is  parted  with  by  the 
employer  or  company,  and  given  to  the  contractor,  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  does  not  subsist,  but  only  that  of  contractor  and  contractee.9 
So  long  as  the  employer  or  company  has  no  control  over  the  workmen,  or 
cannot  interfere  with  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  nor  discharge  one  work- 
men or  employ  another,  then  he  [it]  cannot  be  held  liable.4 

In  order  to  be  chargeable  for  the  acts  of  another,  the  person  sought  to  be 
charged  must  at  least  have  the  right  to  direct  such  person's  conduct  and  to 
prescribe  the  mode  and  manner  of  doing  the  work.*  As  Mr.  Meechem  in 
his  excellent  book  on  Agency  has  said,  "  The  employers'  liability  for  the 
acts  of  his  agent  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  depends  upon  the  fact 
that  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  exists.  It  is  the  principal's  will 
that  is  to  be  exercised;  his  purpose  that  is  to  be  accomplished;  his  are  the 
benefits  and  advantages  whidh  ensue.  He  selects  his  own  agent,  puts  him 
in  motion,  and  has  the  right  to  direct  and  control  his  actions.  It  is  there- 
fore just  and  proper  that  he  should  be  responsible  for  what  the  agent  does- 
while  so  employed."*     "  Where,  however,  the  principal  has  not  this  control,. 

1193;  Shearman  &  Red  field  on  Negligence, 
§  73;  Schouler  Dom.  Rel.  644;  and  see  Col- 
lensworth  v.  New  Whntcora  (Wash.).  47 
Pac.  Rep.  439,  which  held  a  city  which  had 
retained  control  of  the  employee  was  liable* 
for  his  negligence,  notwithstanding  that 
the  law  required  the  city  to  do  the  work 
by  contract. 

9  Pierce  on  Railroads  286;  Storrs  v. 
Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Ry. 
Co.  v.  Yonlcy  (Ark.),  13  8  W.  Rep.  383; 
Wallace  t>.  So.  Cotton  Oil  (Tex.),  40  S.  W. 
Rep.  399;  Carlson  v.  Stocking  (Wis.),  65  N. 
W.  Rep.  58;  San  for.  1  v.  Pawnticket  St.  Ry. 
Co.  (R.  1. ),  85  Atl.  Rep.  67. 

*  Conners  «.  Heunessy,  112  Mass.  96 
[1878];  Minnby  «.  Bowden,  25  Fla.  454; 
Morgan  v.  Smith  (Mass ),  35  N.  E.  Rep. 
101;  Campbell  v.  Lumsford,  83  Ala.  512. 

*  Storrs  «.  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104 
*Wood    on    Master   and    Servant    281; 

Rome  &  D.  R.  Co.  «.  Chasteen  (Ala.),  7  So. 
Rep  94. 
•Andrews,  J.,  in  King  «.  New  York, 


1  Fulton  Co.  St.  R.  Co.  v.  McConnell 
(Ga.),  13  S.  E.Rep.  828  [18911;  Atlauta<fc 
F.  R.  Co.  «?.  Kimberly  (Ga.),  18  8.  E.  Rep. 
277  [18911;  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  «. 
Parver  (Ind.),  12  N.  E.  Rep.  296  [1887]; 
Lowell  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co..  23  Pick. 
(Mass.)  24;  Water  Co.  v.  Ware,  16  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  566;  Mohr  v.  McKenzie,  60  111. 
App.  575;  Schwartz  v.  Gilmore,  45  111. 
455;  Alleu  v.  Hay  ward,  7  Q.  B.  975; 
Painter  t>.  Pittsburgh,  46  Pa.  St.  213:  St. 
Paul  v.  Seitz.  3  Minn.  297;  Cincinnati  v. 
Stone,  5  Ohio  St.  38;  Blake  «.  Thirst,  2  H. 
&  C.  20;  Sadler  v.  Henlock,  41  El.  &  Bl. 
570;  Scammon  v.  Chicago,  25  111.  424, 
cases  in  14  Auier.  &  Eug.  Ency.  Law  830, 
831  and  833;  Leavitt  v.  Bangor  &  A  R. 
Co.  (Me.),  36  Atl.  Rep.  998  [1897];  collec- 
tion of  cases  in  Blackstones  (Students' 
Ed.):  Evans's  Principal  and  Agent,  note  1, 
p.  581;  Humpton?;.  Uulerkircher(Iowa),  66 
N.  W.  Rep.  776;  Cooloy  on  Torts  548;  many 
eases  in  Pierce  on  Law  of  Railroads  286, 
287;  andin  Dillon's  Munic.  Corps.,  §  974,  p. 
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&  different  rule  prevails.  Neither  reason  nor  justice  requires  that  he  should 
be  held  responsible  for  the  manner  of  doing  an  act  when  he  has  no  power  or 
right  to  direct  or  control  that  manner.  The  party  employing  has  the  selec- 
tion of  the  party  employed,  and  it  is  reasonable  that  he  who  has  made  choioe 
-of  an  unskillful  or  careless  person  to  execute  his  orders  should  be  respons- 
ible for  any  injury  resulting  from  the  want  of  skill  or  the  want  of  care  of 
the  person  employed;  but  neither  the  principal  of  the  rule  nor  the  rule 
itself  can  apply  to  a  case  where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  does  not 
stand  in  the  character  of  employer  to  the  party  by  whose  negligent  act  the 
injury  has  been  occasioned." *  If  therefore  the  principal,  using  due  care 
in  the  selection  of  the  person,  enters  into  a  contract  with  a  person  exercis- 
ing an  independent  employment,  by  virtue  of  which  the  latter  undertakes 
to  accomplish  a  given  result,  being  at  liberty  to  select  and  employ  his  own 
means  and  methods,  and  the  principal  retains  no  right  or  power  to  control 
or  direct  the  manner  in  which  th£  work  shall  be  done,  such  a  contract  does 
not  create  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent' or  master  and  servant,  and  the 
person  contracting  for  the  work  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
tractor, or  of  his  servants  or  agents,  in  the  performance  of  the  work.1 
Whether  or  not  the  owner  has  by  his  contract  retained  any  control  over  the 
work  is  a  question  for  the  court,  and  cannot  be  left  to  the  jury,  as  the  inter- 
pretation of  contracts,  oral  or  written,  is  for  the  court." 

655.  The  Relation  of  Independent  Contractor  is  not  Determined  by  the 
Term  of  Service  nor  by  the  Wages. — "  The  independent  contractor  is  usually 
paid,  in  common  parlance,  by  the  job,  but  the  fact  that  he  is  paid  by,  or  has 
charged  by  the  day,  does  not  necessarily  destroy  the  independent  character 
of  his  employment/'4  So  when  a  carpenter  was  employed  under  a  continu- 
ing contract  to  make  all  repairs  and  alterations  upon  works,  he  to  furnish 
tools  and  the  company  the  materials,  at  $2.50  per  day  for  his  own  services 
and  25  cents  profit  on  each  man  employed  by  him,  the  carpenter  to  hire, 
pay,  superintend,  and  discharge  the  men  employed  by  him,  the  company  to 
direct  how  the  work  was  to  be  done,  it  was  held  that  a  man  hired  by  the 
carpenter  was  an  employee  of  the  carpenter,  and  not  of  the  company/ 

etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  66  N.  T.  181;  $ee  also  Mc-  849;  City  of  St.  Paul  «.  Bcitz,  3  Minn.  297; 

Cafferty  v.  Spuyten  Duyvil,  etc.,  R.  R  Co.,  Chirk  v.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  858:  Cuff  *.  New- 

61   N.  Y.  178;  Clark  v.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  ark,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  J.  L.  17;  Ryan 

858;  Gahagan  v.  Aerometer  Co.  (Minn.),  69  v.  Curran,  64  Ind.  845;  Myer  v.  Hobbs,  57 

N.  W.  Rep.  914.  Ala.  175. 

'Justice   Rolfe  in  Hobbit  v.   London,  'Bran  nock  v.  Elmore,  114  Mo.  55. 

etc.,  Ry.  Co..4Exch.  255.  4 Harrison  *.   Collins,   86  Pa.   Bt.    158; 

*  McCarty  v.  Second  Parish.  74  Me.  818;  Forsyth  t>.  Hooper,  11  Allen  (Mass.)  419; 

Harrison  v  Collins,  86  Penn.  St.  156;  Lin-  Corbin  v.  American  Mills,  27  Conn.  274; 

ton  f>.  Smith,  8  Gray  (Mass.)  147;  Bennett  Geer  «.  Darrow,  61   Conn.  280;  Dane  «. 

t>.  Truebody.  66  Cal.  509;  Bailey  v.  Troy  &  Cochrane  Chem.   Co.  (Mass.),  41  N.  E. 

Boston  R.  R.  Co.,  57  Vt.  25*2 ;  McCafferty  Rep.  678;  Hexamer  v.  Webb,  101  N.  Y. 

u.  Spuyten  Duyvil,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  61  N.  877  [1886];  Rourke  t>.  W.  M.  Colliery  Co., 

Y.  178;  Hexamer  t>.  Webb,  101  N.  Y.  877;  1  C.  P.  D.  556. 

Haas  v.  Philadelphia,  etc..  Steamship  Co.,  *  Dane  v.  Cochrane  Chem.  Co.  (Mass.),  41 

88  Penn.  St.  269;  Boswell  v.  Laird.  8  Cal.  N.  E.  Rep.  678. 
469;  Hilliard  v.  Richardson,  3  Gray  (Mass.) 
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When  a  person  is  employed  to  construct  a  building  with  materials  to  be 
famished  by  the  owner,  and  according  to  certain  plans,  the  person  to 
receive  in  payment  day  wages  for  himself  and  the  other  men  engaged  on 
the  work,  who  were  to  be  hired  and  paid  by  him,  the  court  will  hold  him 
an  independent  contractor,  for  he  occupies  the  relation  of  master  to  such 
employees,  for  whose  negligence  the  owner  is  not  liable,  the  work  contracted 
for  being  lawful.1  If  the  coutraot  be  parol,  and  there  is  evidence  that  one 
performing  work  for  another  represented  the  will  of  that  other,  not  only  as 
to  the  result  of  the  employment,  but  also  as  to  the  means  by  which  that 
result  was  to  be  accomplished,  the  question  whether  he  was  an  independent 
contractor,  or  an  agent  for  whose  acts  the  employer  was  responsible,  should  be 
submitted  to  the  jury.' 

The  fact  that  the  employee  is  paid  by  the  job  does  not  make  him  an  in- 
dependent contractor  if  he  is  at  all  times  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
employer  and  works  in  the  manner  the  employer  directs  and  employs  such 
men  as  he  indicates.' 

656.  Contract  Clause  should  Give  Control  of  Men  and  Manner  of 
Doing  Work  to  Contractor.  —  In  drafting  an  engineering  contract  great 
care  must  be  taken  to  leave  the  mode  and  manner  of  performing  the  work, 
the  hours  or  days  that  the  work  shall  be  carried  on,  the  means  by  which  it  is 
to  be  executed,  and  the  persons  by  whom  it  shall  be  done,  to  the  contractor. 
If  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  owner  or  employer  retains  the  power  to 
select  and  discharge  the  workmen,  and  can  control  them  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duties,  can  hold  them  responsible  and  direct  them  as  to  the  mode  and 
manner  in  which  they  perform  their  duties,  they  may  justly  be  regarded  as 
agents  and  servants  of  the  owner  or  company,  and  he  (it)  is  responsible  for 
their  misconduct  and  negligence.4  The  responsibility  is  equal  and  similar 
to  that  which  exists  in  the  ordinary  case  of  principal  and  agent.' 

657.  Relation  of  Contractor  to  Owner  where  Workmen  are  Furnished 
by  Contractor. — The  fact  that  the  workmen  are  furnished  by  a  contractor, 
upon  the  requisition  of  an  officer  of  a  department  of  public  works  of  a  city, 
and  are  paid  by  a  contractor,  does  not  alter  the  case;  if  the  contractor  does 
not  have  the  control  of  the  men,  and  the  direction  of  the  mode  and  manner 
or  means  by  which  the  work  is  to  be  accomplished,  then  they  are  not  his 
his  servants,  but  those  of  the  city.'    Therefore,  a  person  employed  by  the 


1  Emmeraon  v.  Fay  (Vs..)  25  8.  E.  Rep. 
886. 

•  Barge  v.  Bouafleld  (Minn.),  68  N.  W. 
Rep.  45. 

*  Sadler  «.  Henlock,  4  El.  &  Bl.  570; 
accord,  Frink  v.  Missouri  Fur.  Co.,  10  Mo. 
App.  61 ;  Corbin  f>.  American  Mills,  27 
Con  n.  274;  and  tee  Geer  v.  Darrow,  61  Conn. 
230. 

«  Bibbs'  Admr.  t>.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co., 
14  8.  E.  Rep.  176 ;  Butler  «.  Townsend, 
126  N.  Y.  105. 


1  Story  on  Agency  [7th  ed.]f  p.  567 ; 
Cincinnati  9.  Stone,  5  ObioSl.  88;  see  Clark 
«.  Vermont  &  C.  R.  28  Vt.  103;  Pawlet 
v.  Rutland  &  Wash.  R.  88  Vt.  297 ;  and 
Blackwell  t>.  Wiswall,  24  Barb.  855;  Ladd 
r.  Chotard,  1  Ala.  866:  Felton  t>.  Deall,  22 
Vt.  170;  Rapson  «.  Cubitt,  9M.&W.  710; 
Winterbottom  «  Wright,  10  M.  &  W.  109- 
111;  other  com*  collected,  29  Am.  A  Eng. 
Encv.  Law  947.  note  6. 

*  Beatty  v.  Thileman,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  646. 


§  667. j  CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS.  688 

agent  of  the  owner  of  a  street  railway,  at  a  stipulated  sum  per  month,  to 
run  a  car  and  furnish  a  driver,  the  car  and  the  road  being  controlled  and 
the  work  directed  by  the  agent,  is  not  an  independent  contractor,  and  the 
owner  is  liable  for  the  negligence  of  such  employer's  servants.1  And  when 
a  subcontractor  for  the  brickwork  of  a  building,  on  account  of  lack  of 
work  for  his  employees,  put  some  of  them  to  work  on  an  excavation  not  in- 
cluded in  his  contract,  under  an  agreement  with  the  contractor  that  the 
subcontractor  should  pay  their  wages,  which  should  be  repaid  him  by  the 
contractor,  the  laborers  worked  under  the  direction  of  the  contractor. 
When  the  excavation  was  completed  the  subcontractor  paid  the  laborers 
and  was  repaid  by  the  contractor,  and  it  was  held  that  the  laborers,  while 
working  on  the  excavation,  were  not  the  subcontractor's  servants,  so  as  to 
render  him  liable  for  their  negligence.* 

An  agreement  by  a  contractor  to  furnish  men  to  prosecute  work  he  has 
undertaken,  for  which  he  is  to  be  paid  the  cost  of  their  labor  increased  by 
fifteen  per  cent.,  creates  no  privity  between  the  owner  and  the  laborers.* 
When  one  undertakes  to  complete  a  job  that  had  been  abandoned  by 
another  contractor,  and  is  to  receive  the  cost  of  the  labor  and  materials 
furnished  and  ten  per  cent,  additional,  he  will  be  held  to  be  an  independent 
contractor  and  not  a  servant.4  Under  such  a  contract  it  has  been  held  that 
the  contractor  could  recover  what  he  had  paid  subcontractors  for  portions  of 
the  work,  including  their  customary  profits  as  the  cost  of  the  work,  and  in 
addition  his  own  per  cent,  profit  agreed  upon.* 

These  cases  should  be  distinguished  from  those  cases  where  onexf urnishes 
a  servant  with  personal  property  which  he  furnishes  for  hire.  There  is  a 
principle  in  law  that  where  a  person  hires  the  personal  property  of  another 
who  furnishes  a  servant  to  manage  the  same,  though  the  hirer  acquires  the 
right  to  superintend  and  direct  the  conduct  of  the  servant,  the  latter  con- 
tinues to  be  the  servant  of  the  owner  of  the  property,  who  is  responsible  for 
any  negligence  of  the  servant  in  the  performance  of  his  service  for  the 
hirer,  even  where  the  hirer  only  is  interested  in  such  service.*  Such  cases 
are  those  where  one  hires  a  horse  and  carriage  with  a  driver;  but  cases 
might  arise  where  it  would  be  difficult  to  draw  the  line,  though  one  may 
distinguish  between  a  livery  rig  and  a  hod  and  shovel  of  a  common  laborer. 
The  question  might  be  asked  if  the  furnishing  of  a  plow  or  scraper  with 
team  attached  would  come  within  the  former  or  latter  rule.  It  has  been 
held  that  the  fact  that  the  employer  furnishes  the  tools,  materials,  or  appli- 
ances with  which  the  work  was  to  be  done  by  the  contractor  does  not 

1  Jensen  9.  Barbour  (Mont.),  89  Pac.  4  New  Orleans,  etc.,  v.  Reese,  61  Miss. 

Rep.  906.  681. 

8  Cotter  «.  Lindgren  (Cal.),  89  Pac.  Rep.  •  Hamilton  v.  Coogan  (Com.  PI.),  28  N. 

950.  T.  Supp.  21 ;  and  *ee  Ford  «.  St.  Louis, 

*  United  States  v.  Drtecoll,  96  U.  S.  421  etc.,  R.  Co..  54  Iowa  723. 

[1877];  other  cases,  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  •  N.  O.,  B.  R.  <fc  M.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Nor- 

Law  749;  but  see  Beatty  v.  Thileman,  8  N.  wood,  62  Miss.  565  [1885]. 
Y.  Bupp.  645. 
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render  him  liable  for  negligence  in  their  use  by  the  contractor  or  hia 
servants.1 

If,  however,  he  negligently  furnishes  defective  appliances,  he  would  be 
liable  for  an  injury  happening  on  that  account.* 

658.  Relation  of  Master  and  Servant  is  Established  if  Control  of 
Contractor  is  Reserved. — "The  simple  test  is,"  says  Mr.  Wood,  in  his  book 
on  master  and  servant,  "Who  has  the  general  control  over  the  work?  If 
the  person  employed  reserves  this  power  to  himself,  his  relation  to  his 
employer  is  independent,  and  he  is  a  contractor;  but  if  it  be  reserved  to  the 
employer  or  his  agent  [engineer],  the  relation  is  master  and  servant." ' 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  cease  so  long  as  the  employer 
reserves  any  control  or  right  of  control  over  the  method  and  manner  of 
doing  the  work  or  the  agencies  by  which  it  is  effected.4 

Whether  an  owner  or  company  retains  such  control  over  work  to  be 
done  and  the  manner  of  doing  it  as  to  render  himself  responsible  for  in- 
juries occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  contractor  and  his  employees  in 
the  performance  of  the  work  depends  upon  the  construction  given  to  the 
contract/  It  is  a  question  to  be  decided  in  each  case  largely  if  not  entirely 
from  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

It  has,  therefore,  been  held  that  a  deposition  by  the  engineer  of  a  com* 
pany  that  the  duties  of  the  contractors  were  to  build  the  road  so  that  it 
would  be  accepted  by  the  engineer-in-chief,  that  the  owner  controlled  the 
work  only  indirectly  and  as  manager  of  his  superior,  that  the  details  were 
left  to  the  contractors,  and  that  the  results  of  the  work  were  what  the  rail- 
way company  was  after,  was  not  admissible  as  evidence;  that  as  the  contract' 
stated  the  relative  duties  of  the  contractors  and  of  the  engineer,  and  the 
relation  of  the  latter  to  the  former,  the  evidence  of  the  engineer  was  a 
mere  opinion  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract,  and,  therefore,  incom- 
petent.* 

659.  Contractor  may  be  a  Servant,  though  Called  a  Contractor. — What 
the  party  is  called  or  what  term  is  applicable  to  him  makes  no  difference; 
the  duties  and  obligations  required  by  the  contract,  and  the  power  of  direc- 
tion and  control  given  or  reserved  therein,  determines  the  true  relations  of 
the  parties  and  who  shall  bear  the  responsibility.9    The  intention  of  the 


1  Riley  v.  State  Line  Steamship  Co.,  29 
La.  Ann.  79. 

•  Meechem  on  Agency,  §  748. 

'  Woods  Master  and  Servant,  614 :  §e$ 
«!*o  Kellv  9.  Cohoes  Kuitling  Co.,  32N.Y. 
Supp.  459;  McCann  «.  Waltham  (Mass.), 
40  N.  E.  Rep.  30. 

4  Wood's  Master  and  Servant  281; 
Painter  «.  Mayor,  46  Pa.  St  213;  and  cases 
cited  and  reviewed. 

•Lineman  «.  Rollius,  187  Mass.  123 
[18841,  and  eases  cited. 


Owner's  liability  for  materials  ordered 
by  contractor  as  owner's  agent  discussed  in 
Steele  v.  McBurney  (Iowa),  65  N.  VT  Rep. 
882. 

•  Gulf,  0.  ft  8.  F.  By.  Co.  t.  Shearer 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  21  S.  W.  Rep.  188;  but 
$es  Carlson  «.  Stocking  (Wis.),  65  N.  W. 
Rep.  58,  which  held  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  decide 

1  BembU  Norwalk  Gas  Lt.  Co.  *  NMt 
walk  (Conn.),  28  Ati.  Rep.  82. 
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parties  has  no  weight  in  determining  the  relation  to  one  another  or  their 
liability  to  an  injured  party;  the  whole  question  must  be  decided  by  the 
test  who  has  the  immediate  direction,  control,  and  management  of  the 
person  or  things  causing  the  injury.  The  contract  is  the  instrument  by 
which  the  control  is  to  be  retained  or  surrendered,  and  the  limit  of  the 
control  and  the  extent  of  the  reservations  are  determined  by  it. 

The  character  and  difficulty  of  engineering  works  renders  it  desirable, 
if  not  necessary,  for  the  company  to  retain  a  general  direction  and  super- 
vision of  the  work.  And  this  the  courts  have  permitted  to  a  greater  extent, 
it  is  believed,  than  in  any  other  business. 

660.  The  Owner  or  Employer  May  Direct  as  to  the  Ultimate  Object  or 
Result  of  the  Undertaking. — The  exceptions  to  the  rule  as  laid  down  are  best 
expressed  in  words  often  quoted,  and  which  are  particularly  true  of  engineer- 
ing works,  which  are,  "That  the  true  test  is  to  ascertain  whether  the  service 
is  rendered  in  the  course  of  an  independent  employment,  in  which  the  con- 
tractor represents  the  will  of  his  employer  only  as  to  the  result  of  his  work, 
and  not  as  to  the  means  by  which  it  is  accomplished.1 

The  employment,  says  Mr.  Meechem  in  his  work  on  Agency,  "  is  regarded, 
as  independent  where  the  person  renders  service  in  the  course  of  an  occupa- 
tion and  performs  the  will  of  his  employer  only  as  to  the  result  of  his  work, 
and  not  as  the  means  by  which  it  is  to  be  accomplished/'  * 

If  the  employee  or  contractor  is  engaged  to  accomplish  a  particular  object, 
and  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  done  and  the  means  to  be 
employed  in  its  accomplishment  are  left  to  his  skill  and  judgment,  then  the 
owner  or  employer  are  not  liable  for  injuries  due  to  the  acts  or  negligence 
of  the  contractor,  or  of  his  agents  and  servants.  The  contract  may  provide 
for  a  result  to  be  attained,  without  the  right  to  interfere  in  the  conduct  of 
work.  An  employee  bound  only  to  produce  or  have  a  certain  result  brought 
about,  even  though  a  result  of  labor,  and  who  is  free  to  dispose  of  his  own 
time  and  personal  efforts  according  to  his  own  pleasures,  without  responsi- 
bility to  his  employer,  is  an  independent  contractor  and  not  a  servant.' 

661.  The  Bight  of  Selection  is  an  Important  Element  in  Determining 
the  Relation  of  the  Parties. — Some  courts  have  put  great  stress  upon  the 
hiring  and  paying  of  the  workmen.  One  says,  the  right  of  selection  is  the 
basis  of  the  responsibility  of  a  master  or  principal  for  the  acts  of  his  agent. 
No  one  can  be  held  responsible  as  principal  who  has  not  the  right  to  chose 


1  Shearman  &  Redfield  on  Negligence, 
§76;  Harding  v.  Boston  (Mass .).  39  N.  E. 
Rep.  411;  Storrs  t>.  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  104; 
Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Iiy.  Co.  v.  Farver 
(Ind.),  12  N.  E.  Rep.  296  [1887];  Cun- 
ningham v.  International  R.  Co.,  51  Texas 
603T1879]. 

•  Meechem  on  Agency,  8747;  citing  Har 
rison  v.  Collins,  8o  Pa*  St. 


Mayor,  8   New   York  222; 


158;  Peck  «. 
Barry  v.   St* 


Louis,  17  Mo.  121. 

•Vane  v.  Newcombe,  182  U.  S. 
telegraph  line  contractor;  also  see  Aiken  v. 
Wasson,  24  N.  Y.  482,  contractor  not  a 
servant;  Wakefield  v.  Fargo,  90  N.  Y.  218, 
general  manager  not  a  laborer  or  servant; 
Gurney  v.  All.  &  Gt.  W.  Ry.,  58  N.  Y. 
358,  counselor-at-law  not  an  employee,  82 
Wis.  541,  employee  of  contractor,  and  45 
Ind.  96. 
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the  agent  from  whom  the  injury  flows.1  Something  more  than  the  mere 
right  of  selection  is  essential  to  the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  That 
right  must  be  accompanied  with  the  power  of  subsequent  control  in  the 
execution  of  the  work  contracted  for,  and  if  that  power  is  wanting  the  rela- 
tion to  which  it  is  essential  does  not  exist.* 

In  the  words  of  another  court,  "  The  party  employing  has  the  selecting 
of  the  party  employed,  and  it  is  reasonable  that  he  who  has  made  the  choice 
of  an  unskillful  or  earless  person  should  be  responsible  for  an  injury  result- 
ing from  the  want  of  skill  or  want  of  care  of  the  person  employed.  How- 
ever, neither  the  principle  of  the  rule  nor  the  rule  itself  can  be  applied  where 
the  person  sought  to  be  charged  does  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  master  or 
principal  to  the  party  whose  negligent  act  lias  occasioned  the  injury/' ■ 

662.  The  Faot  that  the  Contractor  Carries  on  an  Independent  Employ- 
ment may  be  an  Important  Element  in  Determining  His  Relationship. — 
Other  circumstances  may  afford  a  strong  presumption  that  an  employee  is 
a  servant:  the  fact  that  he  always  serves  the  same  person,  and  that  he  has 
no  independent  occupation.4  A  large  number  of  cases  are  decided  on  the 
ground  that  if  the  employee  exercises  a  distinct  and  independent  employ- 
ment, he  and  the  persons  whom  he  employs  under  him  are  not  servant)  of 
the  employer,  but  are  servants  of  an  independent  contractor.6  The  distinc- 
tion made  in  many  cases  is,  that  if  the  employee  carries  on  an  independent 
employment  and  acts  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  with  the  employer  by 
which  he  has  agreed  to  do  the  work  on  certain  specified  terms,  in  a  particu- 
lar manner  and  for  a  specified  price,  then  the  employer  is  not  liable.  Tho 
relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  subsist  between  the  parties,  but  only 
that  of  contractor  and  contraotee.  The  power  of  directing  and  con* 
trolling  the  work  is  parted  with  by  the  employer,  and  given  to  the  contractor, 
but  if  the  work  is  done  under  a  general  employment,  and  it  is  to  be  per- 
formed for  a  reasonable  compensation  or  for  a  stipulated  price,  the  employer 
will  be  liable  if  he  retains  the  right  and  power  of  directing  and  controlling 
the  time  and  manner  of  executing  the  work,  or  of  refraining  from  doing  it, 
if  he  deems  it  necessary  or  expedient.  This  distinction  is  recognized  in 
many  cases.' 

These  circumstances  as  evidence  of  independent  employment  to  go 
before  the  jury  are  important  when  no  written  contract  has  been  entered 
into,  and  it  is  difficult  to  show  what  was  the  understanding  between  the  par* 
ties.    Mechanics  are  called  in  to  make  improvements  or  repairs,  and  what 

1  Kelly  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  1  Ker-  §§  76-78:  Dressil  v.  Kingston,  82  Huo  588. 

nan  486;  but  see  Boswell  v.  Laird,  8  Cal.  *  Story  on  Agency,  §  454. 

169  [1858].  •  Forsyth  «  Hooper,  11  Allr>n  419;  Lin- 

*  Boswell  «.  Laird.  8  Gal.  469  [1857].  a  ton  v.  Smith.  8  Gray  147;  Hi  Hard  v.  Rich- 

long  cane  reviewing  the  law  up  to  that  lime  ardson,  8  Gray  849;  Brackett  «.  Lubke,  4 

'Jewttt,  J.,  In  Pack  t.  Mayor  of  New  Allen  138;  Connera  v.  Hvnnesey,  112  Mass. 

York,  8  N.  Y.  222.  96  Q878]  ;  Morgau  *.  Smith  (Mass.),  85  N. 

4  Shearman  &  Redfleld  on  Negligence.  £.  Rep.  101. 
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was  or  was  not  the  nature  of  the  understanding  is  very  difficult  to  deter* 
mine.  As  a  general  rule,  where  a  person  is  employed  to  perform  a  certain 
kind  of  work,  in  the  nature  of  improvements  or  repairs  to  a  building  by  the 
owner  thereof,  which  requires  the  exercise  of  skill  and  judgment  as  a 
mechanic,  the  execution  of  which  is  left  entirely  to  his  discretion,  with  no 
restrictions  as  to  its  exercise,  and  no  limitations  as  to  the  authority  conferred 
in  respect  to  the  same,  and  no  provision  is  especially  made  as  to  the  time  in 
which  the  work  is  to  be  done,  or  as  to  the  payment  for  the  services  rendered, 
and  the  compensation  is  dependent  upon  the  value  thereof,  such  person  does 
not  occupy  the  relation  of  a  servant  under  the  control  of  the  master,  but  he 
is  an  independent  contractor,  and  the  owner  is  not  liable  for  his  acts  or  the 
acts  of  his  workmen.1  The  fact  that  the  owner  furnishes  the  tools,  machin- 
ery, and  the  building  in  which  the  work  is  carried  on,  does  not  make 
him  the  master,  when  the  contractor  employs,  pays,  and  has  sole  control 
over  the  workmen.1 

663.  The  Mode,  Method,  and  Manner  of  Doing  the  Work  may  be  Pre- 
scribed in  the  Specifications  and  Plans. — A  company  or  employer  may  direct 
work  with  regard  to  the  minutest  detail  if  the  directions  are  prescribed  and 
incorporated  into  the  plans,  specifications,  and  contract,  and  agreed  to  by 
the  contractor."  This  is  upon  the  theory  that  the  contractor  accepts, 
approves,  and  adopts  the  methods  and  plans  proposed  by  the  company  or 
owner  as  his  own.  By  the  agreement  he  undertakes  on  his  own  responsi- 
bility and  by  his  own  methods  and  means  to  perform  and  complete  the  work 
as  required  by  the  contract,  plans,  and  specifications.4 

It  has  therefore  been  held  that  one  who  contracts  to  do  a  specific  piece 
of  work,  furnishing  his  own  assistants  and  executing  the  work  entire  in 
accord  with  his  own  ideas,  or  in  accordance  with  an  accepted  plan,  without 
being  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  owner  in  respect  to  the  details  of  the 
work,  is  clearly  a  contractor  and  not  a  servant,  and  a  person  injured  by  his 
negligence  in  the  performance  of  the  work  would  have  no  right  of  action 
against  the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  work  is  done/  An  owner  is  not 
liable  for  damages  resulting  to  a  third  person  from  boards  intended  to  be 
used  in  repair  and  alterations  of  his  house  when  they  have  been  deposited 
in  the  highway  in  front  of  his  land  by  the  contractor's  teamster  if  the  con- 
tractor was  to  do  the  work  under  a  written  contract  according  to  a  plan  and 


1  Painter*.  Pittsburgh.  46  Pa.  St.  218,  8 
Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  850  [1864],  foot  note 
and  collection  of  cotes. 

»  Refer  e.  Detroit  St.  &  Sp.Wks.  (Mich.), 
67  N.  W.  Rep.  120. 

a  Semble,  Smith  v.  Milwaukee  Builders' 
and  Traders'  Exch.  (Wis.),  64  N.  W.  Rep. 
1041;  Hunt  v.  Railroad  Co.,  51  Pa.  St. 
475. 

4  Smith  o  Milwaukee  B.  &  T.  Exch. 
(Wis.),   64  N.  W.    Rep.   1041;   Pack   t>. 


Mayor,  8  N.Y.  232;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
v.  Willis,  88  Kan.  880. 

'Hale  e.  Johnson,  80  111.  185  [18751; 
citing  also  Scammon  «.  City  of  Chicago,  25 
111.  424;  2  Hilliard  on  Torts  537,  §  11; 
Wharton  on  Neg'ce,  §  181,  and  cases  cited: 
Shearman  &  Redfleld  on  Neg'ce,  §  77; 
Harris  v  McNamara  (Ala.),  12  So.  Rep. 
108;  Morgan  «.  Smith  (Mass.),  85  N.  E. 
Rep.  101. 
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specification  annexed  and  to  furnish  his  own  materials.1  Upon  the  owner  or 
company  the  law  imposes  a  duty  to  see  that  the  plans,  specifications,  and 
contract  are  appropriate,  suitable,  sufficient,  and  meet  the  necessities  of 
the  case,  and  that  the  work  be  entrusted  to  men  capable  and  with  proper 
skill,  means,  and  knowledge  to  perform  the  work.*  Authority  to  insist 
generally  that  work  shall  be  done  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
but  reserves  no  right  to  direct  as  to  the  manner  of  performance,  does  not 
render  the  company  liable  to  a  third  person  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence 
in  the  execution  of  he  work." 

In  order  to  establish  the  company's  liability  for  acts  of  the  contractor, 
the  control  or  direction  reserved  must  be  such  as  can  be  changed  or  modified 
as  the  company  or  employer  may  chose  to  declare  from  time  to  time.  He 
or  it  must  have  retained  power  to  give  instructions  as  the  period  and  con- 
dition of  the  work  demand,  whether  contrary  or  in  keeping  with  earlier 
orders,  specifications,  and  plans.  And  the  control  reserved  must  be  both 
general  and  special,  and  not  only  be  in  regard  to  what  work  shall  be  done, 
but  also  how  it  shall  be  done.4  A  contract  which  requires  a  company's  depot 
business  to  be  done  under  the  control  of  the  superintendent  and  to  his 
satisfaction,  and  if  not  so  done,  reserving  the  power  to  revoke  the  contract, 
together  with  the  fact  that  the  employee  performed  no  service  for  any  one 
else,  made  the  employee  a  servant,  and  that  he  was  not  an  independent  con- 
tractor/ The  company  employed  the  help,  but  put  them  under  the  control 
of  the  contractor;  but  the  company  could  at  any  time  remove  them  and 
substitute  others.  The  fact  that  all  business  was  to  be  performed  under 
the  supervision  of  the  company's  superintendent,  who  had  express  authority 
to  direct  the  manner  in  which  it  should  be  done,  was  strong  evidence  of 
service.  This  reservation  of  the  control  or  direction  as  to  the  manner  of 
doing  the  work  is  fatal  to  the  relation  of  independent  contractor.  In  this 
case  there  was  also  the  selection  and  hiring  of  the  the  workmen,  and  further 
than  that,  there  was  an  element  of  duty  which  every  common-carrier  owes 
to  the  public  to  protect  it  from  injuries.  The  same  rule  exists  between 
principal  contractors,  and  subcontractors;  if  the  former  reserves  no  right 
to  direct  the  work,  and  he  has  not  in  is^t  given  any  directions,  then  he  is 
not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  subcontractor.' 

664.  What  Control  or  Direction,  if  Any  at  All,  may  be  Reserved  to  the 
Owner. — The  authorities  all  recognize  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  preceding 
sections,  viz.:  that  the  owner  must  not  retain  present  control  of  the  mode, 
manner,  or  means  of  doing  the  work,  though  he  may  beforehand  specify  in 
writing  or  designate  by  plans  how  the  work  shall  be  done,  and  he  may  direct 
the  results  of  the  work. 

1  Hilliard  t.  Richardson,  8  Gray  (Mass.)         «  40  Alb.  L.  J.  228. 
849  [1855].  •  Speed  «.  A.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  71  Mo.  808. 

*  Connors  «.    Henneaey,   112  Mass.  96         *  Buffalo  v.  Clement,  19  N.  T.  Supp. 
[18781.  846;  accord,  Slater  v.  Meraereau,  64  N.  Y. 

*  Slater*.  Meraereau,  64  N.Y.  188  [1876].  188  f  18761. 
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The  conflict  in  the  decisions  arises  from  the  interpretation  of  the  rules, 
and  is  due  to  the  personal  judgment  of  different  courts  as  to  what  is  a  suf- 
ficient control  of  the  work  and  the  operatives.  Some  courts  hold  that  the 
owner  shall  have  surrendered  the  entire  control  over  the  work,  the  contract- 
or, and  employees,  holding  the  owner  responsible  when  the  contractor 
has  not  the  full  nor  immediate  control  of  the  negligent  party;1  that  to 
escape  liability  the  owner  must  entirely  abstain  from  control,  and  that  if  he 
personally  interfere  with  the  work  and  assume  control  of  it,  or  of  some  part 
of  it,  and  through  such  interference,  whether  as  a  direct  result  or  as  a  con- 
sequence thereof,  injury  results  to  a  servant,  he  is  responsible.* 

It  has  been  held  that  when  a  city  ordinance  gave  its  consent  to  the 
construction  of  a  work  by  a  private  corporation,  and  reserved  the  right,  in 
case  it  became  necessary  in  the  progress  of  the  work  to  remove  a  sewer,  to 
supervise  and  control  the  work  of  removal  and  reconstruction,  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  city  officers  to  exercise  such  supervision  and  control,  and 
that  the  fact  they  did  not  exercise  any  control  or  supervision  was  no  defense 
in  an  action  for  damages  resulting  from  negligent  construction  by  the  con- 
trator.  It  was  held  that  the  duty  was  imposed  by  the  charter  and  recog- 
nized in  the  ordinance.'  Other  cases  maintain  that  the  control  reserved 
must  be  both  general  and  special,  and  not  only  as  to  what  work  shall  be 
done,  but  also  as  to  how  it  shall  be  done.4  Then  there  are  cases  that  have 
held  that  where  the  contractor  is  independent  and  a  properly  competent 
person,  the  employer's  right  to  control  any  part  of  his  work  is  immaterial; 
that  it  is  only  the  employer's  actual  interference  or  assumption  of  control 
that  makes  him  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  the  contractor's  negligence/ 
Where  a  railroad  company  employed  a  contractor  to  lay  its  track  under  a 
a  contract,  by  which,  if  strictly  carried  out,  the  party  would  be  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  but  afterwards  the  parties  abandon  the  contract,  and 
the  railroad  company,  by  its  officers  and  servants,  takes  charge  of  and  super- 
vises the  work,  gives  directions  as  to  how  the  roadbed  shall  be  constructed, 
and  assumes  general  management  and  control  of  the  enterprise,  the  railroad 
company  cannot  relieve  itself  from  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  negligent 
or  improper  construction.'  In  fact,  it  seems  that  any  interference,  assump- 
tion of  control,  or  direction  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  work  being  done 


1  Schwartz  t>.  Gilmore,  45  III.  466  {1867]; 
immediate  control,  Morgau  v  Smith  (Mass.)* 
85  N.  E.  Rep.  101. 

1  Faren  v.  Sellers,  37  Alb.  L.  Jour.  321 
[18871 ;  Thompson's  Negligence  213,  No.  40; 
Wood's  Master  and  Servant  837;  Cooley's 
Torts  648;  Hefferman  v.  Beckard,  1  Rob. 
437;  Wharton's  Negligence,  §§  186,  205; 
Bower  v.  Peate,  1  Q.  B.  D.  321;  Gilbert  v. 
Beach,  16  N.  Y.  608;  Hughes  v.  Percival, 
L  R.  8  App.  Cas.  444. 

»  Frink  v.  St.  Louis,  71  Mo.  52  [1879]. 

4  40  Alb.  L.  Jour.  223;  tee  Hughes  «. 


Railroad  Company,  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  R. 
Cas.  101,  and  notes;  see  also  Lesher  t>. 
Navigation  Co.,  56  Am.  Dec.  495;  Bailey  v. 
Mayor,  etc.,  88  Am.  Dec.  669;  Hilliard  v. 
Richardson,  63  Am.  Dec.  748,  and  notes. 

•  Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk 
(Conn.),  28  Atl.  Rej>.  32;  and  see  Buffalo  «. 
Clement,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  846:  Eby  v.  Leb- 
anon Co.  (Pa.),  81  Atl.  Rep.  332,  in  ab- 
sence of  interference  wWi  work;  and  see 
Allen  v.  Hay  ward,  L.  R.  7  C.  B.  975. 

•  Savannah  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Phillips  (Ga.)„ 
17  S.  E.  Rep.  82. 
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by  contractors  under  a  special  agreement  giving  the  latter  the  control  of 
the  work  may  render  the  owner  personally  liable  for  injuries  caused  to  third 
persons  by  the  negligent  conduct  of  the  contractors  in  doing  the  work  so 
directed.1  If  the  contractor  is  without  doubt  an  independent  contractor, 
and  the  owner  has  not  by  the  contract  retained  the  right  to  direct  the  work 
and  control  the  contractor,  yet  if  the  owner  takes  it  upon  himself  to  direct 
and  the  contractor  yields  to  his  direction  and  control,  then  the  owner  is 
liable  for  the  injury  that  results.1 

The  best  advice  that  one  can  give  an  owner  is  to  keep  a  close  mouth 
when  on  or  about  works,  and  to  close  it  entirely  to  his  contractor.  A  stero- 
typed  answer  to  all  questions  or  a  convenient  reply  to  all  inquiries  pertain- 
ing to  the  work,  which  refers  all  questions  to  the  contract  and  specifications 
or  architect,  would  best  evade  responsibility  for  damages,  extra  work,  delay, 
and  many  other  kindred  accounts  which  ah  owner  is  frequently  ealled  upon 
to  settle. 

665.  Instances  in  Whioh  the  Contractor  has  been  Held  a  Servant  of 
the  Owner  or  Company. — The  effect  of  reservations  as  made  in  construction 
contracts  by  the  stipulations  oommonly  employed  will  be  understood  best  by 
giving  the  interpretations  put  upon  them  in  the  decisions  rendered. 

The  owner  or  employer  has  been  held  a  master,  and  the  employee  a  ser- 
vant, when  the  former  retained  a  general  or  special  or  supervisory  control 
of  the  work.  Such  control  over  the  mode,  manner,  method  or  means  of 
doing,  performing,  or  conducting  the  work  has  been  held  to  be  reserved 
when  the  contract  stipulation  employed  required: 

that  the  contractor  shall  perform  his  work  under  the  supervision  and 
direction  of  the  architect,  who  was  declared  to  be  the  superintendent  of  the 
owner,  reserving  also  the  right  to  change  the  plan  of  the  work;  * 

that  the  engineer  shall  have  superintendence  of  the  improvement,  and 
that  any  person  employed  on  the  work  disobeying  the  city  engineer  shall  be 
discharged ;  * 

that  all  of  said  work  shall  be  done  carefully  and  under  the  direction  and 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  owner;  * 

that  the  work  shall  be  under  the  supervision  of  the  engineer  and  subject 
to  his  orders;* 

that  the  contractor  shall  rebuild  a  wharf  and  replace  parts  in  such  a 
manner  as  the  company  through  the  engineer  shall  require,  and  shall  sub- 


1  Hefferman  v.  Benkard,  1  Robt.  (N.  T.) 
432  [1863];  and  tee  Hughes  v.  Percival  L. 
R.  8  App.  Cas.  444 ;  Bower  e.  Peate,  L.  R. 
1  Q.  B.  D.  321. 

*  Semble,  Gilbert  e.  Beach,  16  N.  Y.  607 
[1&58]. 

*  Schwartz  9.  Gilmore,  45  111.  455  [1867]; 
accord,  Camp  e.  Church  Wardens,  7  La. 
Ann.  822. 

4  Cooper  v.  Seattle  (Wash.),  47  Pac.  Rep. 


887. 

s  Linneman  v.  Rollins,  187  Mass.  128. 
Work  to  be  "  subject  to  the  acceptance  of 
engineer/'  has  been  held  to  mean  that  "  the 
work  should  be  done  to  his  satisfaction/* 
Pollock  v.  Penna.  I.  W.  Co.,  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  129. 

•  Chicago  v.  Joney,  60  111.  838  [1871],  in 
this  case  the  city  also  reserved  the  right  to 
dismiss  the  contractor's  workmen. 
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mit  to  the  snperrision  and  direction  of  the  company's  engineer,  and  do  the 
work  to  his  satisfaction ; ' 

that  the  work  shall  be  carried  ont  according  to  the  directions  of  the 
supervising  architect,  whose  decisions  on  all  points  I  agree  to  accept  as  final ; ' 

that  the  work  shall  be  done  as  the  engineer  may  direct,  any  employee  re- 
fusing to  obey  his  orders  to  be  discharged  by  the  contractor.' 

The  mere  fact  that  the  owner's  engineer  had  no  authority  over  the  con- 
tractors except  to  see  that  the  work  was  done  according  to  contract  does  not 
establish  that  the  contractors  were  independent.4 

Frequently  it  will  be  found  that  these  cases  which  held  the  contractor  a 
servant,  when  the  control  reserved  by  the  contract  was  remote  or  had  refer- 
ence to  the  design,  plan,  materials  and  general  results  of  the  contractor's 
undertaking,  depended  upon  other  circumstances  and  rules  of  law,  and  that 
it  was  not  the  contract  stipulations  alone  that  determined  the  question.  In 
an  Illinois  case  before  mentioned,  where  the  parties  who  contracted  with  a  city 
to  do  work  under  the  supervision  of  its  engineer  and  subject  to  his  orders 
were  held  servants  for  whose  negligence  the  city  was  liable,  it  appears  from 
the  contract  that  the  city  retained  a  supervisory  control  over  the  work.  It 
had  power  to  dismiss  any  persons  employed  by  the  contractors  on  the  work, 
and  the  dismissals  by  the  representatives  of  the  city  were  final  and  conclu- 
sive in  every  case  that  might  arise  under  the  contraet.  The  court  declared 
th&t  here  was  dependency  and  serviency  in  the  contractors,  and  for  their 
negligence  the  city  was  responsible.*  By  the  contract  the  entire  work  was  to 
be  under  the  immediate  direction  and  superintendence  of  the  city  through  its 
board  of  public  works,  and  the  contractor,  being  under  the  direction  and  con- 
trol of  his  employer,  the  employer  was  held  liable  for  his  negligence*  There 
was  another  element  in  this  case,  viz :  It  was  shown  that  the  work  was  done 
at  the  point  where  the  accident  occurred  at  the  very  time  and  in  the  manner 
in  which  it  was  directed  by  the  city."  This  work  was  the  deepening  of  the 
Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  and  was  negligently  done  so  as  to  leave  a  reef 
of  rocks  on  which  the  claimants  boat  struck  and  sank.  The  city  was  direct- 
ing merely  as  to  the  results,  and  that  was  the  extent  of  their  superintendence, 
and  it  is  submitted  that  if  this  case  is  sustained  it  should  not  be  upon  the 
ground  of  master  and  servant,  but  because  it  was  either  the  duty  of  the  city 
to  make  the  canal  safe  for  boats  or  that  it  was  a  natural  consequence  of  the 
way  it  was  authorized  to  be  done.  The  fact  that  the  benefit  of  the  work 
accrued  to  the  city  cannot  shift  the  liability  from  where  it  properly  belongs. 

1  The  N.  O.,   Mobile  &  C.   B.   Co.  t>.  Jour.  321  [18871. 

Hanninj;,  15  Wallace  649  [1872];   umble,  *  Larson  v.  Met.  St.  Ry.  Co.  (Mo.),  19  8. 

Chicago  t>.  Dermody,   61  111.  481   [1871];  W.  Rep.  416. 

and  tee  Carman  v.  Steubinvi lie.  etc. ,  ft.  Co.,  *  Taylor  B.  &  H.  By.  Co.   e.   Warner 

4  Ohio  St.  899;  Leraudat  •.  Saisse,  L.  R.  1  (Tex.).  82  S.  W.  Rep.  868. 

C.  P.  152;  Lake  Sup.  Iron  Co.  v.  Erickson,  *  Chicago  v.  Joney,  60  III.  888. 

89  Mich.  492:  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  •  City  of  Chicago  v.  Joney,  60  111.  888 

Phila.  Tow  Bt.  Co.,  28  How  (U.  S.)  209.  [1871],  and  case*  dted. 

4  Faren  *.  Sellers  (La.),  87  Alb.  Law 
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Another  case  in  which  a  city  was  held  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  the 
abandonment  and  neglect  of  a  job  of  grading  on  one  of  its  streets  was  a 
contract  which  required  the  work  to  be  done  under  the  supervision  and  to 
the  approval  of  an  engineer  appointed  by  the  street  commissioners,  and  the 
contract  reserved  power  to  complete  the  work  at  the  expense  of  the  con- 
tractor if  at  any  time  the  work  should  not  progress  according  to  the  terms, 
of  the  contract.  The  work  was  not  completed  per  contract,  but  was 
abandoned,  and  the  court  held,  three  judges  dissenting,  that  the  city  was 
liable  to  an  adjoining  property  owner  for  damages  from  water  diverted  upon 
his  premises,  as  it  permitted  these  excavations  to  remain,  when  it  had  power 
and  right  to  take  charge  of  and  complete  the  work  and  thus  protect  the  ad- 
joining property  from  injury;  that  when  work  was  done  under  contract  not 
in  its  nature  a  nuisance,  but  which  becomes  so  by  reason  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  contractor  has  performed  it,  the  one  who  directed  the  work  to  be 
done  becomes  at  once  responsible  for  the  nuisance,  if  he  accepts  the  work 
in  that  condition.  The  liability  in  this  case  can  hardly  be  traced  to  the 
contract  reservation,  but  to  the  principle  that  the  injury  was  an  ordinary  re- 
sult of  the  city's  negligence.  When  the  contractor  abandoned  his  contract, 
the  city  was  under  obligations  to  remedy  defects  in  the  street 

It  may  be  difficult  to  distinguish  between  damages  to  residents  upon  a 
street  by  water  and  damages  by  blasting.  However,  if  a  city  contracts  for 
work  that  in  its  progress  will  divert  and  cast  water  upon  the  land  of  another 
it  should  be  held  liable  for  it.1 

666.  Instances  in  Whioh  General  Supervision  and  Direction  have  been 
Held  Hot  to  Create  the  Relation  of  Master  and  Servant. — The  greater  and 
better  tendency  of  later  decision  is  to  be  more  liberal  in  the  application  of  the 
rule  and  to  permit  the  owner  to  reserve  a  general  supervision  and  direction 
of  work  and  yet  uphold  the  relation  of  independent  contractor.  The  difficul- 
ties attending  operations,  the  impossibility  of  foreseeing  obstacles  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  thousands  of  changed  conditions  that  may  arise,  and  the  great 
necessity  of  remedying  evils  promptly,  that  no  delays  shall  occur,  render  it 
almost  necessary  that  a  general  supervision  should  be  retained  over  the  pro- 
gress of  work,  that  the  ultimate  object  and  result  of  the  work  may  be  ac- 
complished. Many  courts  have  appreciated  this  and  have  given  such  reser- 
vations a  liberal  construction,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  general  tendency  is 
to  follow  those  decisions.  A  liberal  construction  of  such  stipulations  will 
best  carry  out  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  place 
the  liability  on  the  shoulders  of  the  one  who  has  expressly  assumed  it. 
Glauses  as  a  rule  are  incorporated  to  protect  the  company  and  save  it  harm- 
less from  any  damages  arising  from  the  contractor's  or  his  servant's  acts.  No 
hardships  are  created  and  no  liability  bestowed,  but  those  that  were  antici- 
pated and  assumed. 

r 

»  Vogel«.  New  York,  92  N.  Y.  10  T1883]. 
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It  is  well  settled  that  the  owner  may  determine  what  work  shall  be 
done  and  how  it  shall  be  done,  if  in  the  beginning  he  incorporates  that 
determination  in  the  contract,  specifications,  and  plans ;  and  it  is  now 
pretty  generally  settled  that  he  can  also  retain  a  general  direction  and  con* 
trol  as  to  what  shall  be  done  or  as  to  what  results  shall  be  reached.1 

It  therefore  follows  that  changes  may  be  made  as  to  the  size,  quantity, 
or  amount  of  work  to  be  done,  and  that  the  owner  or  his  engineer  may 
superintend  and  direct  what  shall  be  done  without  being  liable  for  negli- 
gence in  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  though  it  was  directed  to  be  done 
by  him.1  A  reasonable  construction  of  a  contract  to  do  work  in  a  substan- 
tial and  workmanlike  manner  and  in  accordance  with  the  plans,  specifica- 
tions, and  instructions  furnished  by  the  company  does  not  give  the  com- 
pany the  power  to  direct  the  mode  of  accomplishing  the  work,  but  leaves 
that  to  the  skill  and  judgment  of  the  builder.  The  word  instructions 
should  be  held  to  refer  to  such  questions  as  the  kind  of  structure,  the  plan- 
ning of  the  building,  its  design,  materials,  combinations,  and  not  to  give 
the  company  the  control  of  the  manner  of  doing  the  work  so  as  to  render 
them  liable  for  negligence  in  its  performance.* 

In  further  support  of  this  doctrine  we  find  cases  that  have  held  the 
relations  of  the  parties  not  changed  by  a  clause  in  the  contract  by  which 
the  contractor  engages  to  conform  the  work  to  such  further  directions  as 
may  be  given  by  the  city  engineers  or  street  commissioners,  and  to  do  it  to 
their  satisfaction.  The  court  held  that  this  agreement  only  entitled  these 
officers  to  direct  the  results  of  the  work  and  not  the  manner  of  performing 
it;  that  it  gave  the  city  the  power  to  direct  as  to  the  results  of  the  work, 
but  without  control  over  the  contractor  or  his  workmen  as  to  the  manner 
of  performing  it,  which  control  alone  furnished  a  ground  for  holding  the 
owner  liable  for  the  acts  of  an  employee.* 

The  fact  that  the  engineer  had  power  to  interpose  in  certain  cases  is  not 
conclusive  as  to  the  contractors9  status.  So  long  as  the  contractors  fulfill 
their  stipulations  neither  the  owner  or  company  or  their  engineers  have 
any  control  over  them.  The  engineer  may  stand  in  the  relation  of  an 
umpire  between  the  owner  and  the  contractors  in  certain  contingencies.  If 
no  act  has  been  done  by  the  contractors  which  authorizes  an  interference 
either  by  the  owner  or  the  engineer,  then  the  contractors  must  be  considered 
as  in  possession  of  the  work/    So  under  a  contract  with  a  city  to  build  a 


1  Hunt  v.  Pa.  R.  Co..  51  Pa.  St.  475:  St. 
Louis,  etc. .  R  Co.  v.  Willis,  88  Kans.  880; 
EdmuDSon  t.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  Ill 
Pa.  St.  816;  many  ease*  died,  14  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  887-888. 

•  Cuff  *.  N.  &  N  Y.  R.  Co.,  a*>  N.  J.  L. 
17  [18691;  Steel  *.  S.  E  Railway  Co..  16 
C.  B.  550:  Cary  v.  Chicago,  60111.  App.  841; 
Brown  v.  Accrinirton  Cotton  Co.,  8  H.  &  C. 
511,  519;  Pack  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  City,  4 


Seld.  322;  Kelly  9.  Mayor,  1  Kernan  482. 

*  Hunt  9.  The  Penna.  R.  Co.,  51  Pa.  St. 
475  [18661;  Slater  9.  Meraereau,  64  N.  Y. 
188  [1876];  but  see  Farren  v.  Sellers  (La.), 
87  Alb.  L.  Jour.  821. 

*  Pack  u.  Mayor,  8  N.  Y.  222  [18581; 
Kelly  v.  Mayor,  11  N.  Y.  482  [18541 

■Stone  9.  Cheshire  R.  Co..  19  N.  EL 
427  [1849]. 
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sewer  for  a  earn  to  be  paid  on  completion,  the  work  to  be  done  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  engineer  in  charge,  the  contractor  to  indemnify  the  city 
against  all  loss,  damages,  costs,  and  expenses  arising  from  the  nature  of  the 
work  or  from  the  manner  of  its  execution,  the  city  was  held  not  liable  for 
damages  from  blasting,  as  the  workmen  were  not  servants  of  the  city.1 

In  another  case  a  railroad  company  contracted  under  seal  to  build  a 
portion  of  the  line,  and  by  the  contract  reserved  to  itself  the  power  of  dis- 
missing any  of  the  workmen  of  the  contractors;  the  workmen,  in  construct- 
ing a  bridge  over  a  public  highway,  negligently  caused  the  death  of  a  per- 
son passing  along  the  highway  underneath  by  allowing  a  stone  to  fall  upon 
him.  After  elaborate  argument  it  was  decided  in  an  action  against  the 
company  by  the  administratrix  of  the  deceased  that  it  was  not  liable,  and 
that  the  terms  of  a  contract  did  not  make  any  difference.1 

When  a  person  lets  out  work  to  another  to  be  done  by  him,  such  person 
to  furnish  the  labor,  and  the  owner  reserves  no  control  over  the  work  or  the 
workmen,  the  relation  of  contractor  and  contractee  exists,  and  not  that  of 
master  and  servant,  and  the  contractee  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  and 
improper  execution  of  the  work  by  the  contractor.'  The  element  essential 
to  the  discharge  of  the  contractee  from  responsibility  is  that  he  shall  not 
reserve  control  of  the  work.  This  does  not  mean  that  he  may  not  reserve  a 
certain  power  to  direct  as  to  the  things  to  be  done,  provided  the  methods 
and  instruments  of  doing  the  thing  are  left  under  the  exclusive  control  of 
the  contractor.  "  The  simple  test  is/'  says  Mr.  Wood,  "who  has  the  gen- 
eral control  over  the  work." 4 

667.  Interpretation  of  Certain  Contract  Clauses. — The  courts  have  held 
that  the  relation  of  independent  contractor  was  not  inconsistent  with  such 
control  and  direction  as  is  given  by  a  contract  which  provides: 

that  the  work  shall  be  done  subject  to  the  supervision  or  approval  of  the 
engineer;* 

or  that  the  owner  or  employer  shall  have  the  right  to  inspect  the  work," 

or  to  employ  an  agent  to  superintend  the  work  and  see  that  the  contract 
is  complied  with; 7 

1  Herrington   9.   Lansingburg,   86  Huu  (Ala.),  14  So.  Rep.  401;  accord,  Fitzpat- 

598  [18851;  and  see  Tibbetts  t>.  Knox  &  L.  rick  0  Chicago,  <tc,  R.  Co.,  81  III.  App. 

R.  Co. ,  62  Me.  487.  649;  Steel  «.  South  Eastern  R.  Co.,  16  C.  B. 

f  Story  ou  Agency  [7th  ed.]  565;  Reedie  550;  contra,  Hart  «.  Ryan,  6  N.  Y.  Supp. 

t>.  Lond.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  4  Wels.,  Hurl.  931  [18891;  and  see  Larson  «.  Met.  St.  ft. 

&  Gord.  244;  see  Buffalo  v.  Hollonay,  8  Co.,  110  Mo.  284;  Campbell  0.  Lunsford, 

Seld.  493;  Hickock  v.  Pittsburgh,  16  N.  88  Ala.  512;  Edmund  sod  v.  Railroad  Co., 

Y.  161;    Kelly  v.  New  York,  1  Kernan  111  Pa.  St.  816;  Hughes  v.  Railroad  Co., 

482:  Storrs  v.  Utica,  17  N.  Y.  107;  Blake  89  Ohio  St.  461;  Eaton  v.  Railroad  Co.,  59 

v.  Ferris,  1  Seld.  48:  Pack  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Me.  520:  Schular  «.  Railroad  Co.,  88  Barb. 

Y.,  4  Seld.  222;  Steel*  The  8.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  658;   Callahan  v.  Railroad  Co.,  28  Iowa 

16  C.  B.  550;  Cuthbertaon  «.  Parsons,  12  562. 

C.  B.  304.  •  Bibb's,  Admr. ,  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co., 

*  Wood's  Masttr  and  Servant  598.  87  Ya.  711;  Smith  v.  Milwaukee  B.  &  T. 

*  Farren  «.  Sellers  (La.),  87  Alb.  Law  Exch.  (Wis.),  64  N.  W.  Rep  1041. 
Jour.  821  [18871.  7  Creushaw  «.  Ullman  (Mo.),  20  8.  W. 

*  Alabama    Mid.    Ry.    Co.    «.    Martin  Rep.  1077. 
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that  the  employer,  engineer,  or  architect  may  supervise  the  work  gen* 
orally; l 

that  the  work  shall  he  done  according  to  the  directions  and  to  the  per* 
feet  satisfaction  of  the  superintendent;1 

that  the  engineer  shall  have  power  to  direct  changes  in  the  time  and 
manner  of  conducting  the  work,"  or  in  the  plan  of  doing  the  work;4 

that  the  engineer  may  give  further  directions,  which  relate  only  to  the 
results  of  the  work  and  not  to  the  manner  of  its  performance;  * 

that  the  work  shall  be  under  the  supervision  of  an  architect,  who,  in  the 
event  the  work  being  delayed,  was  authorized  to  employ  another  builder, 
and  without  whose  consent  the  builder  could  not  sublet  any  of  the  work;  * 

that  the  work  shall  be  performed  under  the  supervision  of  the  engi- 
neer, at  whose  directions  objectionable  employees  should  be  discharged/ 
•or  simply  that  the  engineer  may  require  the  discharge  of  incompetent 
workmen;  ■ 

that  "  The  work  is  to  be  executed  under  the  supervision  of  the  engineer, 
officer  in  charge  or  his  agent.  *  *  *  No  material  of  any  description  will  be 
placed  in  the  works  without  his  knowledge  and  instructions  at  the  time. 
*  *  *  The  contractor  must  keep  upon  the  works  at  all  times  responsible 
agents,  who  shall  have  full  authority  to  carry  out  the  instructions  of  the 
agent  of  the  United  States;  *  *  *  and  all  material,  supervision,  and  labor 
furnished  by  the  contractor  will  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  engineer 
or  officer  in  charge;"* 

that  a  city  may  suspend  or  annul  the  contract,  and  oblige  the  contractor 
to  discharge  workmen  who  disobey  city  officers  ; ,e 

that  the  company  shall  have  the  right  to  control  the  contractor  or  to 
terminate  the  contract  if  the  work  be  not  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
company; " 

1  Many  cases  collected,  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  such  reservations  do  not  make  the  relation 

Ency.  Law  887-8;  Eaton  «.  European  &  one  of  master  and  servant.  Pierce  on  Rail- 

N.  A.  R.  Co.,  59  Me.  520;    Barry  v.  St.  roads  [1881]. 

Louis,  17  Mo.  121;  but  see  N.  O.,  M.  &  C.  •  Robinson  *.  Webb,  11  Bush.  464  [18751. 

R.  Co.  v.  Hanning,  15  Wall.  649.  '  McKinley  t>.  C.  8.  T.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.,  40 

*  Chambers  v.  Ohio  L.  J.  &  T.  Co.,  1  Mo.  App.  449  [1890] ;  Eaton  «.  E.  &  N.  A. 
Dist.     (Ohio)    829;    accord,     Forsyth    «.  Ry.  Co.,  59 Me.  520  [1871]  ;  Harris  t>.  Mc- 
Hooper,  11  Allen  (Mass.)  419;   Allen  9.  Namara  (Ala.),  12  So.  Rep.  108. 
Willard.  57  Pa.  St.  374;  Kelly  *.  Mayor,  •  Cuff  «.  Newark  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co.,  6 
11  N.  Y.  482.  Vroom  17,  85  N.  J.  Law  17  ;  Robinson  v. 

*  Erie  t>.  Caulkins,  85  Pa.  St.  247;  and  Webb,  11  Bush.  464  ;  Reedie  v.  Lond.  & 
cases  collected,  14  Amer.  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  N.  W.  R.  Co..  4  Exch.  244  ;  Hobbitt  v. 
841.  Lond.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co..  4  Exch.  254. 

4  Pack  «.  Mayor.  8  N.  Y.  222.  •  Callan  v.  Bull  (Gal.).  45Pac.  Rep.  1017. 

8  Pack  t>.  New  York,  8  N.  Y.  222;  Kelly  "  Under  direction  of  architect"  has  been 

v.  New  York,  11  N.  Y.  482;  Gourdier  v.  held  a  power  to  direct,  given  to  architect 

Cormack,  2  E    D.  Smith  254;  Schular  «.  for  the  protection  of  the  owner,  and  as  ap 

Hudson  R.  R.  Co.,  38  Barb.  658;  Callahan  plying  to  the  fitness  of  the  materials  and 

t>.  B.  &  M   R.  Co  ,  23  Iowa  562.  the  manner  in  which  the  work  was  done. 

Where  the  employment  is  under  a  con  Slater  v.  Mersereau,  64  N.  Y.  188  [1876]. 

tract  for  the  execution  of  a  certain  job  or  10  Blumb  v.  City  of  Kansas,  84  Mo  112. 

work,  and  the  choice  and  direction  of  the  "  Pack  *.  Mayor.  4  Seld.  222  ;  Schular  o. 

servants  still  remain  with  the  contractor,  H.  R  R.  Co.,  W  Barb.  655  [1862];  Wray 
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that  the  company  or  owner  shall  have  the  right  to  direct  how  the  work 
should  be  performed,  and  by  the  specifications  provided  that  the  ground  be 
cleared  of  all  perishable  materials,  which  were  to  be  removed  or  burned  as 
the  engineer  might  direct ;  and  the  company  was  held  not  liable  notwith- 
standing that  the  engineer,  in  the  progress  of  the  work,  ordered  an  employee- 
of  the  subcontractor  to  set  fire  to  and  burn  the  rubbish  from  which  the  fire 
escaped,  it  being  shown  that  the  fire  escaped  not  from  the  burning  simply,, 
but  by  reason  of  the  negligent  manner  in  which  it  was  done ; l 

that  the  engineer  shall  have  power  to  direct  changes  in  the  time  and 
manner  of  conducting  the  work;  * 

that  the  engineer  or  architect  may  criticise  the  method  of  erection  and 
the  workmanship,  if  he  has  not  the  power  to  direct  the  methods  of  the  con- 
tractor in  the  erection  ;  * 

that  the  architect  may  direct  that  certain  things  be  done  by  the  con- 
tractor, where  he  has  not  exercised  any  control  of  the  manner  of  doing  the 
work  or  his  choice  of  workmen ; 4 

that  the  contractor  shall  be  liable  to  the  owner  for  all  negligent  acts,  and 
that  the  owner  may  retaiu  from  moneys  due  the  contractor  a  sum  sufficient 
to  meet  all  damages  suffered  from  injuries  done;  * 

that  the  work  and  materials  may  be  inspected  by  the  city  officers  to  see 
that  the  specifications  are  fulfilled;  that  certain  kinds  of  work  should  be 
done  by  workmen  approved  by  the  engineer;  that  no  tunneling  should  be 
allowed  except  by  his  permission;  that  if  in  excavation  any  obstruction  were 
met,  which  said  engineer  thought  should  be  avoided,  the  work  should  be 
measured  and  the  excavation  filled  in;  that  the  work  should  be  prosecuted 
at  as  many  points  as  said  engineer  should  from  time  to  time  determine; 
that  plank  foundations  should  be  laid  when  the  engineer  thought  them 
needed;  that  all  work  should  be  done  according  to  the  plan  and  direction  of 
the  engineer;  that  certain  rock  should  be  excavated  with  as  little  blasting 
as  possible,  under  immediate  supervision  of  the  engineer;  that  laborers  and 
tools  objected  to  by  the  engineer  should  be  removed;  and  that  the  con- 
tractor should  be  responsible  for  damages  to  neighboring  property,  and 
at  his  own  expense  shore  up,  protect,  and  restore  all  improvements  dis- 
turbed or  injured;  * 

that  the  contractor  shall  employ  competent  foremen  and  workmen  and 
experienced  mechanics,  and  shall  immediately  discharge,  whenever  required 
to  do  so  by  the  engineer,  any  men  considered  by  the  engineer  to  be  incompe- 

.  Evans,  80  Pa.  St.  102  [1875]  ;  Blumb  v.  (Va.),  14  S.  £.  Rep.  176  [1892],  many  cases 

City  of  Kansas,  supra.  cited,  a  long  case  reviewing  many  cases ; 

1  Callahan  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R  Co.,  23 Iowa  Morgan  v.  Smith  (Mass.),  85  N.  E.  Rep. 

562  [1867] ;  see  aUo  Eaton  v.  E.  &  N.  A.  101 

Ry.  Co.,  59  Me.  520  [1871] ;  but  see  St.  4  Morgan  t>.  Smith,  supra, 

Johns  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Shalley  (Fla.).  14  So.  5  Tibbetts  v.  Knox  &  L.  R,  Co.,  62  M<\ 

R«>p.  890.  487. 

*  Erie  v.  CaulkiuB.  85  Pa.  St.  247.  «  Norwalk    Gaslight    Co.    «.    Nor  wait 

■»  Bibb's  Adm'r  v.  Norfolk  W.  R.  R.  Co.  (Conn.),  28  Atl.  Rep.  82. 
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tent  or  disorderly,  or  disposed  to  foment  discontent  or  mischief  on  the 
work;  * 

or  that  the  contractor  shall  employ  and  pay  the  laborers  and  do  the 
work  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  company's  engineer;  increase  the  force 
•of  laborers  whenever  required  by  said  engineer,  and  discharge  any  laborer 
who  might  be  offensive  to  the  company ; 

or  that  in  case  of  failure  to  complete  the  work  within  the  time  stipulated 
the  company  might  employ  laborers  and  complete  it  at  his  expense;  that  the 
contractor  should  remove  or  burn  up  all  trees,  logs,  and  other  perishable 
materials  along  the  line  of  the  road,  and  be  responsible  for  damages  as  be- 
tween  himself  and  the  company;  and  that  the  company's  assistant  engineer 
shall  personally  direct  the  execution  of  the  work.* 

668.  Advice  in  Begard  to  Eeserving  Control  of  Work  and  of  Contractor. 
— Without  going  into  further  detail  it  should  be  clear  that  certain  of  these 
stipulations  are  undesirable  features  of  a  construction  contract,  if  indeed 
not  perilous  to  the  interests  and  success  of  a  project.  Accidents  do  and  will 
occur,  and  misfortunes  do  not  always  come  singly,  and  prudent  managers 
and  owners  will  prefer  the  safe  side.  It  is  foolhardy  to  assume  risks  and 
losses  that  can  be  avoided  by  a  little  foresight  and  precaution,  and  the  con- 
tract is  the  place  to  provide  that  no  liability  shall  attach  to  the  employer  for 
the  misdoings  and  neglect  of  servants  over  whom  he  has  little  or  no  control. 
It  must  be  evident  that  the  stipulations  as  usually  written  and  employed  are 
perilous  to  the  interests  of  the  company,  and  should  be  drafted  with  extreme 
care,  unless  it  is  the  express  intention  of  the  company  to  retain  the  control 
of  the  work  and  to  be  responsible  for  the  omissions,  negligence,  and  blun- 
ders of  the  contractor  and  his  employees,  etc.* 

1  Cuff  v.  Newark  &  N.  T.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  •  Rogers  t .  Florence  R.  Co.  (B.  Car.).  • 

J.  Law  17  [1870] ;  State  v.  Williams,  1  8.  B.  Rep.  1060  [1889],  ft.  o.  40  Alb.  L. 

Vroom.  103;   Reedle  «.  Railway  Co.,  4  Jour.  22& 

Exch.  244;  Hobbett  *  London,  cto.,  R.  •  Of  the  clauses  given  Sees.  647  to  600,  the 

Co.,  4  Rich.  264.  not  one  Is  usually  to  be  preferred. 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

NONPERFORMANCE    OP     CONTRACT.      IMPOSSIBILITY    OP 

PERFORMANCE. 

COMPLETION   PREVENTED   BY   CIRCUMSTANCES    BEYOND    THE    CONTROL    OP 
EITHER    PARTY.      CASUALTIES  AND   DESTRUCTION  OF  WORKS  BEFORE  COM- 
PLETION.     WORK   MORE  ARDUOUS  OR  ONEROUS  THAN    WAS  EXPECTED. 

669.  Performance  of  Contract  Impossible— Construction  Contracts  Whose 
Performance  is  Impossible. — Contracts  are  impossible  and  their  performance 
will  be  excused  either  when  (1)  the  nature  of  the  obligation  is  such  that 
it  cannot  by  any  means  be  accomplished,  or  (2)  when  some  event  has  super- 
vened which  has  rendered  the  performance  of  the  contract  either  legally  or 
physically  impossible. l  The  authorities  agree  that  a  contract  created  by  law 
which  is  absolutely  and  palpably  impossible  will  not  be  enforced,  but  per- 
formance will  be  excused.  A  person  is  not  required  to  contend  with  Provi- 
dence or  in  his  private  capacity  to  contend  with  the  public  enemy.1 

There  is  little  if  any  direct  authority  for  the  statement  that  an  agree- 
ment impossible  in  itself  is  void.  "The  ground  of  such  a  dictum  is  prob- 
ably that  the  nature  of  such  an  agreement  shows  in  itself  that  there  was 
no  serious  intention  of  contracting  and  therefore  no  real  agreement."  * 
When  the  performance  of  an  agreement  becomes  impossible  bylaw  the  agree- 
ment becomes  void.4  Contracts  contrary  to  law  are  without  binding  effect 
and  therefore  void.*  An  agreement  is  not  void  merely  because  its  per- 
formance is  physically  impossible,  nor  does  it  become  void  because  the  per- 
formance has  become  impossible  in  fact,  without  fault  of  either  party,  unless,, 
by  the  intention  expressed  or  implied  from  the  terms  of  their  agreement,  the 
performance  was  conditioned  on  the  possibility  continuing.*  If  the  act 
undertaken  is  notoriously  physically  impossible,  and  was  known  to  be  so  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into,  it  will  not  be  a  binding  contract, 

1  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  176.  So  held  when  in  drilling  ft  well  the  auger 

8  State  v.  Clark,  73  N.  C.  256:  Norcross  broke  off  and  became  "stuck"  in  the  well. 

«  Clark,  58  Me.  108;  Mosley  v.  Baker,  2  Barrett  «.  Austin  (Cal.)t  81  Pnc.  Rep.  3 

Sneed  (Tenn.)  862.  [18021 ;  and  «*,  Brinkerhoff  t>.  Elliott,  48 

3  Pollock  on  Contracts  [4th  ed.l  &52.  Mo.  App.  185;  School  Trustees  v.  Bennett, 

4  Pollock  on  Contracts  [4th  ed.J  351.  8  Dutch  515;  Bube  v.  Johnson,  19  Wend. 
*  Pollock  on  Contracts  [4th    eri.]  852;  500. 

Paradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn  26. 

*8ee  Chap.  Ill,  Sees.  71-88,  mpra 
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unless  the  contractor  has  taken  upon  himself  to  warrant  that  it  was  possible.1 
A  party  may,  by  absolute  contract,  bind  himself  to  perform  things  which 
subsequently  become  impossibilities,  or  to  pay  damage  for  their  nonper- 
formance, and  such  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  an  unqualified  undertak- 
ing when  the  event  which  causes  the  impossibility  might  have  been  foreseen 
and  guarded  against,  or  when  the  impossibility  arises  from  the  act  or  default 
of  the  promisor;  but  when  the  event  is  of  such  a  character  that  it  cannot 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  contemplation  of  the  contracting 
parties,  they  will  not  be  held  bound  by  general  words,  which,  though  large 
enough  to  include,  were  not  used  with  reference  to,  the  possibility  of  the 
particular  contingency  which  afterwards  happens.1 

A  thing  is  not  to  be  deemed  impossible  simply  because  it  never  yet  has 
been  done.1  Gases  arise  in  which  a  man  has  undertaken  to  do  that  which 
turns  out  to  be  impossible,  yet  he  may  be  bound  by  his  agreement.  Many 
things  have  become  possible  that  were  supposed  to  be  utterly  impossible,  and 
this  not  only  in  the  well-known  instances  of  mechanical  invention  and  the 
application  of  scientific  discovery,  but  in  the  realm  of  pure  mathematics. 
Sylvester  has  solved  certain  algebraic  and  geometrical  problems  long  thought 
insoluble,  and  Peaucellier  a  form  of  the  problem  of  link  motion.  A  contract 
to  make  a  flying- machine,  with  the  warrant  that  it  shall  fly,  may  be  a  good 
contract; 4  so  too,  one  to  draw  or  lift  water  more  than  34  feet  by  a  suction- 
pump.  It  is  submitted  that  the  undertaking  must  be  one  that  is  within  the 
serious  contemplation  of  a  reasonable  man.  Whether  an  agreement  to  con- 
struct  a  perpetual-motion  machine  or  to  fly  to  the  moon  would  be  recog- 
nized as  a  binding  contract  may  well  be  doubted.6  We  have  read  lately 
of  contracts  to  make  rain  in  the  Western  States,  and  presume  that  the  won- 
derful (?)  Keely  motor  of  Philadelphia  has  furnished  some  instances  of  the 
impossible;  but  of  decisions  in  these  cases  by  the  courts  the  author  has  no 
knowledge.* 

In  such  cases  the  question  is  not  so  much  whether  the  thing  is  absolutely 
impossible  as  it  is  one  of  intention  of  the  parties.  The  thing  stipulated  for 
may  be  so  absurd  that  the  paties  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  contracted  for 
it,  or  if  they  did,  that  they  were  not  possessed  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
capacity  to  contract.  If  the  contractor  by  his  own  contract  assumes  a  duty 
or  charge  he  is  bound  to  make  it  good,  notwithstanding  any  accident  by 
inevitable  necessity,  for  he  might  have  provided  against  such  misfortunes 
by  his  contract.7 


1  Addison  on  Contracts  [8th  ed.]  1196. 

*  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Hy.  Co.  r.  Hoyt, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep  779 

*  Duncan  v.  Gibson,  45  Mo.  852;  The 
Harriman.  9  Wallace  161;  Walker  t>. 
Tucker,  70  111.  527;  McDonald  v.  Gardiner, 
56  Wis.  35. 

4  Paddock  ©.  Robinson,  68  111.  99;  Havi- 
land  v.  Hals'ead,  34  N.  Y.  648 


5  See  Pollock  on  Contracts  350-4 ;  Walker 
v.  Tucker,  70  111.  527;  Gilmer  v.  Tucker, 
42  Ala.  9;  Metcalf  on  Contracts  211. 

*  See  in  point,  Bube  ©.  Johnson,  19 
Wend.  500. 

7  Davis  v.  Smith,  15  Mo.  467;  Brinker- 
hoff  v.  Elliott,  48  Mo.  App.  185;  School 
Dist.  v.  Dauchy,  25  Conn.  530;  Ju meson  c. 
McDaniel,  25  Miss.  88;  Bacon  e.  Cobb,  45 
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If  a  condition  precedent  is  not  known  to  be  impossible  when  the  contract 
is  made,  and  it  afterwards  becomes  so,  the  other  party  cannot  be  placed  in 
default  while  even  for  this  cause  it  remains  unperformed.1 

If  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  has  been  destroyed  and  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  lias  been  rendered  impossible  thereby,  the  contract  may 
in  some  cases  be  avoided.8  * 

670.  Impossibility  of  Performance  Caused  by  Act  of  Owner,  f — The  case 
of  impossibility  of  performance  caused  by  an  act  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract  involves  quite  different  considerations,  because  a  party  must  be 
responsible  for  the  consequences  of  his  own  act.  "  It  is  a  clear  principle  of 
law  that  if  by  any  act  of  one  of  the  parties  the  performance  of  a  contract  is 
rendered  impossible,  then  the  other  side  may,  if  they  choose,  rescind  the  con- 
tract; '  and  it  appears  to  be  sufficient,  if  the  contract  cannot  be  performed  in 
the  manner  stipulated,  though  it  can  be  performed  in  some  other  manner 
not  very  different/' 4  A  promise  is  excused  if  the  performance  of  it  is  ren- 
dered impossible  by  an  act  of  the  owner.  Thus,  where  a  contract  is  made  for 
work  to  be  completed  by  a  fixed  day  under  penalties  of  so  much  per  day  for 
delay,  the  contractor  is  excused  the  penalties  for  delays  caused  by  the  default 
or  interference  of  the  employer.*  J 

Where  the  owner  and  his  agents  prevented  the  contractor  from  complet- 
ing the  work  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  contract,  by  ordering  extra  work 
and  neglecting  to  supply  necessary  drawings  in  time,  and  his  architect  or 
agent  continued  to  supervise  it  after  that  time,  and  it  was  completed  as  soon 
as  the  owner's  interruptions  and  required  alterations  allowed,  it  is  no  ground 
for  resisting  a  recovery  that  the  work  was  not  finished  by  the  time  specified 
in  the  contract."  If  the  contractor  is  prevented  from  performing  his  con- 
tract, or  any  part  thereof,  by  default  or  refusal  of  the  owner,  the  perform- 
ance is  to  that  extent  excused.  The  contractor  may  recover  any  loss  incurred 
thereby,  or  if  the  breach  goes  to  the  essence  of  the  contract  [is  important], 
the  contractor  may  rescind  the  contract  and  recover  for  what  he  has  furnished 


111.  47;  Bunn  v.  Prather,  21  111.  217;  Bar- 
rett *.  Austin,  supra. 

1  Howell  v.  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co., 
44  N.  Y.  276;  Mizell  v.  Burnett,  4  Jones 
(N  C.)  279;  see  19  Am.  Law  Reg.  (N.  8.) 
648;  White  t>.  Mann,  26  Me.  861,  and  Eng- 
lish cases  in  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  47, 
note. 

f  Strickland*.  Turner,  7Exch.  217;  Clif- 
ford t>  Watts,  L.  R  5  C.  P.  586,  where 
clay  to  be  dug  gave  out;  Taylor  9.  Cald- 
well, 3  B.  &  8.  888;  and  Livingston  Co.  e. 
Graves,  82  Mo.  479,  where  a  bridge  that  was 
to  be  kept  in  repair  was  destroyed  by  Are; 
but  see  Brecknock  Co.  v.  Pritchard,  6  T.  R. 
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*  Many  eases,  29  Amer.  &  Enar.  Ency. 


Law  908. 

*  Panama  Tel.  Co.  v.  India  Rubber  Tel. 
Work*.  L.  R.  10  Ch.  582:  Planche  t>  Col- 
burn,  8  Bin*.  14;  Leake's  Digest  of  Con- 
tracts, p.  708  [1878]. 

•Holme  v.  Guppy,  8  M.  &  W.  887; 
Haughery  t>.  Thiberge,  24  La.  Am.  442; 
McAndrews  v.  Tippet t,  89  N.  J.  Law  105; 
Thornhill  v.  Neats,  8  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  831; 
Russell  u.Baudiera,  18  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  149; 
Pollock  on  Contracts  [4th  edj  881;  Stand- 
ard Gas  Lt.  Co.  o.  Wood,  61  Fed.  Rep.  74; 
Ketchum  v.  Zeilsdorf,  26  Wis.  514. 

•  Thomas  v.  Pleurv.  26  N.  Y.  26  [1862]; 
White*.  Braddock  School  Dist.,  159  Pa. 
St.  201. 


*  See  Sec.  676,  infra.        t  See  Sec.  826,  supra.        J  See  Sees.  821-6,  and  585,  supra. 
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or  done.1  The  owner  who  keeps  a  contractor  from  fulfilling  his  part  of  a 
•contract  must  pay  or  settle  the  damages  that  the  contractor  suffers.9  One 
cannot  maintain  a  suit  against  a  contractor  for  not  doing  what  he  has  put 
out  of  the  contractor's  power  to  do.1 

If  the  owner  has  interrupted  the  performance  of  the  contract  and  ren- 
dered it  impossible,  it  will  excuse  performance  on  the  part  of  the  contractor.4 
The  owner  cannot  thereafter  take  advantage  of  the  nonperformance  by  the 
-contractor  and  thereby  avoid  liability.6  If  the  owner  has  been  the  cause  of 
nonperformance,  the  contractor  is  discharged  from  the  liability.*  If  a  con- 
tractor has  undertaken  to  produce  the  certificate  of  the  owner's  engineer 
that  wprk  has  been  done  according  to  the  contract  or  to  the  engineer's  satis- 
faction before  he  will  demand  any  pay,  and  the  production  of  the  certifi- 
■cate  is  prevented  by  the  owner,  it  will  excuse  his  failure  to  produce  it,  and 
he  may  recover  his  pay  without  it.7  * 

671.  Provision  by  Which  Contractor  Assumes  Bisks  and  Dangers  of 

Destruction  of  Works. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  declared  and  agreed  that  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  work  to  its  completion  and  final  acceptance  by  the 
engineer,  the  structure,  building,  or  works  shall  be  under  the  con- 
tractor's care  and  charge,  who  hereby  agrees  and  undertakes  to  rebuild, 
repair,  restore,  and  make  good  all  injuries,  damages,  re-erections,  and 
repairs  occasioned  or  rendered  necessary  by  accidental  causes,  or  by 
flood,  storm,  tempest,  lightning,  fire,  earthquakes,  or  trespassers,  or  other 
means,  artificial  or  natural,  to  all  or  any  portion  of  the  works  during 
construction  or  before  the  final  acceptance  and  occupation  of  the  works 
by  the  owner,  company,  or  city,  or  its  engineer;  and  to  hold  the  em- 
ployer harmless  from  any  claims  for  injuries  to  persons  or  to  structures 
or  from  any  damage  to  property  happening  from  any  neglect,  default, 
want  of  proper  care,  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  contractor,  or  of 
any  one  in  his  employ,  during  the  execution  of  the  work." 

This  clause  is  frequently  met  in  English  contracts,  but  from  what  fol- 
lows it  will  be  seen  that  the  law  requires  all  that  the  first  part  of  the  clause 
provides  for,  and  the  second  part,  making  the  contractor  responsible  for  in- 
juries to  others  and  their  estates,  is  covered  in  clauses  given  in  Sees.  630-637. 

The  clause  is  recommended  in  all  contracts  which  are  not  clearly  entire, 
and  it  is  an  extra  safeguard  in  any  contract  where  partial  payments  are 
made,  or  where  the  works  are  large  and  complicated  or  numerous. 

1  Pollock  on  Contracts  [4th  ed.]    880:  Black f.  222. 

many  com*  in  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  4  People  «.  Ins.  Co.,  91  N.  Y.  174;  Leo- 

-908  pold  v.  Salkcy,  89  111.  412;  Ohio  R.  R.  v. 

•  Wallman  *.   Society  of  C.  45  N.  Y.  Yohe,   51  Ind.  181;  Walker  *.   Fltto,  24 
485;  Blood  v.  Enos,  12  Yt.  625;  St.  Louis  v.  Pick  191. 

McDonald,  10  Mo.  609.  *  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  188. 

*  Gibson  «.  D unman,  1  Hill  (S.  C.)  289;         *  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  184. 
•Coal  Co.  9.  O'Hern.  8  Md.  197;  Stewart  t>.         *  Guldet  «.  Mayor,  86  Super.  Ct.  557, 
Xeteltas,  86  N.  Y.  888;  McKee  v.  Miller,  4  562;  see  other  eases* 

*See  8ecs.  418-444,  supra. 
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672.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Insure  Works  against  Loss  by  Fire,. 

Floods,  Tempest,  etc. 

Clause:  "And  the  builder  further  agrees  that  he  shall  and  will 
forthwith  insure  and  keep  insured  the  buildings  and  works  herein  pro- 
Tided  for  during  the  progress  of  suoh  work,  and  until  the  same  shall 
be  completed  and  delivered  to  the  owner,  from  loss  or  damage  by  fire, 
lightning,  etc.,  in  such  insurance  company  or  companies  as  the  said 
owner  shall  approve/' 

678.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Insure  the  Works. 

Clause:  "The  contractors  are  to  insure  the  building  against  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  in  a  company  to  be  approved,  in  the  joint  names  of  the 
owner  and  contractors,  for  half  the  value  of  the  work  executed,  until  it 
shall  be  covered  in,  and  thenceforth  until  completion  in  three-fourths  of 
the  amount  of  such  value,  and  are,  upon  request,  to  produce  to  the- 
architect  the  policies  and  the  receipts  for  the  premiums  for  such  insur- 
ance. All  moneys  received  under  such  policies  are  to  be  applied  in  or 
towards  the  rebuilding  or  reparation  of  the  work  destroyed  or  injured. 
In  case  of  neglect  to  insure,  the  employer  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  insure 
the  works  and  deduct  the  amount  of  the  premiums  from  any  moneys, 
payable  to  the  contractors/' 

The  propriety  of  these  clauses  will  be  appreciated  from  what  follows,  and 
it  will  be  seen  that  there  are  times  when  the  owner  should  take  out  insur- 
ance in  his  own  name,  as  when  he  lets  a  job  in  parts,  as  the  masonry,  car- 
pentry, plumbing,  and  painting,  to  different  contractors.*  A  policy  of 
insurance  issued  to  the  owner  will  not,  it  seems,  insure  the  contractor's 
interests.1 

An  agreement  to  repair,  it  seems,  is  not  an  undertaking  to  insure  the* 
existence  of  the  structure,*  but  an  agreement  to  keep  in  order  was  held  to 
require  the  contractor  to  rebuild  when  a  bridge  was  carried  away  by  an. 
extraordinary  flood.1    A  tenant  occupying  a  building  under  a  lease,  with  an: 
agreement  to  keep  in  repair,  has  been  held  bound  to  rebuild.4 

674.  Complete  Performance  Prevented  by  Misfortune  Beyond  the  Control, 
of  Either  Party— Casualty— Work  Destroyed  without  Fault  of  Either  Party. 
— If  a  contractor  voluntarily  agree  to  perform  work  or  render  service  in 
consideration  of  payment  on  completion  of  the  whole,  and  the  full  perform- 
ance is  prevented  by  accident,  as  by  destruction  of  the  works  by  fire,  flood, 
or  tempest,  and  without  fault  of  the  owner,  he  has  no  claim  for  the  part 
performance  before  the  disaster  occurred.*  If  the  contract  for  the  erection 
of  a  structure  be  entire,  and  there  is  no  provision  in  the  contract  against 
accident  or  inevitable  necessity,  and  the  structure  is  destroyed  before  its. 

1  Trustees  of  Academy  v.  InsurauceCos.  4  Bullock  v.  Dommett,  6  T.  R.  65  ;  and: 

(Wis.).  66  IT.  W.  Rep.  1140.  see  Appleby  v.  Myers.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  653. 

*  Livingston  Co.  v.  Graves  32  Mo.  479  *  Leake's    Digest    of   Contracts   68-70^ 

1  Brecknock  Co.  t>.   Pritcbanl,  6  T.  K  enses.  29  Amer.  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  906. 
?50. 

*  .*•*  Sec.  070,  infra. 
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completion  or  acceptance  by  the-  owner,  and  without  fault  of  eith  „  party, 
the  loss  falls  upon  the  contractor,  and  he  can  recover  no  compensation  for 
his  labor  and  materials.1  The  obligation  to  build  not  being  imposed  by 
law,  but  arising  from  the  contractor's  own  voluntary  agreement,  its  non- 
performance is  not  excused  by  inevitable  accident.*  If  the  contract  be 
entire,  or  it  is  the  express  and  evident  intention  of  the  parties  to  have  the 
contract  fully  performed  before  any  liability  should  arise,  then  the  con- 
tractor cannot  recover  for  a  part  performance  of  his  contract.' 

If  the  contract  be  for  separate  items  of  work  and  the  price  is  apportioned 
to  each  item/  or  if  it  be  at  a  rate  per  unit  measure/  so  that  the  cost  of  each 
item  may  be  determined/  then  the  contract  is  not  entire,  but  severable.  A 
contract  to  build  a  structure  to  be  paid  for  by  installments  as  the  work  pro- 
gressed was  held  severable/  If  the  contract  provide  for  the  payment  of 
definite  sums  at  different  periods,  before  the  completion  of  the  entire  work,, 
it  is  severable,  and  suit  may  be  brought  upon  it  as  the  installments  come 
due/  An  undertaking  to  build  for  a  fixed  sum  was  held  an  entire  contract, 
though  the  work  was  to  be  paid  for  from  time  to  time  as  it  progressed  at  the 
price  fixed  by  the  estimates  made  by  the  engineer.  Partial  payments  as 
work  progresses  do  not  alone  make  a  contract  severable.*  * 

When  a  landscape  architect  and  dealer  in  gardeners'  materials  sub- 
mitted an  estimate  for  labor  and  materials  in  laying  out  grounds,  specify- 
ing the  different  items  of  labor,  trees,  vines,  grass-seed,  etc.,  giving  the 
price  and  sum  of  each  item,  and  also  recommended  three  tons  of  sheep 
manure  for  fertilizing  the  ground,  which  he  could  furnish  at  $38  per  ton, 
and  his  estimate,  including  the  manure,  was  accepted,  there  was  an  indi- 
visible contract  for  the  whole  work  and  materials,  and  no  action  could  be  had 
separately  for  the  manure  without  proof  of  performance  of  the  whole  con- 
tract.1*   A  contract  which  has  for  its  object  the  making  of  a  stream  navi- 


1  Adams  v.  Nichols  (Mass.),  19  Pick. 
279  [1887] ;  Eaton  v.  School  District,  28 
Wis.  874  [1868]  ;  School  Dist.  *.  Dnuchy, 
25  Conn.  580,  structure  destroyed  by  light- 
ning ;  Lumber  Co.  v.  Punlum.  41  Ohio  St. 
874  [18751 :  Bacon  v.  Cobb,  45  111.  47 ;  Ap- 
pleby v.  Myers  (Eng.).  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  651 
[1867] ;  Fildew  v.  Besley,  42  Mich.  100 ; 
Parker  v.  Scott  (la.),  47  N.  W.  Rep.  1078 
[1891]:  Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y. 
272 ;  Dermot  «.  Jones,  2  Wail.  1 ;  Shiues' 
Execs.  t>.  Heimburger,  1  Mo.  App.  Reptr. 
Ill  ;  and  see  Clearv  v.  Sohier,  120  Muss. 
310  ;  Partridge  t>.  Forsyth,  29  Ala.  200  ; 
Edwards  «.  Derrickson,  4  Dutch.  89 ;  s.  c. 
5  Dutch.  468  ;  Tompkins  «.  Dudley,  25  N. 
Y.  274. 

'  Haynes  v.  Second  Baptist  Ch  ,  88  Mo. 
285 ;  and  see  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  L  »w 
906. 

1  Roberto  t>.  Havelock,  8  B.  &  A<1.  401  ; 


Morton  v.  Read,  2  8.  &  M.  585  ;  Chambers. 
v.  King,  8  Mo.  517 ;  Kettle  v.  Harvey,  21 
Yt.  801 ;  Addisou  on  Contracts.  400. 

4  Dibal  !>.  Minott,  9  Iowa  408. 

6  8tewart  v.  Weaver,  12  Ala.  588. 

•  Wright  t>.  Petrie,  1  Smed.  &  M.  Ch. 
(Miss.)  282  ;  and  see  Gomer  v.  McPhee 
(Colo.  App.),  81  Pac.  Rep.  119. 

1  Wright  v  Petrie,  supra. 

•  Keeler  c.  Clifford,  6*  111.  App.  64  ;  of- 
firmed  in  (III.  Sup.)  46  N.  E.  Rep.  248. 

•  Cox  t>.  Western  Pac.  R.  Co.,  44  Cal. 
18 ;  Quigley  v.  DeHaas,  82  Pa.  St.  26T 
[1876]  :  and  see  School  Trustees  v  Bennett. 
27  N.  J.  Law  518 :  Butterfield  v.  Byron, 
158  Miss.  517  :  Muusey  v.  Todella  Pen  Co. 
(Sup.) 88  N.  Y.  Supp.  159;  Parker  «.  Troy 
&  R.  R.  Co.  27  Vr.  766 

10  Manila  v.  Sullivan  Couuty  Ciub  (Sup.),. 
88  N.  Y.  Supp.  55. 


•SeScr.  G77.  i  tri. 
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gable,  which  is  one  undertaking  for  one  price,  was  held  entire,  although  the 
undertaking  did  consist  of  several  items,  and  the  price  was  apportioned  to 
the  several  items  for  convenience,  because  the  work  was  to  be  paid  for  as 
the  work  progressed,  and  the  contract  provided  that  "out  of  the  above 
estimated  costs  of  each  of  the  respective  divisions  of  the  work  the  company 
shall  be  privileged  to  retain  fifteen  per  cent,  until  the  whole  is  completed 
in  a  satisfactory  manner  according  to  contract/'  The  court  held  that 
notwithstanding  the  general  rule  that  if  a  contract  consist  of  several  and 
distinct  items,  and  the  price  to  be  paid  is  apportioned  to  each  item  to  be 
performed,  or  is  left  to  be  implied  by  law,  such  a  contract  will  be  severable; 
yet  the  conditions  of  this  rule  will  not  override  the  clear  intention  of  the 
parties,  gathered  from  the  whole  subject-matter  of  the  contract.1 

A  contract  to  pay  sums  of  money  for  $1  and  in  consideration  of  the 
advantages  that  a  railroad  coming  through  a  town  would  bring— a  certain 
sum  when  the  road  was  graded,  another  when  ironed,  the  road  to  be  com- 
pleted by  a  certain  date — was  held  an  entire  contract,  and  no  recovery  was 
allowed  unless  the  road  was  completed.9 

If  the  contractor  has  agreed  to  erect  certain  machinery  on  the  owner's 
premises,  the  price  to  be  paid  on  the  completion  of  the  whole,  and  in  the 
course  of  the  work  the  machinery  and  premises  were  destroyed  by  an  acci- 
dental fire,  he  has  no  claim  for  the  portions  of  the  work  which  were  done  before 
the  fire.'  The  court  said :  "The  contractor  having  undertaken  to  do  an  entire 
work  for  a  specific  sum,  can  recover  nothing  unless  the  work  be  done,  or  it  can 
be  shown  that  it  was  the  owner's  fault  that  the  work  was  incomplete,  or  that 
there  is  something  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  parties  have  entered 
into  a  subsequent  agreement." 4 

If  the  pccident  or  casualty  can  be  attributed  to  the  negligence  or  want 
of  reasonable  care,  skill,  and  expense  of  the  owner,  it  seems  he  is  liable  for 
work  done  prior  to  the  destruction  of  the  works.  It  was  so  held  when  a 
retaining  wall  was  undermined  by  heavy  rains  and  gave  way,  precipitating 
a  land  slide  which  destroyed  the  works.  The  owner  was  held  to  be  required 
to  provide  a  reasonably  safe  place  for  the  erection  of  the  structure,  and 
that  the  contract  implied  an  undertaking  on  the  owner's  par4:  that  the 
site  chosen  was  free  from  danger.*    In  another  case,  where  a  building  fell 


'Quigley  v.  De  Haas,  82  Pa.  St.  967 
[1876];  but  see  Crawford  v.  McKinney 
(Pa.),  80AU.  Rep.  1047. 

1  Gray  v.  Hinton  (Neb.).  7  Fed.  Rep.  81 
1881];  eee  also  Norrington  v.  Wright,  115 
J  8.  188;  Stephenson  v.  Cady,  117  Mass. 
6;  Cohen  v.  Piatt,  69  K.  Y.  848;  Rugg  v. 
M<>ore,  110  Pa.  286. 

»  Appleby  v.  Myers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  651 ; 
Hughes  €.  Lenny,  5  M.  &  W.  188. 

4  Accord,  Sic  ire  1  v  Em  ton  A  Prince  Co. 
<H1.  Sup.),  46  N.  £.  Rep.  449  [1897];  but 


v 


$ee-  Gilbert  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Butler  (Mass.),  15 
N.  E.  Rep.  76  [1888],  where  recovery  was 
allowed.  The  fact  that  the  materials  used 
have  become  the  property  of  the  owner  does 
not  alter  the  case,  if  he  has  not  accepted 
the  structure  as  completed  under  the  terms 
of  the  contract.  Appleby  *.  Myers,  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  651  [1867]. 

'  Sinnott  *.  Mull  Id.  82  Pa.  St.  888  [18761; 
Whitfield  v.  Zellnor,  2  Cush.  (Miss.)  668, 
work  a  nuisance  and  enjoined. 
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before  it  was  completed  by  reason  of  latent  defects  of  the  soil,  it  was  held 
that  the  loss  fell  upon  the  contractor.1  * 

Buildings  in  process  of  erection  upon  the  land  of  the  owner,  under  an 
entire  contract  to  pay  upon  completion,  which  are  destroyed  by  fire,  or  by 
storms,  or  by  floods  come  within  the  same  rule.  A  printer  engaged  to  print  a 
work,  which  is  destroyed  by  fire  before  delivery,  cannot  recover  the  price.1  A 
person  who  covenanted  to  build  a  bridge  and  keep  it  in  repair  for  a  certain 
time,  was  held  bound  to  rebuild  the  bridge,  although  it  was  broken  down 
by  an  extraordinary  flood,9  and  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  building  of  a 
bridge  on  a  certain  site  and  to  maintain  it  for  seven  years  was  held  valid, 
and  the  obligee  liable  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  condition,  although 
the  maintenance  of  a  bridge  on  the  site  was  found  to  be  impossible.4  An 
insurance  company  who  undertook  to  reinstate  tlie  insured  premises  which 
had  been  damaged  by  fire,  were  held  not  to  be  excused  from  their  contract 
by  reason  of  the  public  authorities  having  subsequently  taken  down  the 
premises  as  dangerous,  although  on  account  of  defects  not  caused  by  the 
fire.6  An  agreement  to  build  a  bridge  according  to  specifications  drawn  up 
by  the  engineer  of  the  employer,  and  which  were  found  to  be  impracticable, 
was  held  to  have  been  made  on  both  sides  upon  the  assumed  practicability 
of  the  specifications,  and  that  the  contractor  could  not  charge  the  employer 
with  an  implied  warranty  that  the  plans  were  practicable.6 

875.  Destruction  of  Works  Does  Hot  Excuse  Failure  to  Complete  by  a 
Specified  Time. — If  the  contractor  has  undertaken  to  complete  the  structure 
on  or  before  a  certain  date  and  for  a  price  named,  he  is  bound  to  do  so,  and 
the  destruction  of  the  building  by  fire  or  storm  without  fault  of  the  owner 
will  be  no  excuse  at  law  for  his  failure  to  complete  by  the  date  named.' 
If  delay  is  caused  by  owner,  it  may  change  the  rule,8  but  the  mere  ordering 
of  extra  work  will  not  absolve  a  builder  from  consequences  of  a  delay  in 
completing  the  work  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  his  contract.9  If  the 
owner  is  not  in  default,  no  additional  compensation  for  loss  by  contractor 
in  consequence  of  the  destruction  of  his  works  can  be  claimed;  he  can  de- 
mand payment  for  his  work  when  he  has  completed  his  contract,  and  then 
only  the  contract  price.10     Nor  can  the  contractor  recover  a  sum  retained 


1  Ingle  v.  Jones.  2  Wall.  (IT.  S  )  1 ;  Stees 
v.  Leonard.  20  Minn.  494 ;  Trustee  v.  Ben- 
nett, 27  N.  J.  Law  518 ;  Tompkins  v. 
Dudley,  25  N.  T.  272  :  and  see  Gibbons  v. 
United  States,  109  U.  S.  200,  as  to  ruins  and 
their  removal. 

*  Adlard  v.  Booth,  7C.  &P.  108 ;  Gillett 
v.  Mitwman,  1  Taunt  140. 

*  Brecknock  Navigation  Co.  r.  Prii chard, 
6  T.  R.  750;  but  see  Bietry  v.  New  Orleans, 
22  Lm.  Ann.  149 

*  Ermigton  v.  Aynesley,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
341  ;  Walker  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
86  L.  T.  Rep.  58  [1876]. 


•  Brown  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co. ,  1  E.  &  B. 
858,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  275,  Earl,  J.,  dis- 
senting. 

•  Thorn  v.  City  of  London,  L.  R.  1  Ap. 
Cas.  112. 

1  Many  cases  in  10  Amer  &  Eng.  Encv. 
Law  179;  Adams  v.  Nicholas,  19  Pick.  275 
[18371. 

8  Semble,  Gilbert  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  But- 
ler (Mass.),  15  N.  E.  Rep.  76  [1888]. 

•  Harrison  t  Trickett,  57  111.  App.  515. 
10  Parker  v.  Scott  (la.),  47  N.  W.  Rep, 

107d  [1891]. 


See  Sees.  287-245,  supra,  and  678,  infra. 
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•by  the  owner  as  security  for  the  faithful  performance  and  completion  of  the 
work,  though  nearly  completed  when  destroyed  and  without  the  contractor's 
fault.1 

Money  advanced  upon  the  contract,  which  was  due  only  upon  its  com- 
plete performance,  may  he  recovered  back  from  the  contractor,*  and  in  ad- 
dition thereto  damages  for  his  failure  to  complete  it.1  When  a  building 
has  been  destroyed  under  the  conditions  recited,  and  it  has  been  rebuilt, 
neither  the  land  nor  the  new  building  are  subject  to  claims  of  contractor 
for  work  done  or  materials  furnished  for  the  building  destroyed,  none  of 
the  materials  of  the  old  structure  having  been  used  in  the  reconstruction.4 

If  the  owner  has  accepted  the  structure  or  asserted  his  ownership  and 
control  by  acts  which  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  a  complete  per* 
forrnance,  the  contractor  is  relieved  from  liability  in  case  of  destruction,  and 
may  recover  for  what  he  has  done  and  the  materials  furnished/  The 
taking  out  of  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  structure  and  receiving  money 
thereon  after  the  loss,  has  been  held  sufficient  evidence  of  acceptance  or  con- 
trol to  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover,'  as  has  occupation  and  use  of  a 
building  by  a  tenant/  but  mere  occupation  does  not  necessarily  imply  an 
•acceptance.'  Taking  possession  of  a  building  and  accepting  work,  does  not, 
it  seems,  waive  the  owner's  right  to  damages  sustained  because  of  delay  in 
^completing  the  contract.9 

The  rule  is  different  when  work  and  materials  have  been  applied  to  a 
chattel  which  the  employer  can  keep  or  return,  and  which  the  contractor 
can  demand  shall  be  paid  for  or  returned.  When  an  artist  prepares  a 
statue  or  a  picture  of  a  particular  person  to  order,  or  a  mechanic  makes  a 
specific  article  in  his  line  to  order,  and  after  a  particular  measure,  pattern, 
or  style,  or  for  a  particular  use  or  purpose;  when  he  has  fully  performed  his 
part  of  the  contract  and  tendered  or  offered  to  deliver  the  article  thus 
manufactured  according  to  contract,  and  the  vendee  refuses  to  receive  and 
pay  for  the  same,  he  may  recover  as  damages  in  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract the  full  contract  price  of  the  manufactured  article.10  In  general,  where 
the  contract  is  to  supply  a  completed  chattel  to  order,  no  claim  can  be  made 
for  any  work  done  short  of  completion ;  as  in  the  case  of  a  coat  to  be  made 
by  a  tailor  who  dies  before  completion.11     If  a  workman  has  undertaken  to 


1  Cutcliff  v.  McAnnally  (Ala.),  7  So. 
Rep.  881  [1890]. 

*  Butterfleld  v.  Byron.  168  Mam.  517: 
Trustees  v.  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  Law  518; 
Nollman  t>.  Eveuson  (N.  D.),  65  N.  W. 
Rep.  686;  and  000  Oakland  Retreat  v.  Rath- 
bone,  26  N.  W.  Rep.  742. 

1  Tbompkins  v.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y.  272 
[18641;  other  cases  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

4  Shines'  Exec'r  v.  Helm  burger,  1  Mo. 
Anp.  Rep.  Ill;  and  see  Roth  well  c.  Dean, 
1  Mo.  Rep.  809;  but  see  Smith  v.  Newbaur 
<Ind),  42  N.  8.  Rep.  40,  and  see  Bratton  t>. 


Ralph  (Ind.  App.),  42  N.  Y.  Rep.  644. 

6  Galynn  v.  Ketch  on,  85  Tenn.  55;  Fil- 
dew  u.  Besley,  42  Micb.  100:  Lawing  v. 
Rintles.  97  N.  C.  850;  semble,  Eaton  v. 
School  Dist..  28  Wis.  874T1868]. 

•  Cook  «.  McCabe,  58  Wis.  250. 

'  Lord  v.  Wheeler.  1  Gray  282  [1854]. 
8  Bozarth  •.  Dudley  (N.  J.),  27  Alb.  L. 
J.  76  [1882],  many  cases  cited. 

•  Felt  v.  Wraith,  62  111.  App.  687. 

"•  Gordon  t>.  Norris,  49  N.  H.  876  [18701. 
11  Werner  v.  Humphreys,  2  M.  &  Q.  858; 
Lee  v.  Griffin,  1  B.  &  S.  272. 
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repair  certain  defective  articles  and  make  them  complete  for  a  stated  sum, 
and  bus  done  some  work  upon  them,  but  failed  to  make  them  complete,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  make  any  claim  for  the  work  done.1  If  the  thing  made  is 
to  be  called  for  by  the  employer,  and  if  it  be  completed  and  accepted,  he  is 
liable  for  it,  though  it  burn  up  before  he  calls  for  it,  without  fault  of  the 
contractor.* 

676.  Destruction  of  Property  when  Alterations,  Improvements,  or 
Eepairs  are  being  Made,  or  the  Contractor  has  Undertaken  a  Part  only  of 
the  Work. — Gases  in  which  the  contractor  is  to  do  something  to  property  of 
the  owner,  such  as  decorations,  improvemets,  repairs,  etc.,  are  frequently  de- 
cided by  putting  upon  the  owner  the  responsibility  of  preserving  or  keeping 
his  property  where  it  can  be  wrought,  improved,  or  repaired.  This  is  some- 
times called  the  New  York  rule,  and  is  generally  applied  to  such  cases  as 
contracts  to  do  painting,  plumbing,  decorating,  etc.  It  has  been  held  not 
to  apply  when  a  contract  including  repairs  and  alterations  and  new  work 
was  entire,  and  payments  were  to  be  made  in  installments.  An  installment 
not  entirely  earned  was  held  not  recoverable.*  It  does  not  apply,  it  seems, 
when  a  man  has  ordered  a  portrait  of  himself  painted  and  dies  before  it  is 
completed.  The  artist  probably  could  not  recover  from  the  man's  executors 
for  the  material  and  work  performed,  the  contract  being  for  a  completed 
portrait.4  Yet  under  a  contract  to  paint  a  picture  on  the  wall  of  a  house 
or  to  carve  a  panel,  the  destruction  of  the  house  would  not  preclude  the 
contractor  from  recovery  for  what  he  had  done. 

There  are  cases  that  distinguish  a  contract  for  a  completed  job  and 
payment  on  completion  from  one  in  which  there  is  no  such  stipulation.  An 
early  (1867)  English  case  distinctly  rejected  the  idea  that  there  was  an 
implied  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  keep  his  premises  in  a  fit  state 
to  receive  the  work  or  improvements  which  the  contractor  undertook  to 
install  or  perform.6  In  this  case  the  contract  required  the  furnishing  of 
certain  machinery  and  its  erection  upon  certain  premises,  and  the  premises 
and  partly  completed  work  were  destroyed  by  fire.  It  was  held  that  there 
was  no  absolute  promise  or  implied  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to 
keep  the  premises  fit  to  receive  the  machinery.  This  was  hardly  a  simple  case 
•of  repair  to  an  existing  structure,  but  a  contract  for  a  new  structure  to  be  paid 
for  o.i  completion,  aT  1  was  to  be  kept  in  repair  for  two  years  thereafter.* 

A  few  cases  in  this  country  follow  the  English  case  just  cited.'  The 
better  authority  is  decidedly  in  favor  of  the  contractor's  recovery,  as  already 
set  forth.8 

1  Sinclair  v  Bowles,  9  B.  &  C.  92.  •  But  eee  Gilbert  A  Barker  Mfg.  Co.  t>. 

•  Cent.  Lith.  Co.  «.  Moore  (Wis.),  43  N.      Butler  (Mass.),  15  N.  E.  Rep.  76  [1888]. 
W  Rep  1124.  '  Brumby  v  Smith,  3  Altt.  123;  and  tee 

•Clark  v.  Collier  (Cal.),  84  Pnc.   Rep.  Pildew  v.  Beslev.  42  Mich.  100:  but seecon- 

^77  tra,   Cook  v.  McCabe.  53  Wis.  250;  and 

♦Pollock  on  Contracts  (4th  ed.)  375.  Hollis  «.  Chapman,  36  Tex.  1. 

*  Appleby  f>.  Meyers.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  651  sNiblo  «.  Binsse.  1  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  476,  3 
T 18671.  Abb.  Pr.  375;  Menetone  «.  Atbawes,  8  Burr. 
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If  the  contract  be  to  do  a  thing  which  in  itself  is  possible,  the  contractor 
will  be  liable  for  its  breach,  notwithstanding  it  was  beyond  his  power  to  per- 
forin it;  but  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  is  apparent  the  par- 
ties contracted  on  the  basis  of  the  continued  existence  of  a  given  person  or 
thing,  a  condition  is  implied  that  if  the  performance  becomes  impossible 
from  the  perishing  of  the  person  or  thing,  that  shall  excuse  the  perform- 
ance. Therefore  a  contractor  who  undertook  to  work  a  coal  mine  for  a  cer- 
tain length  of  time  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner  is  liable  for  a  breach 
of  his  covenant,  notwithstanding  it  was  beyond  his  power  to  perform  it; 
but  if  the  coal  mines  become  exhausted,  that  will  excuse  him  from  any  fur- 
ther performance.1  If  the  subject-matter  be  destroyed  before  the  time  for 
the  performance  of  the  agreement,  the  parties  are  discharged  from  the  con- 
tract, as  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  a  music-hall  which  was  destroyed.*  If  the 
performance  depends  upon  the  existence  of  a  specific  person  or  thing,  and 
that  person  or  thing  is  accidentally  destroyed,  as  by  an  act  of  God,  and  with- 
out fault  of  either  party,  the  parties  are  excused  from  further  performance/ 

If  by  the  contract  a  builder  is  to  furnish  materials  and  perform  labor  in 
altering  and  repairing  a  structure  already  erected  according  to  specifications 
agreed  on,  there  being  no  agreement  as  to  when  payment  should  be  made, 
and  by  neither  party's  fault  the  structure  itself  is  destroyed  by  fire  before 
the  alterations  are  completed,  the  owner  must  pay  the  builder  full  compen- 
sation for  the  work  done  and  materials  furnished  before  the  fire;  and 
whether  constructing  or  repairing  the  building  of  another,  it  has  been  held 
not  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  builder  to  fail  to  insure  it  against  fire.4 

A  contract  to  cut,  cure,  and  stack  hay  on  a  ranch  at  a  price  per  ton 
which  does  not  certify  what  number  of  tons  are  to  be  cut,  nor  any  given 
number  of  acres  to  be  mowed,  and  under  which  neither  the  work  to  be  done 
nor  the  amount  to  be  paid  is  in  gross,  is  a  separable,  not  an  entire  contract; 
and  where  the  hay  is  burned  the  loss  falls  on  the  owner,  and  the  contractor, 
being  innocent,  can  recover  for  his  labor  notwithstanding/ 

The  same  rule  holds  for  work  which  forms  only  a  part  of  a  new  build- 
ing, as  the  carpenter-work  or  mason-work  or  painting.'  Thus  where  labor 
is  performed  and  materials  furnished  under  a  contract  to  do  the  carpenter's 
work  only  of  a  building,  the  risk  of  destruction  by  fire  is  on  the  owner,  and 
a  decree  giving  the  carpenter  a  lien  on  the  lot  for  the  sum  due  him  for 
work  and  material  will  not  be  disturbed/    The  carpenter  cannot,  however, 

1592;  Clark  v.  Busse,  82  111.  515;  Lord  t>.  '  Pollock  on  Contracts  (4th  ed.)  867; 

Wheeler,  67  Mass.  (1  Gray),  282;  Schwartz  case*  collected,  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

«.  Saunders,  46  111.  18;  Rawson  t>    Clark,  181. 

70  111.  656;  Haynesu.  Baptist  Ch.,  88  Mo.  4  Weis  v.  Devlin   67  Tex.  507  [18871:  see 

285;  Weis  v.  Devlin  (Tex.),  8  8.  W.  Rep.  also  Lord  v.  Wheeler,  1  Gray  282  [18541. 
726,  and  cases  cited  supra.  *  Hindrev  v   Williams  (Colo.),  12  Pac. 

1  Walker,  et  al.,  v.  Tucker,  et  al ,  70  111.  Rep.  486  [1887]. 
527  [1878]:  see  also  Pollock  on  Contracts  •  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  180  and 

(4th  ed.)  351.  Vol.  20  Id  907. 

•  Taylor  v.  Caldwell,  32  L.  J  Q.  B.  164         '  Sonlag  r    Brennan.  75  111.  279  [18741; 

[1868];  b  c,  3  Best  A  Smith  826.  Dexter  t>.  Norton,  47  N.  Y.  62;  Wilson  «u 
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recover  for  the  value  of  materials  which  he  had  procured  for  use  in  the 
building  but  which  he  had  not  used  at  the  time  of  the  fire.1  * 

When  the  coutract  was  to  do  a  part  of  the  work  of  a  structure  or  to  fur- 
nish a  part  of  the  materials  and  the  remainder  was  to  be  provided  by  the 
•  owner  or  some  other  contractor,  and  the  structure  was  destroyed,  the  con- 
tractor  was  allowed  to  recover,  even  though  the  price  was  an  aggregate  sum 
and  no  payments  were  to  be  made  until  house  was  completed.* 

The  law  was  laid  down  by  Justice  Knowlton  in  a  Massachusetts  case  *  in 
the  following  words :  "  It  is  well  established  law  that  where  one  contracts 
to  furnish  labor  and  materials  and  build  a  house  or  other  structure  on  the 
land  of  another,  that  he  will  not  ordinarily  be  excused  from  performance 
by  the  destruction  of  the  building  without  his  fault,  before  the  time  fixed 
for  completion.4  It  is  equally  well  settled  that  where  work  is  to  be  done 
under  a  contract  on  a  building  or  chattel  which  is  not  wholly  the  property 
of  the  contractor,  or  for  which  he  is  not  solely  accountable,  as,  for  example, 
where  repairs  are  to  be  made  on  the  property  of  another,  the  agreement  on 
both  sides  is  upon  the  implied  condition  that  the  building  or  chattel  shall 
continue  in  existence,  and  the  destruction  of  it,  without  the  fault  of  either 
party,  will  excuse  performance  of  the  contract  and  leave  no  right  of  recovery 
of  damages  in  favor  of  either  party.*  The  implied  condition  is  a  part  of 
the  contract  as  if  it  were  written  into  it,  and  by  its  terms  the  contract  is 
not  to  be  performed  if  the  subject-matter  is  destroyed  without  the  fault  of 
either  party  before  the  time  for  completion  has  arrived.  From  the  very 
nature  of  the  agreements  as  applied  to  the  subject-matter,  it  is  mauifett 
that  while  nothing  is  expressly  said  about  it,  that  the  parties  contem- 
plated the  continued  existence  of  the  subject-matter  to  which  the  contract 
applies. 

"  The  fundamental  question  then  is,  what  is  the  true  interpretation  of 
the  contract  ?  Was  the  house  while  in  the  process  of  construction  to  be  in 
the  control  and  at  the  sole  risk  of  the  contractor,  or  was  the  owner  to  have 
a  like  interest  in  a  part  of  it?  Was  the  builder's  undertaking  to  go  on  and 
build  and  deliver  such  a  house  as  the  contract  called  for,  even  if  he  should 
be  obliged  repeatedly  to  build  anew  on  account  of  the  destruction  again 
and  again  of  a  partly  completed  building  by  inevitable  accident,  or  did  hi* 
contract  relate  to  one  building  only?  A  contract  to  contribute  certain  labor 
and  materials  toward  the  erection  of  a  house  on  the  land  of  the  owner,  for 


Knott,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.).  473;  Clark  v. 
Franklin,  7  Leigh  (Vn  )  1 ;  Hollis  v.  Chap- 
man, 86  Tex.  1 :  Wois  v.  Devlin,  67  Tex. 
607;  Garret v  v.  Brnzell.  84  Iowa  100;  and 
see  Taylor  V  Caldwell.  3  B.  A  8.  836; 
Menetone  v.  Athawes,  8  Burr  1592. 

1  Hay.  8  v.  Gro58  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1098;  Eicbelberger  v.  Miller,  20  Md.  883 

*Cook  v.  McCabe,  68  Wis.  260  [1881], 


the  owner  had  taken  out  insurance  on  the 
structure:    but   see   Tilden   v.   Besley,  4ft 
Mich.   100;  and  compare  witli  Garretty  v. 
Brazell.  84  Iowa  100. 

1  Bntterfleld  v.  Byron  (Mass.),  27  N.  E.. 
Rep.  667  [1891]. 

4  Numerous  eases  cited. 

•  Cases  cited;  and  see  Niblo  v.  Buisse  (NL 
Y.  App.),  8  Abbott  876. 


*8ee  Sees.  273,  273,  supra. 
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which  the  owner  was  to  do  and  furnish  the  grading,  excavating,  stonework, 
brickwork,  painting,  and  plumbing,  is  not  a  contract  to  erect  and  furnish 
complete  a  house,  but  a  contract  to  finish  a  house  on  the  owner's  land 
which  had  been  constructed  from  materials  and  by  labor  furnished  in  part 
by  the  contractor  and  in  part  by  the  owner.  The  contractor  is  no  more  re-  t 
sponsible  that  the  house  should  continue  in  existence  than  was  the  owner. 
The  contract  was  like  a  contract  to  make  repairs  on  the  house  of  another. 
The  contractor's  undertaking  and  duty  to  go  on  and  finish  the  work  was 
upon  an  implied  condition  that  the  house,  the  product  of  their  joint  con- 
tributions, should  remain  in  existence.  The  destruction  of  the  house  dis- 
charges the  contractor  from  his  contract. 

"  As  to  what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  the  law  of  England  and  that 
of  the  United  States  are  at  variance.  The  general  rule  in  the  United 
States  is  that  the  contractor  may  recover  for  what  he  has  done  or  furnishes.1 
Thus  a  plasterer  who  was  to  do  work  at  a  price  per  yard  was  allowed  to  re- 
cover for  the  work  he  had  done  before  the  building  was  burned.*  The  con- 
tractor has  been  allowed  to  recover  pro  rata  under  his  contract,  i.e.,  on  an 
implied  assumpsit  at  the  contract  rate.*  He  has  been  allowed  to  recover  a 
proportional  part  of  the  contract  price/'4 

Under  a  contract  to  put  certain  fixtures  into  a  church  for  a  gross  sum  to 
be  paid  on  completion  and  acceptance,  it  was  held  that  the  contractor  might 
recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  work  he  had  done,  the  church  having 
been  destroyed  by  fire  without  fault  of  either  party.*  The  fact  that  such 
work  is  to  be  paid  for  upon  the  estimate  of  an  architect  does  not  seem  to 
alter  the  case.  For  when  a  party  sought  to  recover  the  price  of  iron  manu- 
factured for  a  building  which  he  was  to  put  up  and  be  paid  upon  the 
estimate  of  an  architect,  and  the  building  was  destroyed  by  fire  before  the 
ironwork  could  be  put  up,  it  was  held  that  the  case  contemplated  for  the 
architect's  certificate  never  arose,  and  that  the  contractor  could  recover  with- 
out it  according  to  the  contract  price.'  So  under  a  contract  to  varnish 
clock-cases  at  specified  prices  per  case,  the  work  being  done  in  owner's  fac- 
tory, payment  being  made  on  regular  pay-days  for  work  completed,  which 
had  been  examined  and  pronounced  satisfactory  by  defendant's  agent,  the 
factory  being  destroyed  by  fire  and  a  large  number  of  cases  being  burned 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  performed  work,  some  having  been  completed 
but  not  inspected,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  work 
done,  and  plaintiff  was  entiled  to  recover  the  contract  price  for  the  com- 
pleted work,  and  upon  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  unfinished,  and  this 


1  Several  cases  cited.  Franklin,  7  Leigh  1 ;  Schwartz  v.  Saunders, 

•  Cleary*.  8ohier,  120  Mass.  210;  %ee  also  48  111.  18;  Rawson  t>.  Clark,  70  III.  656. 

Lord  «.  Wheeler.  1  Gray  282 ;  Wells  v.  '  Haynes  «.  Second  Baptist  Church,  88 

Oalnan,  107  Mass.  514.  517.  Mo.  285  [1885]. 

1  Cook  v.  McCabe,  58  Wis.  250.  *  Rawson  v.  Clark.  70  III.  656;  Clark  v. 

4  Hollls  t.  Chapman,  86  Tex.  1;  Clark  v.  Busse,  etc.,  82  111.  515. 
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whether  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed  between  the  parties  or 
plaintiff  was  a  contractor  to  do  the  work.1 

677.  Work  Destroyed  which  was  to  be  Paid  for  as  It  Progressed.— When 
by  the  terms  of  a  contract  payments  are  to  be  made,  as  the  work  progresses, 
in  weekly  or  monthly  installments,  or  upon  the  certificate  of  the  engineer, 
and  the  structure  is  destroyed  before  all  the  payments  are  due,  the  install- 
ments not  due  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  cannot  be  recovered,' 
though  the  amount  already  due  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  may  be  recov- 
ered.* If  the  contract  be  severable,  as  when  a  portion  of  the  pay  is  to  be  made 
when  a  certain  portion  of  the  work  is  completed,  then  it  is  payable  when 
that  part  is  done.4  The  same  was  held  when  a  part  had  been  accepted, 
though  the  contract  was  entire/  When  the  last  installment  was  due  on 
•completion  of  the  work  it  was  held  not  recoverable  when  the  house  was 
destroyed  before  it  received  a  second  coat  of  paint,  all  the  doors  were  hung, 
-the  fastening  put  on  the  doors  and  windows,  or  the  building  was  delivered 
to  the  owner." 

A  contractor  agreed  to  build  a  house  subject  to  inspection  and  ap- 
proval of  the  engineer,  payments  to  be  made  in  installments  on  or  before 
-a  specified  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  specified  stages  of  work  was 
completed,  and  seven  installment  had  been  paid,  the  engineer  approving 
of  the  work,  and  the  eighth  installment  was  to  be  paid  when  the  exterior 
was  finished  and  one-half  of  the  interior  woodwork  finished,  the  cooking- 
range  set,  and  the  plumbing  done.  All  but  setting  the  cooking-range  was 
•done,  but  the  engineer  had  not  approved  when  the  building  was  burned. 
It  was  held  that  the  contract  was  entire,  and  that  the  contractor  was  not 
-entitled  to  the  eighth  installment/ 

If  the  contract  be  to  pay  for  work  or  services  from  time  to  time  as  it  is 
performed,  the  claim  for  the  part  performed  remains  valid,  although 
further  performance  may  be  prevented  by  accident  and  the  part  perform od 
become  useless;  as  where  a  shipwright  was  employed  at  continuous  work 
upon  the  repairs  of  a  ship,  which  was  accidentally  destroyed  by  fire  before 
the  repairs  were  completed,  he  was  held  entitled  to  charge  for  his  work  and 
materials  rendered  up  to  that  time."  Likewise  if  payments  are  to  be  made 
according  to  the  work  and  materials  furnished  on  measurement,  and  the 


1  Whelan  v.  Ansonia  Clock  Co.,  97  N.T. 
398  [1884]. 

*  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  917;  Clark 
«.  Collier  (Cal.),  84  Pac.  Rep.  677. 

1  Siegel  v.  Eaton  &  Prince  Co.,  60  111. 
App.  689. 
4  Morgan  «.  Ward,  Wright  474. 

*  Robinson  v.  Snyder,  25  Pa  St.  203; 
but  see  School  Trustees  «.  Bennett,  27  N. 
J.  Law  513;  and  Butierfleld  9.  Byron,  158 
Mass.  517,  where  the  owner  recovered 
back  the  partial  payments  he  had  made; 
tollman  «.  Evenson  (N.  D.)t  65  N.  W. 


Rep.  686. 

•Clark  «.  Collitr  (Cal.),  34  Pac.  Rep 
677. 

T  Newman  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Purdiim,  41 
Ohio  St.  878;  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law 
917;  see  aUo  Simonds  v.  Pearce,  31  Fed. 
Rep.  187;  Richardson  v.  Shaw,  1  Mo.  App. 
284;  arid  Miller  t>.  Hubbard,  4  Crunch  C. 
C.  451;  and  see  Eichelberger  v.  Miller,  20 
Md.  832. 

8  Menetone  v.  Athawes  (Eng.),  3  Burr. 
1592;  Baeder  v.  Carnie,  44  N.  J.  Law  206; 
Leake's  Digest  of  Contracts  68-70. 
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-works  are  destroyed  before  completion,  the  loss  falls  upon  the  owner,  and 
the  contractor  may  recover  for  what  he  has  supplied.1 

In  a  case  where  the  contractor  was  to  be  paid  a  certain  percentage  on> 
the  value  of  the  work  as  it  progressed,  on  the  certificate  of  the  architect, 
but  the  last  payment  was  not  to  be  made  until  all  the  claims  for  extras  had 
been  agreed  upon  and  the  contractor  had  proceeded  with  the  building  and 
did  considerable  amount  of  extra  work,  but  before  the  completion  of  the 
building  it  was  destroyed  by  fire,  it  was  held  in  an  action  on  the  contract 
that  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  recover  the  percentage  of  value  of  the 
work  done,  though  the  building  never  was  completed.*  If  certain  work 
was  to  be  performed  at  a  certain  rate  and  part  of  the  work  has  been  per- 
formed, and  the  performance  of  the  residue  has  been  prevented  without  the 
fault  of  either  party,  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  payment  in  proportion,  at 
the  rate  agreed  upon  for  the  whole.  When  installments  are  due  and  have 
been  paid  as  work  progresses,  it  seems  they  cannot  be  recovered  back,  the 
full  performance  of  the  work  having  become  impossible.  It  was  so  held 
when  boilers  and  engines  had  been  made  for  a  ship,  which  ship  was 
destroyed  before  the  machinery  had  been  installed.' 

678.  Work  Becoming  More  Difficult  or  Arduous.— It  is' well  settled  that 
if  the  performance  of  a  contract  is  not  impossible  in  its  own  nature,  but  the 
impossibility  is  due  to  particular  circumstances,  whether  existing  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made  or  arising  from  subsequent  events,  it  is  no- 
excuse  for  the  failure  to  perform  au  unconditional  contract.4  The  fact  that 
work  has  become  more  difficult,  onerous,  or  expensive,  not  by  the  fault  of 
the  owner  or  his  agents,  does  not  entitle  the  contractor  to  extra  pay  in  con- 
sequence of  the  extra  work.6* 

Although  accidental  or  natural  causes  may  make  the  work  much  more  diffi- 
cult and  expensive  than  was  expected,  the  contractor  is  bound  to  do  all  that 
is  necessary  to  make  it  reasonably  effective  for  the  purpose  it  was  intended 
to  accomplish,*  and  this  is  so  even  if  every  item  is  not  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  contract.7  If  a  substantial  performance  can  be  carried  out  it  will  be 
required,  though  a  complete  performance  in  the  exact  terms  be  impossible.' 

1  Wilson  «.  Knott,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.)  Conn.  9;  Hay  v.  Holt,  lONorris  (Pa.)  88. 
473;  Clark  v.  Franklin,  7  Leigh  (Va.)  1;  ft  Gifford*  Hoffman,  3  Phila.  127;  Nor- 

andsee  Perkins  v.  Locke  (Tex.),  27  8.  W.  ton  v.  Fancher  (Sup.),  86  N.  T.  Supp. 

Rep.  783;  Schwartz  v.  Saunders,  46  111.  18;  1082;  Classen  v.  Elmendorf  (Tex.),  37  S. 

Garretty  v  Brazell,  34  Iowa  100.  W.   Rep.   245;    Cannon  «.   Wildman,  28 

9  Flood  v.   Morrisey.   4  Pugsley  &  B.  Conn.  472;  Boyle  t>.  Agawam  C.  Co.,  22 

(N.  B.)  [18801:  semble  Hargrave  v.  Conroy,  Pick.  (Mass.)  881;  Ambler  «.  Phillips,  182 

19  N.  J.  Eq.  281  [1868];  and  see  Cutcliff  v.  Pa.  St.  167:    Rigby  v.  Bristol.  29  L.  J. 

McAnnally,  88  Ala.  507.  Exch.  359:  Wiseman  t>.  Thompson  (Iowa), 

•  Anglo-Egyptian  Nav.  Co.  t>.  Rennle,  63  N.  W.  Rep.  846. 
L  R.  10  C.  P.  271;  but  see  School  Trustees  •  I.  B.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.  t.  Adamson,  114 

*.  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  Lnw  518;  and  Butter-  Ind.  282  [1887]. 
Held  v.  Bryon,  158  Mass.  517.  T  Currier  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  Co  ,  34  N.  H. 

4  Flemming  t>.  Manne  Ins.  Co.,  4  Whar-  498  [1847]. 
ton  59;  Baker  «.  Manfrs.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Gray  8  Williams  t>.  Vanderbilt,  28  N.  Y.  217; 

608;   Blodgett  «.   Amer.  Nat.    Bauk,   49 

*  See  Sees.  582-590,  supra. 
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The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  adopted  the  usual  and  most  advantage- 
ous means  of  performance,  which  both  parties  contemplated,  and  has  failed, 
will  not  be  a  defense  for  noncompletion  of  the  contract,  unless  it  is  so  pro- 
Tided  in  the  contract.1  * 

A  statutory  enactment  which  makes  the  performance  of  a  contract  more 
burdensome  or  expensive  will  not  excuse  the  contractor  from  performance,* 
but  if  the  statute  makes  the  performance  unlawful  it  will  be  a  good  excuse." 

Sickness  creates  no  impossibility  when  the  act  is  not  one  requiring  per- 
sonal service,  for  it  may  be  performed  by  proxy.  If  the  contractor  be  dead, 
his  personal  representatives  must  perform  or  respond  in  damages.4  The 
visitation  and  prevalence  of  a  contagious  and  fatal  disease,  which  renders  it 
imprudent  to  work  and  impossible  to  procure  suitable  workmen,  has  been 
held  to  excuse  performance  of  a  personal  contract/  If  part  of  the  work 
has  been  executed  before  the  disease  came  the  contractor  may,  it  seems, 
recover  for  it  on  a  quantum  meruit.* 

If  a  manufacturer  has  contracted  to  furnish  certain  materials  and  sup- 
plies to  the  contractor,  he  cannot  excuse  non-delivery  of  the  materials  by 
pleading  that  his  mill  burned  down,7  or  that  the  mills  could  not  be  operated 
because  of  the  drought  and  lack  of  water,*  or  that  the  materials  could  not  be 
delivered  because  the  river  was  frozen  and  navigation  closed,  or  that  they 
could  not  be  shipped  on  account  of  the  weather,  danger  from  freezing,  damp- 
ness, etc.*  A  contractor's  inability,  by  reason  of  accident,  want  of  means  or 
insolvency,  lack  of  skill  of  himself  or  any  of  his  workmen  or  subcon- 
tractors,1' does  not  excuse  a  full  performance  of  his  contract.11 

It  is  not  enough  that  the  work  done  "  is  a  fair  average  job  for  that,  class 
of  building,"  when  he  has  undertaken  to  furnish  a  certain  quality  of 
material  and  work.11  f 

The  fact  that  weather  was  unsuitable  for  the  progress  of  the  work  will 
not  excuse  its  completion  wfthin  the  time  specified,19  or  that  the  contract 
required  it  to  be  done  during  the  winter  months.    The  severity  of  the 


White  v.  Manne,  26  Me.  861;  Chase  e.  Bar- 
rett, 4  Paige  148. 

i  Engster  «.  West,  85  La.  Ann.  110; 
Hand  v.  Baj-nes,  4  Wharton  204;  Har- 
mony e.  Bingham,  1  Dur.  210,  12  K  Y. 
-99;  and  $ee  Owens  «.  Butler  Co,,  40  Iowa 
190,  whether  a  failure  to  complete  work 
according  to  certain  plans  and  specifica- 
tions furnished  by  the  owner,  and  made  a 
part  of  the  contract,  would  be  a  defense 
to  an  action  by  the  contractor. 

*  David  v.  Ryan,  47  Iowa  642;  Baker  v. 
Johnson  42  N.  Y.  126. 

1 10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  182 

4  Siler  v.  Gray,  86  N.  C.  566;  Hawkins 
u.  Ball,  18  B.  Monr.  816;  Smith  t>.  Coal 
Co.,  88  III.  498. 


1  Dewey  «.  Alpena  School  Dist ,  48  Mich. 
480. 

•Lakeman  «.  Pollard,  48  Me.  468; 
Sickles  f>.  United  States,  1  Ct.  of  CI.  214. 

I  Booth  t>.  Spuyten  Duyvil  R.  M.  Co.,  66 
N.  Y.  487. 

8  Eddy  «.  Clement,  88  Yt  486. 

• 10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  179. 

10  Sherman  «.  Bates  (Web.),  17  The  Re 
porter  86  [1888] :  and  see  McQonigle  «. 
Klein  (Colo.),  40  Pac.  Rep.  466. 

II  Jones  e.  Anderson  (AkiX  20  So.  Rep. 
911  [1887]. 

"  Golden  Gate  L  Co.  v.  Sahrbacher 
(Cat.),  88  Pac.  Rep.  686. 

11  Margon  v.  Carter,  4  Car.  6  P.  896. 


*  See  Sees.  286-242.  Sufficiency  of  Plana,  eupra. 
t  See  Substantial  Performance*  Sees.  701-702,  infl*. 
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weather  is  alone  insufficient  as  an  excuse  for  failure  to  perform,  if  the  work 
conld  have  been  carried  on  by  the  exercise  of  extra  means  or  effort1  *  The 
fact  that  an  unbridged  river  between  defendant's  residence  and  the  place  of 
performance  was  swollen  by  recent  rains,  and  impassable  at  the  time  set  for 
the  performance  of  the  contract,  will  not  excuse  the  performance  of  the 
contractor's  obligation  when  it  is  not  shown  that  such  a  condition  of  the 
river  was  unusual  at  that  season  of  the  year  and  could  not  have  been  antici- 
pated by  ordinary  prudence.*  The  same  was  held  when  materials  were  to 
be  delivered  at  a  certain  place  which  became  inaccessible;  it  was  held  that 
the  contractor  must  deliver  at  a  new  place  established  conveniently  near  to 
the  original  place  of  delivery.* 

The  defective  condition  of  the  soil  under  a  house,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  walls  sank  and  cracked  and  the  house  had  to  be  taken  down 
and  rebuilt  on  artificial  foundations,  will  not  excuse  the  performance  of  a 
contract  to  build,  complete,  and  deliver  over  the  house  by  a  certain  day 
named,  nor  entitle  the  builder  to  extra  compensation.  He  must  either 
rebuild  or  answer  in  damages  for  his  failure  to  complete  his  contract.4  A 
covenant  to  build  a  bridge  and  keep  it  in  repair  for  a  certain  time  requires 
the  builder  to  rebuild  the  bridge,  although  it  was  broken  down  by  an 
extraordinary  flood.6  So  when  an  arch  fell,  it  was  held  there  had  been  no 
performance  and  therefore  no  recovery  was  allowed.* 

679.  Excavations  More  Difficult  than  was  Supposed  when  Contract  was 
Taken. — A  very  common  claim  for  extra  compensation  is  that  for  the  extra 
labor  required  to  excavate  rock  and  hard-pan.  What  has  been  said  of  work 
becoming  more  onerous  than  was  anticipated  or  estimated  will  apply  to  this 
class  of  work.  To  prevent  hardship  and  litigation,  a  contract  for  excava- 
tions should  always  specify  a  price  for  solid  rock,  loose  rock,  hard-pan,  clay, 
quicksand,  common  earth,  and  other  stuff  the  excavation  and  handliug  of 
which  entail  greater  or  less  cost,  and  each  should  be  described  clearly. 

If  a  contract  requires  the  contractor  "to  furnish  at  his  own  cost  and 
expense  all  necessary  labor  and  materials,  and  excavate  and  build  a  certain 
sewer/'  and  according  to  specifications  which  provided  that  ''the  contractor 
shall  make  all  necessary  excavations  for  the  sewer  in  such  directions,  and  of 
such  width  and  depth  as  shall  be  necessary,"  no  extra  compensation  can  be 
recovered  for  excavating  rock,  though  neither  party  contemplated  that  rock 
would  be  met.1    If  the  contractor  had  protested  when  he  discovered  the 

1  Reichenbach  v.  Sage  (Wash.),  48  Pac.  Law  (8   Dutch.)  518;   see   also   Steps   * 

Rep.  854.  Leonard,  20  Minn.  494;  tfiii  see  Burke  r. 

•  Ryran  v.  Rogers  (Cal.),  81  Pac.  Rep.  Dunbar,  128  Mass.  499. 

244;  but  see  Pengra  «.  Wheeler  (Or.),  84  » Brecknock  Nav.  Co.  v.  Pritchard.  6  T. 

Pac  Rep.  854.  R.  720;  and  see  Leake's  Digest  of  the  Law 

1  Robson  v.  Miss.  R.  Log.  Co.,  61  Fed.  of  Contracts  p.  696;  see  also  Police  Jury  *. 

Rep  898.  Taylor,  2  La  Ann.  272. 

4  Dermott  *.  Jones,  69  IT.  8.  (2  Wall.)  •  Denmead  t>  Coburn,  15  Md.  29  [I860]. 

[18651,  s.  c.  4  Amer.  Law  Reg.  (N.  8.)  '  McCauley  v.   City  of  Des  Moines,  83 

604;  Supt.  of  Schools  v.  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  Iowa  212  [1891];  Cannon  v.  Wildman,  28 

*  See  Sees.  826,  585,  and  670,  supra. 
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rock,  and  induced  the  owner  to  agree  that  each  should  bear  the  expense  of 
blasting  the  rock  equally,  the  courts  very  likely  would  hold  the  settlement 
a  fair  one,  and  allow  him  to  recover.1  * 

A  contract  to  construct  a  section  of  a  canal  at  a  price  per  cubic  yard  for 
excavations  and  embankment,  payments  to  be  made  on  monthly  estimates 
of  the  engineer,  reserving  25  per  cent.,  and  the  balance  when  completed, 
requires  the  contractor  to  re-excavate  earthworks  and  repair  embankments 
which  have  been  filled  up  or  washed  away  by  floods  before  the  works  were 
finished,  and  without  extra  compensation.*  Under  an  agreement  to  pay  as 
a  "  compensation  for  such  excavation,  refilling  and  repaying,"  as  follows : 
"  for  the  digging  "  and  refilling,  seven  cents  per  cubic  yard ;  for  repairing,, 
etc.,  four  cents  per  square  yard;  evidence  that  in  the  work  undertaken  hard- 
pan  and  rock  were  met,  the  excavation  of  which  was  worth  ten  to  fourteen 
times  the  price  named,  and  that  the  price  agreed  upon  was  the  lowest  price 
for  common  earth  excavations,  is  not  admissible,  and  the  contractor  can 
recover  only  the  prices  agreed  upon.*  Under  a  contract  to  excavate  "  solid 
rock  "  at  a  certain  price,  no  extra  charge  can  be  made  for  flint  rock,  though 
it  costs  four  or  five  times  as  much  to  excavate  it  than  limestone  rock,  there 
being  no  proof  that  the  words  "  solid  rock  "  have  any  particular  meaning.4 

When  another  contract  fixed  the  price  of  earth  excavations  and  allowed 
an  extra  compensation  for  rock  excavations,  it  was  held  no  extra  pay  could  be 
had  for  excavating  "  hard-pan."*  However,  another  court  held  it  error  to 
exclude  evidence  that  hard-pan  was  neither  rock  nor  earth,  under  a  contract 
providing  for  earth  excavation  at  one  price  and  rock  excavation  at  another, 
and  that  work  not  classified  therein  shall  be  paid  for  at  cost  and  15  per 
cent,  added.' 

What  hard-pan  is  and  whether  any  was  found  are  not  questions  of 
science  or  skill,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  witness  should  be  shown  to  be 
qualified  as  an  expert  before  he  can  be  interrogated  in  regard  thereto.7 
Hard-pan  had  been  defined  among  farmers  and  well-diggers  as  "a  hard, 
earthy  substance,  composed  of  gravel,  sand,  and  clay,  very  compact,  nearly 
impervious  to  water,  and  too  hard  to  be  excavated  by  the  spade;"  and  by 
others  as  a  hard,  compact  earth,  generally  composed  of  sand,  pebbles, 
cemented  by  clay,  lime,  or  iron,  or  by  clay  combined  with  other  ingredients.* 

Conn.  472;  Sherman  v.  New  York,  1  N.  5  Nesbitt  t>.  Louisville  C.  &  C.  R.  Co. 

Y.  316;  Devlin  v.  New  York,  4  Duer  887.  (8.  C).  2  Spears  697;  Dhrew  t>.  City  «>f 

1  Hellwig  v.  Blumenberg.  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  Altoona.  121  Pa.  St.  401. 
746,  which  held  that  the  word  "excavat-  •  Dickinson  v.  Commrs.  of  Pough keep- 
ing" did  not  necessarily  include  "blast-  sie,  2  Hun  615  [1874],  and  fee  Hellwig  v. 
ing."  Blumenberg,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  746. 

*  Boyle  v.  The  Awagam  Canal  Co.,  22  T  Currier  t>.  B.  &  M.  R.,  34  N.  H.  498 
Pick.  881  [18891.  [1857]. 

•Sherman  v.  Mayor,  1  N.  Y.  316  [18481.         •  Spader  v.  Lawler,  17  Ohio  897;  and  m» 

*  Fruin  •   Crystal  Ry.  Co.  (Mo.),  14  8.      77  Proceedidgs  Inst,  of  C.  B.  249  [1884]. 
W.  Rep.  557  [1886]. 

*  8ee  Sees.  69,  181,  and  560-568,  supra,  re  the  consideration  of  the  promise  In  such 
a  case. 
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680.  Ho  Extra  Compensation  can  be  Recovered  for  furnishing  Better 
Work  and  Materials  thai*  the  Contract  Acquires. — If  a  contractor,  in  exe- 
cuting and  completing  a  job  under  a  contract  for  a  stipulated  price,  use 
materials  of  a  bettev  kind  than  those  contracted  for,  or  furnish  a  better 
quality  of  work  without  notice  to  the  owner,  he  cannot  for  that  reason  alone 
charge  more  than  the  price  named  in  his  contract,  nor  can  he  require  the 
materials  so  wrought  into  the  building  to  be  returned  because  the  owner 
will  not  pay  the  extra  price  demanded  on  account  of  the  better  materials 
employed.! 

1  Wilmot  v.  Smith,  3  C.  6  P.  488;  Per-     and  tee  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  •.  Thomlin- 
kinson  v.  Fehlig,  21  Mo.  App.  887  [188Q;     son,  88 I1L  App.  888. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

NONPERFORMANCE  OP  CONTRACT.  BREACH  OR  RESCISSION. 

BREACH     OF      OWNER     OR     COMPANY      AND      MEASURE      OF     DAMAGES     TO 

CONTRACTOR. 

681.  What  will  Amount  to  a  Breach  of  a  Contract  f— To  answer  such  a 
question  one  must  be  informed  fully  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case  in  point.  A 
statement  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  offend- 
ing party  alone  will  not  determine  the  question.  The  period  or  the  time  when 
the  act  was  committed  or  when  the  failure  or  refusal  to  act  was  made  known 
may  have  an  important  bearing  on  the  question,  as  may  also  the  intention 
and  the  efforts  of  the  delinquent  party.  When  no  part  of  the  contract  has 
been  performed,  the  law  demands  a  literal  compliance  with  its  terms.  If 
the  owner  or  contractor  fail  or  refuse  to  carry  out  his  undertaking  in  the 
beginning,  or  "  in  limine  "  (at  the  threshold),  as  the  courts  say,  such  an  act 
may  be  held  a  breach  of  the  contract,  when  it  would  not  be  so  held  at  a 
}ater  stage  of  the  performance  of  the  contract.  Before  any  performance,  the 
law  requires  a  literal  performance;  after  part  performance,  the  law  demands 
only  a  substantial  performance.  After  the  contractor  or  owner  has  in  good 
faith  made  preparations  to  carry  out  the  contract  and  has  entered  into  the 
undertaking,  the  breach  must  go  to  the  essence  or  substance  of  the  contract 
in  order  to  relieve  the  other  party  from  his  obligation  to  perform  his  part. 
This  rule  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  a  benefit  has  been  conferred  upon 
the  party  who  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  the  breach,  and  it  is  not  equitable 
for  him  to  take  advantage  of  another's  misfortune.  If  the  owner  has  been 
benefited  by  the  part  performance  of  the  contraot  and  the  contractor  has 
failed  to  fulfill  some  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  his  contract,  yet  he 
should  be  remunerated  for  the  benefit  he  conferred  on  the  owner  if  his  breach 
was  unimportant  or  did  not  go  to  the  essence  of  the  contract. *  If,  however, 
full  benefit  has  resulted  to  the  contractor,  he  cannot  recover,  for  he  has 
already  been  compensated.  Sometimes  when  the  plaintiff  has  been  benefited 
by  defendant's  breach  he  is  allowed  nominal  damages.* 

1  Linnenbohl  «.  Wiukelmeyer,  54  Mo.  So.  Rep.  771. 

App.  570;  Kirkland  v.  Ontes,  25  Ala.  465;  *  Excelsior  Needle    Co.    v.    Smith,  61 

Prince  v.   Thomas,  15  Ark.  378;  Light,  Conn.  56. 
Heat  &  Water  Go.  v.  Jackson  (Miss.),  19 
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It  is  also  held  that  to  hold  a  party  for  damages  for  a  breach  on  his  part 
of  his  undertakings,  the  circumstances  must  be  such  that  it  may  reasonably 
be  supposed  to  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties,  when  making  the 
contract,  that  such  loss  would  probably  follow  its  breach,  and  hence  that  the 
party  consented  to  become  liable  for  it,  and  such  circumstances  if  relied 
upon  must  be  pleaded  and  proved.1 

682.  When  Owner  has  Forbidden  Contractor  Completing  or  Continuing 
the  Work. — Where  a  contract  is  executory,  one  party  has  the  power  to  stop 
performance  by  the  other  side  by  an  explicit  direction  to  that  effect,  sub- 
jecting himself  to  such  damages  as  will  compensate  the  other  party  for  being 
stopped  at  that  stage  in  its  execution ;  and  the  party  thus  forbidden  to  pro- 
ceed cannot  go  on  and  complete  the  contract  and  recover  the  contract 
price,  his  remedy  being  for  damages  for  the  breach.1  If  the  owner  refuse 
to  carry  out  the  contract  before  the  commencement  of  the  work,  the  con- 
tractor cannot  go  ahead  and  erect  the  building,  notwithstanding  such  re- 
fusal, and  recover  the  contract  price,  but  must  leave  matters  as  they  stand 
and  sue  for  the  breach  of  the  contract.3 

If  an  agent  of  the  owner,  as  the  superintendent,  by  authority  prevent  the 
contractor  from  continuing  his  work,  and  for  a  defect  not  occasioned  by  the 
contractor,  and  completion  was  made  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery,  he 
is  thereby  discharged  from  performance  of  the  condition,  and  is  entitled  to 
recover  for  what  he  has  done.4  The  contractor  need  not  allege  that  he  was 
ready  and  willing  to  perform  when  he  and  his  workmen  have  been  ordered 
off  the  premises  by  the  owner.  *  An  express  repudiation  by  owner  dispenses 
with  the  necessity  of  a  tender  of  performance  by  the  contractor  before  he 
can  begin  his  action  for  the  breach.*  A  contractor  can  sue  for  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  by  the  owner  if  the  owner  refuses  to  allow  the  contractor 
to  do  the  work  contracted  for,  even  though  it  contains  a  stipulation  for  arbi- 
tration in  case  of  dispute  as  to  the  true  value  of  extra  work  or  of  work 
omitted.  His  damages  will  include  his  probable  gain  or  prospective 
profits.' 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  work  done  under  a  contract  and  for  breach 
of  the  contract  by  defendent  in  preventing  further  performance,  a  report 


1  Liljengren  P.  &  L.  Co.  a.  Mead  (Minn.), 
44  N.  W.  Rep.  306;  following  Frohreich  v. 
Gaunnon,  28  Minn.  476;  and  see  5  Amer.  & 
£ng.  Ency.  Law  32-88. 

8  Gibbons  v.  Bente  (Minn.),  58  N.  W. 
Rep  756;  McGregor  v.  Ross,  96  Mich.  103; 
tee  Heavilon  v.  Kramer,  81  Ind.  241; 
Miller  v.  Phillips,  81  Pa.  St.  218. 

»  Davis  v.  Bronson  (N.  D.),  50  N.  W. 
Rep.  886;  semble,  Epperson  v.  Shelby  Co., 
7  Lea  (Tenn.)  275;  Danforth  v.  Walker,  87 
Vt.  239;  Societe,  etc.  v.  Milders,  49  L.  T. 
55. 

4  Heine  v.  Meyer,  61  N.  Y.  171  [1874]; 
Clark  «.  Franklin,  7  Leigh  (Va.)  1;  Derby 


v.  Johnson,  21  Vt.  17;  Guerdon*  Corbett, 
87  111.  272;  Bannister  c.  Reed,  1  Oilman  92;. 
Goodman  v.  Pocock,  15  Q  B.  576;  Potts  t>. 
Pt.  Plensant  Ld.  Co.  (N.  J.),  8  Atl.  Rep 
109  [1887];  Justice  v.  Elwert  (Oreg.),  4fr 
Pac  Rep.  649. 

5  Current  v.  Fulton  (Ind.  App ),  88  N. 
E.  Rep.  419. 

•  Stokes  v.  Mackay  (N.  T.  App.),  41  N. 
E.  Rep.  496 

1  Brandt  v.  Sch unman,  60  Mo.  App.  70; 
Boyd  v.  Meighan,  8  Central  Rep.  689;  1 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  670;  Jones  *.. 
Judd,  4N.  Y.  411. 
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made  to  plaintiff  by  his  workmen  that  they  had  been  stopped  by  defendant, 
accompanied  by  proof  that  they  had  been  stopped  by  defendent,  is  competent, 
to  show  the  reason  why  plaintiff  ceased  farther  performance  of  the  contract/ 

If  the  contractor  first  break  his  contract,  and  the  owner  by  reason  thereof 
fails  or  refuses  to  proceed  with  his  part,  the  latter  is  not  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  his  contract.  It  was  so  held  when  a  contractor  agreed  to  employ  mem- 
bers of  a  labor  union,  which  agreed  to  supply  him  with  workmen  on  de- 
mand. The  union  haying  called  out  its  men  because  the  contractor  dis- 
charged one  of  its  members,  it  was  held  the  contractor  was  entitled  to 
employ  non-union  men,  that  the  breach  was  on  the  part  of  the  union.1  The 
liability  for  the  non-performance  of  a  contract  is  upon  the  one  who  was  the- 
cause  of  the  contract  not  being  carried  out."  If  the  contract  has  been 
wrongly  terminated  by  one  party,  the  other  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
breach  thereof  without  showing  that  he  continued  to  be  ready  and  willing 
to  perform  his  part  after  such  termination.4  Where  the  contractor,  before 
the  day  of  performance,  declares  that  he  will  not  fulfill,  the  other  party  may 
take  him  at  his  word  and  at  once  bring  suit  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.*" 
The  fact  that  the  work  is  unnecessary  or  useless,  or  that  the  owner  cannot 
determine  how  he  will  have  it  done,  will  not  annul  or  discharge  the  contract 
to  build.*  The  insolvency  of  a  company  and  the  placing  of  its  property  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver  is  not  of  itself  a  breach  of  a  contract  to  purchase- 
materials  so  as  to  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  damages  without  placing 
himself  in  a  position  to  perform/  If  one  party  has  disabled  himself  from 
performing  his  contract  by  his  own  act,  the  other  party  may  treat  it  as. 
rescinded.8  An  agreement  that  the  time  within  which  it  shall  be  incum- 
bent on  the  contractor  to  complete  his  contract  shall  not  be  less  than  four 
years  was  held  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  it  would  allow 
the  contractor  four  years  to  complete  it  in,  and  that  the  unlawful  driving 
him  away  from  the  work  within  that  time  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant.9 

If  owner  has  refused  to  permit  the  contractor  to  complete  the  works,  he 
cannot  show  what  he  has  expended  to  supervise  the  completion  of  the  work 
or  its  value  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  counterclaim  against  the- 
contractor. " 


1  Raven  «.  Smith  (Sup.),  83  N.  Y.  8upp. 
972. 

»  Davis  v.  Bonn  (8up.).  87  N.  Y.  Supp. 
688;  see  also  World's  Columbian  Exposi- 
tion v.  Liesegang,  57  111.  App.  594:  and 
Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cochran  (Neb.), 
60  N.  W.  Rep.  894;  Hyde  v.  Grisby,  11  La. 
240;  Oznard  v.  Locke,  18  La.  449. 

'  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  40. 

4  Bond  v.  Carpenter  (R.  I.),  8  Atl.  Rep. 
589  [18871;  Howell  v.  Goald.  2  Abb.  App. 
Dec.  (X.  Y.)418;  Morier*.  Moran,  58111. 
App.  285;  but  see  Allphin  «.  Working  (111.). 
24  N.  E.  Rep.  54  [1890];  Hudson  t>.  Feige, 
58  Mich.  148. 


•Engeselte  v.  McGllvray,  63  111.  App. 
461. 

%  Graves*.  Caruthers,  Meigs  (Tenn.)  58, 
65. 

7  Diamond  State  Iron  Co.  v.  San  An- 
tonio, etc.,  Ry.  Co.  (Tex.).  33  8.  W.  Rep. 
987:  and  see  Girard  L.  I.  Co.  «.  Cooper  (C. 
C.  A.).  51  Fed.  Rep.  382;  accord,  Amsden  ». 
Atwood  (Vt.),  35  Atl.  Rep.  811. 

8  Robson  0.  Drummond.  2  B.  &  Ad.  808; 
Planche  v.  Coburn,  8  Bing.  14. 

•  Randel  v.  Chesapeake  &  Del.  Canal,  1 
Harrington  (Del.)  288-822  [1888]. 

10  The  Memphis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Wilcox* 
48  Pa.  St.  161  [1864];  Stone  «.  Assip,  18  N. 
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683.  A  Suspension  of  the  Work  will  Hot  Justify  Contractor  in  Abandon- 
ing Contract  Work.  — If  the  owner  suspend  the  work  for  six  months  and 
refuse  to  give  the  contractor  any  assurance  that  the  work  would  be  resumed, 
it  is  sufficient  cause  to  permit  the  contractor  to  recover  for  what  he  has 
done,  including  the  per  cent,  that  was  by  the  contract  to  be  retained  until 
the  completion  of  the  work,  and  this  is  so  not witstan ding  a  provision  that 
no  claim  should  be  made  for  damages  in  case  the  work  was  suspended  or 
delayed.1 

The  question,  "  What  is  an  unreasonable  delay  in  renewing  work  that  has 
been  suspended  ?"  is  one  for  a  jury  to  determine.1  A  suspension  of  work  for 
six  months,  with  no  assurance  that  it  will  be  resumed,  has  been  held  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  contractor  to  abandon  the  work.' 

When  the  owner  suspends  work  he  is  liable  for  any  iu jury  which  the  con- 
tractor suffers  in  consequence  thereof,  as  where  a  water  company  contracted 
for  work  to  be  done,  and  afterwards,  because  of  a  rise  in  the  river  and  danger 
to  some  of  its  buildings,  it  desired  to  stop  the  work.4  But  when  a  stipulation 
provides  that  a  suspension  of  the  work  by  the  owner  shall  give  the  contractor 
no  claims  for  damages,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  any  damages  for  a  suspen- 
sion made  in  good  faith/ 

684.  Suspension  of  Work  is  Hot  Always  a  Rescission  of  Contract. — Consent 
of  both  parties  to  the  omission  of  some  of  the  items  of  a  building  contract 
does  not  amount  to  a  rescission  of  the  entire  contract;  the  residue  remains  in 
full  force/  Generally,  however,  an  agreement  for  rescission  implies  a  total 
rescission.7  A  mere  suspension  of  the  work  by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties 
is  not  a  rescission  of  the  contract  which  entitles  the  contractor  to  ignore  its 
terms  and  refuse  to  accept  the  engineer's  estimate  of  the  work  done  prior  to 
suspension  as  provided  by  the  contract.8  The  fact  that  the  owner,  upon  the 
statement  by  a  contractor  that  his  failure  to  prosecute  the  work  was  owing 
to  his  inability  to  get  mechanics,  employed  extra  men  himself  does  not  show 
a  rescission  of  the  contract  by  the  owner  nor  cause  for  rescission  by  the  con- 
tractor.* A  postal  card  from  one  party  to  the  other  party  asking  that  nothing 
be  done  about  building  certain  cars,  contracted  to  be  built,  until  further 
instructions,  and  setting  the  time  within  which  such  instructions  would  be 
given,  has  been  held  not  to  constitute  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  the  same 
amounting  only  to  a  request  to  suspend  the  construction  for  the  time  named: 


T.  Supp.  441 ;  and  $ee  Bonnett  v.  Glatfeldt, 
8  West  Rep.  (111.)  687. 

1  Curran  *  Del.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y. 
App.).  84  N.  E  Rep.  201;  and  fee  Sbeible 
9.  Klein  (Mich.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  857;  and 
Snell  v.  Brown,  71  III.  138;  Hulfe  v.  Height- 
man,  2  East  145;  Moulton  e.  Trask,  9  Met. 
577. 

'Sullivan  «.  N.  Y.  &  R.  C.  Co.  (N.  Y.), 
28  N  E  Rep.  880. 

*Curnan  v.  Del.  A  O.  R  Co..  supra.     . 

♦Vicksburg  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Gor- 


man  (Miss.),  11  So.  Rep.  680. 

*  Snell  v.  Brown,  71  III.  188. 

•Menne  t>.  Neumeister,  25  Mo.  App.  800; 
Mi  White  v.  Soto,  82  Cal.  654 ;  McFadden 
«.  O'Donnell,  18  Cal.  160. 

1  Thompson  v.  Lyons,  54  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  101. 

aMonon  Nav.  Co.  t>.  Fenlon,  4  Watts  & 
S  200 

'McGonigte  t>.  Klein  (Colo.  App.),  40 
Pac.  Rep.  465. 
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and  upon  neglect  to  give  the  further  notice  in  a  positive  form  not  to  con- 
struct within  the  time  named,  the  contractor  had  a  right  to  go  on  with  the 
work.1  A  suspension  of  work  under  a  contract  for  a  length  of  time  pro- 
hibited by  its  terms,  when  rendered  excusable  by  act  of  God,  is  not  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  and  the  other  party  ib  not  thereby  justified  in  terminating 
it.1  Ordinarily  if  work  is  suspended  until  after  the  time  for  its  completion 
by  order  of  the  owner,  the  contractor  is  released  from  his  obligation  to  com- 
plete the  work,  and  he  may  sue  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  owner.* 
In  a  case  where  the  president  of  a  company  owned  nearly  all  the  stock,  and 
furnished  all  the  money  to  build  the  road,  and  he  and  his  private  secretary, 
who  was  also  secretary  of  the  company,  attended  to  all  its  business,  a  letter 
to  a  contractor  written  by  the  secretary  on  the  death  of  the  president  saying 
that  the  president's  executor  desired  the  work  suspended,  constitutes  a  sus- 
pension by  the  company,  especially  when  the  company  made  no  demand  on 
the  contractor  to  proceed.4 

A  provision  that  in  case  the  company  is  delayed  in  acquiring  title  to 
lands,  or  for  other  reasons,  the  contractor  shall  not  be  entitled  to  damages 
therefor,  but  shall  have  an  extension  of  time,  does  not  apply  to  delay  caused 
by  company  in  failing  to  have  a  survey  made  for  the  work/  If  a  contractor 
promptly  protests  against  a  decision  of  the  other  party  in  suspending  work 
or  putting  an  unwarranted  construction  upon  the  contract,  he  saves  his  right 
to  damages.**  The  contractor  is  not  bound  when  he  receives  an  order  sus- 
pending the  work  to  either  acquiesce  or  throw  up  the  contract.  He  may 
notify  the  other  party  that  he  objects  and  holds  him  liable  forthehinderance.* 
Rescission  of  the  contract  is  a  right  of  which  the  contractor  may  avail  him- 
self, but  he  is  not  bound  to  rescind.  If  the  builder  continue  the  work  not- 
withstanding an  order  suspending  it,  and  the  company  ultimately  has  the 
benefit  of  it,  it  is  liable  for  it  at  the  contract  price.* 

685.  Breach  of  Contract  when  there  are  Several  Joint  Parties.— One 
of  several  joint  contractors  cannot  rescind  the  contract  unless  the  others 
assent  to  it.7  Nor  can  a  contract  be  rescinded  by  the  husband  alone  when 
he  and  his  wife  are  united  as  one  party.8  A  recent  case  is  authority  for  the 
statement  that  when  the  contract  is  with  several  persons  to  erect  a  building 
for  them,  and  one  only  of  them  refuses  to  carry  out  the  contract,  and  the 
contract  is  entire,  the  refusal  of  the  one  releases  the  contractor  from  liability 
to  the  others  if  he  should  not  carry  out  the  contract ;  •  that  the  contractor 

1  Gill  Mfg.  Co.  «.  Hurd,   18  Fed.  Rep.  Rep.  168  [1892]. 

678.  'Roettiuger  v.  United  States,  26  U.  S, 

•  Asplund  t>.  Mattson  (Wash.),  46  Pac.  Ct.  of  CI.  891  [1891]. 

Rep.  841.  T  Brewster  v.  Wooster,   9  N.  Y.  Supp. 

» Kugler  «.  Wiseman,  20  Ohio  861.  812. 

4  Curnan   v.  Delaware  &  O.  R.  Co.  (N.  8  Spencer  v.  St.  Clair,  57  N.  H.  9. 

Y.  App.).  34  N.  E.  Rep.  201.  •Davis  v.  Bronson  (N.  ».),  50  N.  W. 

•O'Connor  c.   Smith  (Tex.),   19  S.  W.  Rep.  836. 

•  See  Sees.  578-581,  supra. 
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-cauiiot  proceed  with  the  erection,  and  recover  therefor,  because  the  refusal 
<of  one  owner  to  perform  releases  the  contractor  from  liability  to  the  other 
owners.1  The  discharge  of  a  builder  by  one  of  a  board  of  school  trustees, 
who  has  been  selected  to  superintend  the  work,  without  knowledge  or  con- 
-sent  of  the  other  trustees,  will  rescind  the  contract  of  employment.9 

686.  Failure  to  Make  Specific  Payments  when  Due,  a  Breach  of  Contract 
— When  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  payments  are  to  be  made  by  the  owner 
^it  stated  periods  or  at  specific  stages  of  the  work  as  it  progresses,  a  failure  to 
meet  the  payments  or  to  pay  the  estimate  is  such  a  breach  of  the  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  as  will  justify  the  contractor  in  abandoning  the  work' 
and  rescinding  the  contract.4  When  payment  is  to  be  made  upon  comple- 
tion of  specific  stages  of  the  work  the  payment  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  further  prosecution  of  the  work/  A  refusal  by  contractor  to  proceed 
'with  the  work,  until  the  last  installment  due  is  paid,  is  not  a  breach  on  his 
part/  The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  not  obtained  the  monthly  estimate 
and  certificate  will  not  excuse  the  owner  from  making  stipulated  monthly 
payments,  as  the  estimate  of  the  engineer  is  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
t>wner.T  It  seems  the  contractor  should  ask  for  an  estimate,  and  demand 
the  payment.* 

687.  Provision  that  Failure  to  Make  Stipulated  Payments  shall  not  be  a 
Just  Cause  for  Rescission. — To  prevent  such  a  rescission  by  the  contractor 
the  following  clause  is  sometimes  employed : 

Clause  :  "  Nor  shall  any  omission  or  failure  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
or  company  to  pay  the  amount  of  such  certificate  or  monthly  payment 
at  the  time  the  same  shall  be  payable  be  held  or  deemed  to  vitiate, 
abrogate,  or  avoid  this  contract,  but  in  such  case  the  contractors  shall 
be  entitled  to  interest  thereon  at  and  after  the  day  it  is  due,  at  the  rate 
of  ten  per  cent.  (10#)  per  annum  for  such  time  as  such  payment  shall 
be  deferred  or  delayed." 

If  a  contract  provide  that  work  shall  be  estimated  and  paid  for  in  install- 
ments, and  a  certain  per  cent,  is  reserved  as  liquidated  damages  or  security 
for  full  performance  of  the  contract,  and  payments  have  not  been  made  as 


1  Davis  t>.  Bronson  (N.  D.),  60  N.  W. 
Rep.  836 ;  s&mble,  Brodeck  t>.  Farnum 
tWush.),  40  Pac.  Rep.  189. 

*  Scofleld  «.  McGregor,  1  Tborap.  &  C. 
<N.  Y.)  404. 

*  Cunningham  «.  M.  8.  &  Ft.  C.  R.  Co., 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  600  [1892] ;  Lincoln  v. 
Schwartz,  70  III.  134  [18781  ;  Canal  Co.  «. 
Gordon,  6  Wall  561  [18671;  Geary  * 
Bangs,  188  111.  77;  Scheiblc  t>.  Klein 
(Mich.),  50  N.  W.  Rep.  857  ;  DeLoache  v. 
Smith  (Ga.)t  10  8.  E.  Rep.  436  ;  Grand 
Rapids  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Dusen.  29  Mich  481; 
Hunter  «.  Walter  (N.  Y.  App.),  29  N.  E. 
Rep.  145  ;  Schwartz  t\  Sanders.  46  111.  18  ; 
Miller  v.  Sullivan  (Tex.-,  88  8.  W.  Rep. 


695 ;  Phillips  &  C.  C.  Co.  t>.  Seymour,  91 
U.  8.  646  ;  Bennett  e.  8haughne6sy,  6 
Utah  278  [1889]  ;  Keeler  v.  Clifford  (111.), 
46  N.  E.  Rep  248. 

4  Porter  v  Arrowhead  Res.  Co.,  85  Pac. 
Rep.  146  ;  Palmer  v.  Breen.  34  Minn.  89 ; 
Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  412  [1850]  :  29 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  912,  and  $66 
County  of  Ch.  v.  Overholt,  18  111.  228. 

6  Bennett  v.  Shaughnessy,  6  Utah  278 
[1889]. 

•  Raabe  «.  Squier  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N.  E. 
Rep.  516 ;  Johnson  t>.  Tyng  (Sup.),  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  516. 

1  Rusling  o.  Union  Pipe  &  Const.  Co. 
(Sup.).  89  W.  Y.  Supp.  216. 
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agreed,  the  contractor  may  recover  the  full  amount  of  such  installments 
earned  and  unpaid,  together  with  the  per  cent,  reserved  on  all  the  work 
done,1  aud  without  regard  to  what  it  cost  the  owner  to  complete  the  job," 
and  regardless  of  what  the  work  is  worth  to  the  owner.'  This  is  so  notwith- 
standing a  provision  for  the  rate  of  interest  which  the  deferred  payment 
should  bear  in  case  of  failure  to  meet  monthly  payments,4  or  a  provision  for 
a  supplementary  agreement  to  be  executed  which  would  have  limited  the 
liability  of  the  promisor  to  protecting  the  structure  against  liens/ 

It  seems  the  contractor  may  act  upon  the  failure  to  make  payments,  and 
treat  the  contract  as  broken  the  same  day  that  the  owner  fails  or  refuses  to 
meet  his  obligations  to  pay.*  If,  however,  the  contractor  has  failed  to  per- 
form the  conditions  that  entitle  him  to  payment,  for  which  reasons  the 
owner  refused  to  make  the  payment,  such  refusal  does  not  rescind  the  con- 
tract so  as  to  preclude  the  owner  from  proceeding  against  the  sureties.7 

The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  been  dilatory  in  the  work  from  the  be- 
ginning does  not  entitle  the  owner  to  refuse  to  pay  an  installment  which  is 
fully  earned,  and  to  terminate  the  contract  as  for  a  breach,  when  the  owner 
has  acquiesced  in  the  delay  up  to  the  time  the  installment  was  due.8  The 
fact  that  a  party  has  not  performed  his  contract  even  according  to  its  legal 
effect  does  not  necessarily  entitle  the  other  party  to  rescission,  if  either  or  both 
have  partly  performed,  and  circumstances  of  embarrassment  have  thereby 
arisen  which  make  it  impracticable  to  restore  the  parties  to  their  original 
status.'*  It  is  not  every  partial  neglect  or  refusal  to  comply  with  some  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract  which  will  entitle  the  other  party  to  abandon  the 
contract.  To  justify  an  abandonment  the  object  of  the  contract  must  have 
been  defeated  or  rendered  unattainable  by  the  misconduct  or  default  of  the 
party." 

Some  of  the  cases  hold  that  the  nonpayment  must  amount  to  a  re- 
fusal or  be  under  such  circumstances  as  to  warrant  the  belief  that  the  con- 
tractor was  prevented  from  completing  the  contract.11  He  must,  it  seems, 
be  justified  in  abandoning  the  work.  A  contract  providing  that  payments 
should  be  made  on  estimates  as  the  work  progressed,  implies  that  the  estimates 
shall  be  made  at  reasonable  intervals  as  the  work  progresses  at  the  con- 

1  Phillips  &  C.  C.  Co  v.  Seymour,  91  U.  but  see  Cox  v.  McLaughliu,  76  Cal.  60. 
8.  646  ;  Schwartz  v.  Sunders,  46  111.    18  ;  *  Casey  v.  Gunn,  29  Mo.  App.  14;  semble, 

€urnan  v.  Del.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  App.).  Raabe  «.  Squier  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N.  E. 

84  N.  E.  Rep.  201  ;  Dunn  v.  Johnson,  38  Rep.  516. 
Ind.  54  ;  Hill  v.  Hovey,  26  Vt.  109.  «  Smith  v.  Corn.  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  326  : 

•  Phillips   &   C.    C.    Co.    c.   Seymour,  and  Me  Kilgore  t>.  N.  W.  Baptist  Ed.  Soc 
tupra;  Tnomas  v.  Stewart  (N.  Y.  App.),  (Tex.  Sup.),  37  S.  W.  Rep.  598. 

SO  N.  E.  Rep.  577.  *  Blake  v.  Pine  Mountain  Iron  &  Coal 

•Money  «.  York  Iron  Co.  (Mich.),  46 N.  Co  (C.  C.  A),  76  Fed.  Rep.  620. 

W.  Rep.  376  [1890].  «•  Selby  v.   Hutchiuson,  4  Giim.    319 ; 

4  Canal  Co.  v.  Gordon,  6  Wall.  561  [1867].  Young  t>.  Preston,  4  Crunch  239;  Andrews 

•  Thompson  v.  Goble,  16  Pac.  Rep.  718  e.  Montgomery  19  Johns.  205. 

(1888].  "  Wilson  v.  Bauman,  80  111.  498  [18751. 

•  Canal  Co.  «.  Gordon,  6  Wall.  561  [1867]; 

*  See  Sec.  681,  tupra. 
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tractor's  request,  go  that,  on  the  landowner's  refusal  to  make  the  estimates 
in  that  manner  after  demand,  and  to  make  payments,  the  contractor  was 
warranted  in  refusing  to  complete  the  contract.1  When  the  contract  pro- 
vides that  if  the  contractor  fail  to  pay  for  labor  and  materials,  the  owner 
may  refuse  to  pay  installments,  otherwise  payable,  such  refusal  is  no  proof 
of  the  abandonment  of  the  contract,  nor  is  the  fact  that  the  owner  has  had 
the  work  done  when  the  contractor  has  refused  to  finish  it.' 

To  claim  prospective  profits  that  contractor  would  have  earned  had  he 
completed  the  contract,  there  are  cases  to  the  effect  that  either  performance 
must  have  been  made  dependent  on  such  payments  being  made,  or  the  non- 
payment and  other  acts  must  have  prevented  the  contractor's  performance/ 
There  are  several  decisions  which  are  authority  for  the  statement  that  a 
failure  to  make  a  specific  payment  will  not  permit  the  contractor  to  recover 
the  contract  prices  for  work  done,  nor  the  profits  he  would  have  made  had 
he  completed  work,  but  that  his  recovery  should  be  upon  a  quantum  meruit 
for  the  value  of  the  work  actually  done.  The  court  said  :4  "  A  failure  to  make 
a  specified  payment  does  not  authorize  a  contractor  to  abandon  the  work  and 
sue  on  the  contract,  but  he  may  have  an  action  for  damages.  It  does  not  termi- 
nate the  contract  or  authorize  the  contractor  to  rescind  the  contract.  Where 
it  is  known  that  the  party  in  default  is  struggling  to  perform,  it  is  as  unreason- 
able as  it  is  unjust,  to  conclude  from  a  temporary  failure  to  perform  that  he 
consents  to  a  rescission.  A  total  failure  of  performance,  which  indicates  a 
disposition  to  abandon  the  contract  or  a  refusal  to  go  on  with  it,  may  be 
considered  as  a  consent  to  a  rescission." 

Other  cases  hold  that  in  order  to  justify  a  contractor  in  abandoning 
further  performance  and  suing  for  future  profits,  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  other  party  has  broken  substantial  provisions  of  the  contract  and  mani- 
fests an  intention  to  continue  such  breaches,  but  it  must  also  be  shown  that 
the  breaches  prevented  the  innocent  party  from  executing  the  contract,  or 
rendered  its  objects  unattainable  by  proper  performance.*     When  an  owner 


1  Newton  v.  Highland  Imp.  Co.  (Minn.), 
64  N.  W.Ren.  1146. 

*  Casey  c.  Gunn,  29  Mo.  App.  14. 

■  Wharton  &  Co.  v.  Winch,  19  N.  Y. 
Supp.  477:  reversed  in  (N.  T.  App.),  85  N. 
£.  Rep.  589. 

4  Cox  v.  McLoughlin,  54  Cal.  605,  and 
76Cal  60  [1888]. 

5  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S  Ry.  Co.  v.  Richards 
(111.),  82  N.  E.  Rep.  402,  40  111.  App.  560; 
reversed;  William  Wharton  &  Co.  v.  Winch 
(Com.  PI.).  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  477;  accord. 
Cox  v.  McLaughlin.  76  Cal.  60;  Christian 
Co.  v.  Overholt,  18  III.  228;  Bethel  v.  Salem 
Imp.  Co.  (Va  ).  25  S.  E.  Ren.  304;  and  see 
Graf  *.  Cunningham  (N.  Y.).  16  N.  E. 
Rep.  551  [1888];  semblt,  Wntson  v.  Gray's 
Harb.  B.  Co.  (Wash).  28  Pac.  Rep.  527; 
and  semble,  Quinn  v.  United  States,  99  U. 


S.  30  [18781;  semble,  McGonigle  t>.  Klein 
(Colo.  App.).  40  Pac.  Rep.  465 ;  Fairfield 
v.  Jeffreys,  68  Ind.  578;  Chapman  v.  Deane, 
34  Mich.  375;  Bergen  v.  New  Orleans,  35 
La.  528;  but  see  De  Mattos  v.  Jordan 
(Wash.).  46  Pac.  Rep  402.  The  Illinois 
case  was  subsequently  overruled,  the  court 
holding  that  where  one  party  to  a  contract 
violates  some  of  its  substantial  provisions, 
so  as  to  deprive  the  other  party  of  the 
benefits  of  the  contract,  and  manifests  an 
intention  to  continue  such  breaches,  the 
other  party  may  abandon  further  perform* 
ance  of  the  contract  and  sue  for  future 
profits,  although  such  I  reaches  did  not 
amount  to  a  physical  obstruction  or  pre- 
vention of  performance  by  such  other 
party.  Lak<;  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  «. 
Richards  (111.  Sup.),  38  N.  E.  Rep.  778. 
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notified  the  contractor  that  if  he  did  not  complete  a  structure  he  (the 
owner)  should,  at  the  expiration  of  three  days,  complete  it  himself,  and  the 
contractor  informed  the  owner  that  he  would  proceed  a*  soon  as  he  could 
obtain  certain  materials,  and  afterwards  the  contractor  notified  the  owner 
that  he  could  not  secure  the  materials,  but  that  if  the  owner  could  get 
them  elsewhere  he  would  send  men  to  finish  the  building,  it  was  held  that 
the  contractor  remain  in  charge  of  the  building,  and  was  responsible  for  its 
proper  construction.1 

To  be  entitled  to  prospective  profits  it  seems  that  the  contractor  must 
have  abandoned  the  contract  in  its  entirety.  Whether  he  did  or  has  so 
abandoned  it,  is  a  question  for  the  jury.' 

If  the  contractor  acknowledge  his  inability  to  proceed  with  the  contract, 
it  has  been  held  not  necessary  for  the  owner  to  demand  a  performance  be- 
fore suing  for  the  breach.*  If  either  party,  by  his  words  or  conduct,  shows 
a  fixed  intention  to  abandon  it,  the  other  party  is  justified  in  treating  it  as 
abandoned,4  and  the  latter  may  bring  his  action  though  the  time  for  con.- 
pletion  has  not  arrived,  if  the  party  in  default  disregards  the  terms  of  his 
contract  and  refuses  to  fulfill  his  agreement.6  His  failure  to  perform  need 
not  have  been  wilful,  it  seems/ 

688.  Abusive  Conduct  of  Owner  may  be  a  Just  Cause  for  Abandonment 
by  Contractor. — It  has  been  held  that  a  contractor  may  at  his  option  con- 
tinue work,  or  abandon  it  and  recover  for  what  he  has  done,  where  he  has 
asked  for  money  and  has  been  told  "to  go  on  with  the  work  or  leave  the 
building,"  he  having  left.'  But  when  the  owner  told  the  contractor,  "If 
you  won't  go  on  with  your  work,  go  away!  "  when  he  was  complaining  of  un- 
necessary delay  on  part  of  owner  in  supplying  materials,  it  was  held  not  to 
amount  to  a  rescission  of  contract.0  Abusive  conduct,  threats,  and  an  assault 
by  the  owner,  accompanied  with  an  order  "  never  to  come  upon  the  works 
again,"  was  held  to  justif^an  abandonment  of  the  work  by  the  contractor  and 
a  recovery  for  what  was  done,  even  though  the  contractor  was  ordered  by  the 
owner  to  complete  the  works.*  Where  a  contract  provides  that  a  certain 
payment  should  be  made  when  the  work  is  completed,  and  the  contractor 
was  delayed  in  his  work  by  the  delay  of  another  independent  contractor's 
work  which  was  to  be  done  first,  and  the  contractor  used  all  diligence  in 
prosecuting  the  work  after  it  was  possible  for  him  to  do  so,  and  went  pre- 


1  Washburn  v.  Pettinger  (Sup.),  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  540. 

8  Wm.  Wharton  &  Co.  v.  Winch  (N.  Y. 
App.),  85  N.  E.  Rep.  589. 

8  Dwyer  v.  Tulnne  Ed.  Fund's  Admr's. 
(La.),  17  So.  Rep.  796;  but  see  Clark  «. 
Nat.  Ben.  &  Cas.  Co.(C.  C).  67  Fed.  Rep. 
222,  contra;  and  see  Davidson  v.  Jersey 
Co.  Ass'n..  71  N.  Y.  338. 

4  Kilga-e  v.  Northwest  Tex.  Baptist  Ed. 
Soc.  (Tex.),  87  8.  W.  Rep.  473. 


6  Slos8  Marhlehead  L.  Co.  v.  Smith,  11 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  21& 

6  Bacon  v.  Green  (Fla.).  18  So.  Rep. 
870. 

'  Clayton,  et  al,  v.  McConnell,  14  OnL 
Rep.  608  [1887]. 

6  Clayton  t>.  McConnell,  15  Ont.  Appv 
560  [1888] ;  following  Midland  R.  Co  * 
Ontario  R.  M  Co.,  40  Ont  App.  677. 

9  Sproessig  v.  Kernel,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
889. 


626       ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§  680 


pared  to  finish  the  job,  but  was  ordered  off  by  the  owner,  who  had  pat  other 
men  on  the  work,  it  was  held  a  substantial  compliance,  and  to  entitle  the 
contractor  to  his  payment.1 

If  the  owner  has  once  given  the  contractor  just  cause  for  rescinding  the 
contract,  and  the  latter  has  not  again  taken  up  the  work  as  if  under  the  con- 
tract, the  owner  cannot  bring  him  back  under  its  terms  by  giving  him  notice, 
written  or  otherwise,  to  proceed  with  the  work.  Such  a  notice  does  not 
effect  the  contractor's  right  to  take  advantage  of  the  owner's  breach  and  to 
recover  damages  for  it  if  he  has  not  resumed  work  under  it  or  in  obedience 
to  it/ 

It  has  been  held  that  a  refusal  to  grant  an  extension  of  time  for  per- 
formance of  a  contract  rescinded  the  contract,  when  the  election  to  rescind 
within  a  certain  time  was  reserved  to  either  party  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract.3 

689.  Heglect  or  Refusal  of  Owner  to  Provide  Materials,  Labor,  Lines, 
Levels,  Plans,  Site,  or  Permits,  as  He  Agreed  to  Do,  may  be  a  Cause  for 
Abandonment  by  the  Contractor.* — If  the  owner  has  agreed  to  furnish 
certain  essential  parts  or  things  to  the  contractor,  and  he  fails  or  refuses  to 
provide  them  pursuant  to  his  contract,  such  failure  or  refusal  may  justify 
the  contractor  in  abandoning  the  job.4  It  was  so  held  when  the  owner 
neglected  to  furnish  well-seasoned  boards  for  flooring  as  they  were  wanted, 
which  the  contractor  was  to  lay.  The  contractor  having  abandoned  the 
job,  it  was  held  he  could  recover  for  what  work  he  had  done;  that  there  was 
a  condition  precedent  to  performance  that  the  boards  should  be  furnished 
as  they  were  wanted,  and  that  when  the  owner  had  means  of  knowing  when 
the  boards  would  be  wanted,  that  the  contractor  was  under  no  obligation  to 
make  a  special  demand  for  the  materials.*  So  when  a  contractor  was  to 
paint  a  house  for  a  certain  sum,  the  materials  to  be  supplied  b*  the  owner, 
who  neglected  to  furnish  more  materials  when  the  paint  gave  out,  it  was 
held  he  could  recover  compensation,  as  for  day  work.* 

The  state  is  equally  liable  with  a  person  for  its  failure  to  have  other 
contractors  provide  work  or  materials,  and  for  acts  and  negligence  o*  state 
agents  and  officers.7     If  the  contractor  is  to  furnish  the  labor  but  not 


1  Highton  «.  Dessau  (Com.  PI.),  19  N. 
Y.  Supp.  895;  Current  v.  Fulton  (Ind. 
App  ),  88  N.  E.  Rep.  419. 

•  Ray  burn  «.  Comstonk  (Mich.).  45  N. 
W.  Rep.  878  [1890];  Sproes^ig  t>.  Rental, 
17  N.  Y.  Supp.  889;  semble,  Graf  v.  Cun- 
ningham    (N.   Y.),    10    N.   E.   Rep.   551 

*  Thayer  v.  Allison,  109  111.  180. 

4  Hill  «.  Hovey,  et  al.,  26  Vt.  109  [1853]; 
Bennett*.  Shaughnessy,  6 Utah  273  [1889]: 
McCullough  v.  Baker,  47  Mo.  401;  Fitz- 


gerald *.  Hayward,  50  Mo.  516. 

8  Hill  v.  Hovev,  26  Vt.  109 :  and  te+ 
Greene  v.  Haley,  5*  R.  I.  260,  and  Hollister 
*.  Mott,  182  N.  Y.  18;  bu'  see  Scales  c. 
Wiley  (Vt.),  83  Atl.  Rep.  771 

•Cargain  v  Everett  (Sup.).  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  688;  Palmer  *>.  Breen.  24  N.W.  Rep. 
822;  accord,  Anderson  E.  Co.  v.  Cleburne 
W.  I.  &  L  Co.  (Tex.).  27  S.  W.  Rep.  504. 

1  State  v.  Fairish.  23  Miss.  483;  United 
States  v.  Mueller,  1 18  U.  8.  153. 


•SwSeca.  324,  326, 489,  440,  and  674-680,  supra. 
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materials,  and  nothing  is  said  as  to  who  shall  furnish  the  materials,  the 
•owner  must  provide  the  materials.1 

If  the  owner  fails  to  get  the  necessary  permits  to  move  or  erect  a  build- 
ing iu  a  city,  he  is  nevertheless  liable  to  the  contractor  for  his  services  rendered 
in  preparing  or  trying  to  carry  out  his  contract."  When  the  owner  has 
failed  to  furnish  the  requisite  plans  and  specifications  according  to  his  agree- 
ment, the  contractor  need  not  demand  further  specifications  nor  deliver  the 
balance  of  the  materials  to  recover  for  the  breach.' 

It  seems  that  when  the  owner  fails  or  refuses  to  perform  the  under- 
takings he  has  assumed  and  which  are  requisite  to  the  completion  of  the 
contractor's  agreement,  that  the  latter  may  himself  furnish  the  same  or 
other  means  of  performing  his  contract,  even  against  the  owner's  will  and 
wishes,  and  that  he  may  recover  the  expense  of  such  extras.  Under  such 
•circumstances  it  was  held  that  a  contractor  could  recover  for  scaffolding 
erected  about  a  water-tower/  the  owner  having  failed  to  perform  his  agree- 
ment to  keep  the  water  in  the  tower  at  any  height  desired  by  the  contractor, 
«o  that  he  could  work  on  a  float  inside  the  tower/  A  contractor  was  held 
•entitled  to  recover  sums  paid  for  engineering,  which  the  company  was  to 
pay  for  or  provide  by  the  terms  of  the  contract/  If  the  contractor  cannot 
provide  the  things  or  information  which  the  owner  was  to  supply,  he  may 
omit  so  much  and  recover  the  contract  price,  less  the  cost  of  applying  or 
fitting  the  things  which  the  owner  failed  to  supply. - 

If  the  owner  fails  to  furnish  materials  per  contract  at  proper  time,  the 
contractor  is  entitled  to  damages  for  the  delay,  even  though  he  has  con- 
tinued the  work  to  completion.7  Whether  or  not  the  contract  was  upon  a 
condition  that  the  owner  should  give  lines  and  grades  for  the  work  has  been 
held  a  proper  question  for  a  jury.8 

The  fact  that  a  contractor  was  prevented  from  appropriating,  to  his  own 
use,  certain  materials  of  excavation  under  a  contract  for  the  construction  of 


1  Perine  v.  Standfield  (Mich.).  65  K.  W. 
Rep.  541. 

•  Theobald  «.  Burleigh  (N.  EL),  28  N.  E. 
Rep.  867  [1891];  antftedLanahan  t>.  Heaver 
<Md.),  29  Atl.  Rep.  1086,  and  Thorp  «. 
Ross.  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  (N.  Y.).  416,  and 
Deeves  v.  New  York  (Super.  Ct.),  17  N. 
Y.  Supp.  460. 

1  DeLoache  «.  Smith  (Ga.),  10  S.  E.  Rep. 
486;  Wood  r.  Malone,  131  Pa.  St.  554; 
Roberts  ft.  Bury  Commrs.,  L.  R.  4  C.  P. 
310,  and  5  C.  P.  825;  and  see  Benner  v. 
Phoenix  l\  &  T.  Co.  (Sup.),  80  N.  Y.  Supp. 
290,  where  owner  was  to  make  imp  rove- 
men  Is;  Weeks  v.  Little,  89  N.  Y.  566;  Van 
Buren  v.  Digues.  11  How.  (U.  S.)f  461;  Mc- 
Anrlrews  v.  Tippetts.  89  N.  J.  Law  105; 
Smith  r.  Roe,  7  Col.  95;  Sinnott  v.  Mullin, 
$>  Pa.  St.  888. 

4  Nason  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stephens,  50  Hun 
606  [1888];  but  #m  Thorp  v.  Ross.  4  Keyes 


(N.  Y.).  546. 

5  Central  Trust  Co.  «.  Condou  (C.  C. 
A.).  67  Fed.  Rep.  84.  For  grading  the  loca- 
tion of  a  structure,  Becker  v.  Natl.  Pro- 
hib.  Park  Co.  (Sup.),  23  N.  Y.  Supp  880. 

•  Eastern  Granite  Co.  r .  Heim  (la.),  57  N. 
W.  Rep.  437  ;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
HoHerbach.  8  West.  Rep.  364. 

'  Tobey  v.  Price.  75  111.  645  [1874] ;  and 
see  Gran n is  Lumber  Co.  v.  Deeves  (Sup.), 
25  N.  Y.  Supp.  375;  and  Hood  v  Raines, 
19  Tex.  400;  Bulkley  v.  Brainard.  2  R<  ot 
(Conn.)  5:  anrftteBlanchard  t>.  Blackstone, 
102  Mass.  348,  where  the  site  of  a  structure 
was  not  selected. 

8  Hammond  v.  Beeson  (Mo.),  20  S.  W. 
Rep.  474;  and  see  O'Connor  v.  Smith,  84 
Tex.  282,  where  subcontractor  was  delayed 
by  owner's  failure  to  have  surveys  made, 
and  White  v.  School  District  (Pa.),  28  Atl. 
Ren.  136. 
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sewers,  a  portion  of  which  ran  through  private  property,  will  not  entitle  the* 
contractor  to  rescind  his  contract,  as  the  right  to  the  stone  did  not  accrue 
until  the  work  was  completed.1  If  the  owner  contracts  for  the  carpentry 
work  upon  a  building,  the  same  to  proceed  forthwith  without  delay,  he  must 
have  the  building  ready  for  the  carpenter  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  com- 
pensate him  in  damages  for  the  delay.* 

Delay  caused  by  the  owner's  inspector  rejecting  (in  good  faith)  material* 
which  he  considered  were  not  according  to  specifications,  under  a  power  con- 
ferred by  the  contract,  is  not  chargeable  to  the  owner  or  company.' 

An  injunction  restraining  the  contractor  from  performing  his  contract 
will  excuse  non-performance  if  the  injunction  is  not  dissolved  in  time  for  him 
to  proceed  with  the  work;4  *  but  it  will  give  the  contractor  no  right  to  damages 
against  the  owner  unless  the  jury  find  that  the  owner  failed  to  use  reasonable 
diligence  in  getting  the  injunction  removed.*  If,  however,  the  contractor 
has  been  enjoined  from  moving  a  house  by  a  third  party  with  notice  of  the- 
the  contract  and  the  then  position  of  the  house  on  a  beach,  he  may  recover,. 
as  damages,  the  value  of  his  time  thereby  lost,  the  wages  of  men  for  such 
extra  time  as  he  was  obliged  to  pay  them  on  account  thereof,  the  expeuse  of 
protecting  the  house  from  the  sea,  and  the  value  of  apparatus  lost  by  high 
tide,  without  fault  of  his,  while  protecting  it,  together  with  the  profits  which 
he  would  have  made  but  for  the  injunction.' 

690.  Measure  of  Recovery  when  Gontraetor  hat  been  Prevented  from 
Performing  His  Contract  —  Two  Lines  of  Action  He  may  Purine. —  If  the 
contractor  has  been  prevented  or  excused  from  a  full  performance  of  his  con- 
tract by  the  orders  or  conduct  of  the  other  party,  he  may,  in  his  discretion, 
either  elect  to  consider  the  contract  rescinded,  and  recover  on  the  common 
counts  for  the  value  of  the  work  and.  materials  he  has  furnised,  i.e.,  on  a 
quantum  meruit,1  i.e.,  for  its  reasonable  value,  though  it  be  in  excess  of  the* 


1  Becker  t>.  Philadelphia  (Pa.),  16  Atl. 
Rep.  625  [18891;  and  see  Saug  v.  Dulutb 
(Minn),  59  N.  W.  Rep.  878. 

*  Thorp  t>.  Ross,  4  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  546; 
AUamon  v.  Albany,  48  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  83; 
Tobey  t>.  Price,  75  111.  645,  mason  work; 
Schwartz  v.  Saunders,  46  111.  18;  Mansfield 
c.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  102  N.  Y.  205. 

*  Montgomery  v.  New  York  (Super.),  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  687;  accord,  White  «.  School 
Dist.  (Pa.),  28  Atl.  Rep.  136. 

♦Burkbardt  v.  Georgia  SrhoolTp.(S.  D.), 
69  N.  W.  Rep.  16.  The  same  will  hold 
if  own  r  prevent  contractor  from  doing; 
work.  Wills  v.  Webster  (Sup.),  87  N. 
Y.  Supp  354;  Whitfield  v.  Zellnor,  2  Cush- 
man  (Miss.)  663;  and  see  Heme  t\  Meyer, 
61  N.  Y.  171;  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  412. 

*  Phlla.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t».  Howard,  18  How. 
807;  Mathewson  v.  Grand  Rapids  (Mich.), 
00  N.  W.  Rep.  656. 


•  Galveston  City  R.  Co.  t>.  Miller  (Tex.), 
38  S.  W.  Rep  1132. 

'  Hunter  t>.  Walter  (N.  Y.  App.),  29  N. 
E.  Rep.  145;  affirming  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  60; 
Porter  t>.  Arrowhead  Res.  Co.  (Cal.),  85- 
Pac.  Rep.  146;  Si mmf  ns  v.  Lawrence,  188- 
Mass.  298;  Fox  v.  Burchard,  130  Mass.  424; 
Canal  Co.  v.  Gordon,  6  Wall.  561  [1867] ; 
Belshaw  v.   Colie,    1    E.   D.    Smilh    213 
[18511  ;   Kelley  t.  Rowane,  38  Mo.  App. 
440  1 1889]  :    Caldwell   v.  Meyers  (8.  D.). 
51  N.  W.  Rep.  210  [1892];  Fitzgerald  v. 
Hayward,  50  Mo  416;  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N. 
Y.  412;  Ehrllch  v.  JStna  Ins  Co.,  4  West. 
Rep.   40;  Ahern   v.  Boyce.  2  West    Rep. 
405;  McElwee  v.   Bridgeport  Ld.  Co.,  54 
Fed.  Rep.  627;  Clark  v   Mayor,  etc..  4  N. 
Y.  338  [1850]  ;  Adams  v.  Burba nk  (Cal.), 
37  Pac.  Rep.  640;  other  cases.  29  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Kncy.  Law  903;  Byron  t?.  Mayor,  54 
N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  411  [1827],  which  held 


*  See  Sec.  556,  supra. 
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contract  rate; '  or  he  may  sue  upon  the  contract  and  recover  for  the  work 
he  has  completed  at  the  contract  prices,  and  in  addition,  the  profits  he  would 
have  made  if  he  hod  been  allowed  to  complete  the  work,  and  any  other 
losses  sustained  by  the  breach.1 

691.  Contractor  must  Follow  the  Line  of  Action  Adopted  — He  cannot 
Adopt  Contract  and  at  Same  Time  Repudiate  It— A  breach  of  the  contract 
by  the  owner,  if  it  goes  to  the  essence  of  the  contract,  does  away  with  the 
contract  entirely  if  the  contractor  so  elect.  If  the  contract  prices  and  terms 
are  in  the  contractor's  favor  he  will  be  likely  to  bring  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  its  breach,  and  if  the  prices  in  the  contract  are  low,  and  its  require- 
ments a  burden,  he  will  of  course  take  advantage  of  the  company's  breach 
and  bring  suit  to  recover  for  the  actual  value  of  his  work  and  materials, 
treating  the  contract  as  rescinded.  He  can  adopt  either  mode  of  redress, 
but  he  cannot  employ  both.  "  He  cannot  affirm  the  contract  for  one  pur- 
pose and  repudiate  it  for  another/9  * 

When  the  contractor  is  prevented  from  completing  his  contract  by  an 
unauthorized  declaration  of  a  forfeiture,  the  value  of  the  work  done  and  mate- 
rials furnished  by  him  under  the  contract  must  be  fixed  by  the  prices  and 
stipulations  of  that  contract  as  far  as  they  can  be  applied,  and  he  cannot  pro- 
ceed upon  a  quantum  meruit  or  quantum  valebat  in  disregard  of  the  special 
contract.4  If  the  contract  itself  furnish  no  rule  or  schedule  by  which  the 
value  of  work  done  can  be  determined,  then  the  contractor  may  recover  for 
its  reasonable  value/ 

If  the  contractor  is  compelled  to  abandon  the  work  in  consequence  of 
obstacles  and  embarrassment  and  delays,  the  rule  that  the  special  contract 


that  a  defense  that  the  contractor  had 
not  obtained  the  engineer's  certificate  as 
required  by  the  contract  could  not  be 
set  up. 

1  Hemmlnger  v.  Western  Assur.  Co. 
<Mich.),  54  N.W.  Rep.  949;  Clark*.  Mayor, 
etc.,  of  New  York,  4  N.  Y.  388  [1850]. 
Nor  will  the  contractor's  claim  be  restricted 
to  what  is  coming  to  him  by  the  final  esti- 
mate of  the  engineer.  The  Memphis,  etc., 
R.  Co.  v.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St  161  [1864]  ; 
semble.  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dan  forth 
(Ala.)  13  So.  Rep.  51  [1898]  ;  or  he  may  re- 
cover less  than  the  contract  price,  if  his 
work  is  not  reasonably  worth  it.  Allen  9. 
MrKibben,  5  Mich.  449 

*  Jones  v.  Judd.  4  N.  Y.  412;  Gibbons 
v.  Bente  (Miun.),  58  N.W.  Rep.  756-,  Phil- 
lips Co.  v  Seymour,  91  U.  S.  646;  Wind- 
mull  r  t>.  Pone  (N.  Y.).  14  N.  E.  R<p.  436 
[1888]  ;  McElwee  v.  Bridgeport  Ld.  & 
Imp.  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  627;  Gnstlin  v. 
Weeks  (Iud.  App.),  28  N.  E.  Rep.  881 
[1891]  :  Dan  forth  v.  Tennessee  &  C.  R. 
Co  (Ala.),  11  So.  Rep.  60;  Nourse  v. 
United  States,  25  Ct.  of  CI.  7;  Wilson  9. 


Bauman,  80  111.  498;  Webster  v.  Enfield,  5 
Gilm.  300;  Selby  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Gilm. 
319;  Olson  v.  Nonenmacher  (Minn.),  65  N. 
W.  Rep.  642;  Potts  v.  Pt.  Pleasaut  Ld. 
Co.  (N.  J.).  8  Atl.  Rep.  109  [1887J  ;  Clark 
«.  Mayor,  etc.,  4  N.  Y.  888  [1850] ;  Heine 
9.  Mayor,  61  N.  Y.  171  [1874]. 

*  Byron  v.  Low  (N.  Y.  App.),  16  N.  E. 
Rep.  45  [1888] ;  compare  Dutch  v.  Warren. 
Keener' 8  Ca-eB  of  Quasi  Contracts  61. 

4  City  of  Chicago  v.  Sexton,  115  111.  280 
[1885] ;  Meyer*.  Hal  look.  2  Robt.  (N.  Y.) 
284;  Clark  v.  Scania n,  86  111.  App.  48 
[18881  ;  Koon  9.  Greenman,  7  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  121;  and  see  Lincoln  v.  Schwartz,  70 
111.  184  [1873] ;  Chambers  9.  King,  8  Mo. 
517;  McCausland  9.  Cresnp.  3  G.  Gr.  (la.) 
161 ;  Hayden  v.  Madison,  7  Me.  76;  Walsh 
v.  Jenney  (Md),  86  Atl.  Rep.  817;  Sands 
9.  Potter  (111.  Sup.),  46  W.  E.  Rep.  282; 
Kocher  t>.  Mayberry  (Tex.),  89 S.  W.  Rep. 
604  [1897]. 

8  Lincoln  9.  Shwariz,  70  111.  184;  but  see 
Pladung  9.  Dawson  (Cal.),  48  Pac.  Rep. 
1107. 
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rate  must  control  the  amount  of  recovery  no  longer  prevails,  and  the  con* 
tractor  is  entitled  to  the  actual  value  of  his  work.1 

If  the  contractor  has  elected  to  consider  the  contract  rescinded  [broken} 
by  the  owner  or  company  and  brings  his  action  for  labor  and  materials  gen- 
erally, he  cannot  recover  prospective  profits  on  the  unexecuted  part  of  the 
contract,  he  can  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the  work  and  materials 
furnished  and  no  more.*  The  general  rule  of  recovery  when  deviations  and 
alterations  are  made  is  the  contract  price.'  *  The  contract  is  admissible  in 
evidence  as  proof  of  the  value  of  the  work,  but  is  not  conclusive  on  that 
point.* 

When  the  contractor  has  elected  to  sue  upon  the  contract  he  cannot 
recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  reasonable  value  of  his  labor  and  mate- 
rials.6 He  cannot  show  the  actual  value  of  the  work  done/ nor  can  he  show 
the  performance  of  the  contract  was  waived,  he  muBt  win  or  lose  upon  the 
contract  sued  on,7  unless  the  court  permit  an  amended  complaint  to  be  filed.* 

If  the  contractor  has  ignored  the  contract  and  brought  suit  for  the  value 
of  the  work  and  materials  furnished  on  the  common  counts,  his  recovery 
will  be  confined  to  the  actual  or  reasonable  value  of  what  he  has  done  under 
the  contract;  he  cannot  introduce  evidence  of  a  contract  to  do  the  work, 
etc.,  for  a  fixed  amount.*  If  the  owner  prove  a  special  contract  and  that 
there  was  no  breach  when  the  contractor  has  declared  generally  for  labor 
and  materials,  he  cannot  recover,10  unless  the  court  allows  him  to  amend 
his  complaint."  If  contractor  has  sued  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  work  fully 
performed  under  an  express  contract,  the  owner  cannot  for  the  first  time,  on 
appeal,  object  to  the  form  of  the  action. " 

As  heretofore  explained,  when  the  contractor  has  been  refused  the  right 
to  complete  his  contract,  or  the  progress  of  the  work  has  been  inter- 
rupted arbitrarily  by  the  owner,  the  measure  of  recovery  for  the  breach 


1  Doughty  r.  O'Donnell,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
60;  and  see  Kearney  v.  Doyle,  22  Mich.  294; 
Ehrlich  v.  JEtun,  15  Mo.  App.  552.  88  Mo. 
249;  McCullough  v.  Baker.  47  Mo.  401; 
Stowe  t>.  Buttrick,  125  Mass.  449;  Tilden 
v.  Besley.  42  Mich.  100,  Plauche  v.  Col- 
burn.  8  Bing.  14;  Lawson  «.  Wallesey, 
etc..  48  L.  T.  507:  Allen  v.  McKibben,  5 
Mich.  449. 

'Clark'*.  Mayor,  etc.,  4  N.  Y.  838 
[18f)01. 

8  Wilson  v.  Bauman,  80  El.  493  [1375]. 

4  Adams  t>.  Bur  bank  (Cal.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 
640;  but  ue  Imhoff  v.  House  (Neb.).  53  N. 
W.  Rep.  1032;  and  ere  Folliot  v.  Hunt  21 
111.  654;  Fitzgerald  v.  Havward,  50  Mo. 
516:  Kelly  v.  liownne,  83  Mo.  App.  440. 

*  Warson  v.  McElroy.  33  Mo  App.  553 
[1889]  ;  Cnudran  v.  New  Orleans  (La.)  9 
Bo.  Rep.  81 ;  Fresh  «.  Gilson,  5  Cranch  C. 


C.  533  [1838]. 

•  Gibney  v.  Turner  (Ark.),  128  W.  Rep. 
201  [1889] ;  Seibert  v.  Householder  (Pa.). 
lOAtl.  Rep.  784  [18871 

I  Faubleo.  Davis,  48  la.  462  [1878]:  sem- 
ble,  Carter  v.  Gordon  (Ind  ),  23  N.  E.  Rep. 
268;  and  see  Rathbuu  v.  Tbursion  Co..  8 
Wash.  238;  Pr'ce  r.  Prices  Exec'r  (Kv.), 
89  8.  W.  Rep.  429 

•  Cox  v.  McLaughlin,  76  Cal.  60 

•  Imhof  c.  House  (Neb  ),  58  N  W.  Rep. 
1032 

"Willis  t>.  Melville,  19  La.  Ann.  13 
[18671;  Murphy  t>.  Taylor  (Pa.  Sup  )  33 
A.*  I.  rvep.  1U4. 

II  Cox  v.  McLaughlin,  supra  (Cal.),  IS 
Pac.  Rep.  100  [1888]  ;  semble,  Robinson  v. 
ParUh,  62  111.  130  [1871]. 

"  Gillies  p.  Maniiaitnn  B.  Imp.  Co.  (N* 
Y.  App.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  196. 


*  See  Extra  Work,  Sees.  569-576,  supra. 
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of  the  contract  is:  (1)  The  value  of  the  work  and  materials  already  furnished 
at  the  contract  prices.1  (2)  Any  loss  or  damages  he  has  suffered  on  labor, 
materials,  or  subcontracts,  engaged  or  entered  into  for  the  performance  of 
the  contract3  (3)  Any  extra  materials  and  labor  he  has  famished  at  the 
request  of  the  owner  or  with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  outside  of  the 
special  contract.  (4)  Such  profits  as  be  would,  with  reasonable  certainty,' 
have  made  had  he  completed  the  contract.4  Briefly  stated,  the  rule  is 
recompense  to  the  contractor  for  the  part  performance,  and  indemnity  for  his 
loss  in  respect  to  the  part  unexecuted.6 

The  measure  of  damages  has  been  held  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  amount  it  would  have  cost  the  contractor  to  perform  the 
contract,  including  as  a  part  of  such  cost  the  reasonable  value  of  the  time  he 
would  have  used.4  It  seems  that  the  attorney's  fees  expended  in  an  injunc- 
tion suit  to  remove  a  barrier  to  the  work  cannot  be  recovered  as  an  item  of 
damages.7 

692.  Work  only  Partly  Performed,  which  was  to  be  Completed  for  a 
Lump  Sum. — If  the  whole  work  has  been  undertaken  for  a  lump  sum,  to  be 
paid  on  completion,  the  contractor  may  recover  for  what  he  has  done,  such 
a  proportional  part  of  the  whole  contract  price  as  the  work  and  materials 
furnished  bears  to  the  whole  work  to  be  done,  under  the  contract.8  The 
fact  that  the  work  performed  is  easier  and  less  expensive  than  that  which 
remains  is  no  ground  for  a  reduction  of  the  amount  to  be  paid.**  Another 
court  makes  the  measure  of  recovery  such  a  proportion  of  the  entire  price 
as  the  fair  cost  of  the  work  done  bears  to  the  fair  cost  of  the  whole  work,10 
which  rule  avoids  the  question  of  whether  the  work  done  was  less  or  more 
expensive  than  what  remains  to  be  done,  f 

693.  Recovery  of  Expenses  Incident  to  Preparation  to  Undertake  Work. 
— The  second  item  of  recovery  includes  any  loss  the  contractor  has  incurred 
to  provide  means  for  furnishing  or  doing  the  unexecuted  part  of  the  work." 


1  Taylor  «.  Saxe  (N.  Y.  App.),  31  N.  E. 
Rep.  258;  Wilson  v.  Bauman,  80  111.  493 
[18751. 

*  Vau  Dora  v.  Mengedobt  (Neb.),  59  N. 
W.  Rep.  800;  temple.  King  v.  Des  Moines 
(Iowa).  68  N.  W.  Rep.  708;  Taylor  v.  Saxe 
(N.  Y.  App.),  31  N.  E.  Rep.  258. 

1  Tennessee  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dan  forth 
(Ala.).  18  So.  Rep.  51. 

«  Allphin  v.  Working  (111.),  84  N.  E. 
Rep.  54  [1890] ;  Roberts  v.  Drebmer  (Neb.), 
59  N.  W.  Rep.  911. 

8  Upstone  v.  Weir,  54  Cal.  124  [1880]; 
and  see  Cutler  v.  Powell,  2  8m.  Leading 
Cas.  (H.  &  W.  notes)  44;  Lawson  v  Walla- 
sey, etc.,  48  L.  T.  507;  Hale  v.  John- 
son, 6  Kans.  137. 

*  Joske  v.  Pleasants  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  89 


S.  W.  586  [18971. 

1  Burruss  v.  Hinrs  (Va.),  26  8.  E.  Rep. 
875  [1897]. 

8  Upstone  v  Weir,  54  Cal.  124  [1880]; 
Thomas  e.  L'Hote,  28  La.  Ann  73,  when 
contractor  was  dead;  and  see  Planche  v. 
Colburn,  8  Bing.  14;  "Coutract  price"  is 
the  price  agreed  upon  less  the  proper  de- 
ductions for  delay,  etc.  Johnson  v.  White 
(Tex.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  174. 

•  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  412  [1850],  a 
strong  dissenting  vote. 

10  Kehoe  v.  Rutherford  (N.  J.),  27  All. 
Rep.  912;  McCausland  v.  Cresap,  3  G.  Gr. 
(la.).  161. 

»  Upstone  v.  Weir,  54  Cal.  124  [18801; 
Van  Dora  v.  Mengedoht  (Neb.),  59  N.  W. 
Rep.  800. 


*  Sec  Sec.  581,  supra. 


t  See  Sec  697,  infra. 
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Damages  that  could  have  been  avoided  by  reasonable  exertion  and  care  can- 
not be  recovered.1  The  contractor  may  waive  the  breach  of  his  contract 
and  recover  in  assumpsit  for  materials  and  tools  used  and  destroyed  which 
were  left  in  the  owner's  possession.9 

The  contractor  may  show  that  he  bought  materials  which,  by  reason  of 
their  design,  cannot  be  used  elsewhere,  and  must  therefore  be  sold  at  a  loss.1 
He  cannot,  it  seems,  recover  for  lumber  purchased  before  the  contract  was 
executed,  though  it  was  bought  at  the  request  of  the  owner,  the  contract 
not  having  been  completed.4  He  may  show  what  the  use  of  his  tools  is 
worth  to  assist  in  determining  the  value  of  his  services/  He  is  not,  it 
seems,  entitled  to  the  expenses  of  moving  his  outfit  to  the  field  of  opera- 
tion, that  being  an  item  of  cost  in  performing  the  work,  and  an  item  of 
expense  which  figures  prominently  in  determining  his  profits  on  the  job/ 

A  contractor's  book  of  wages  paid  his  workmen  is  admissible  to  show  the 
value  of  work  and  services,  though  it  seems  entries  therein  are  not  evidence 
against  him  of  the  wages  or  prices  he  was  to  receive/ 

The  first  and  second  items  of  recovery  may  be  had  in  all  cases,  and  do 
not  depend  upon  the  fourth;  i.e.,  a  failure  to  prove  profits  will  not  prevent 
a  contractor  from  recovering  the  first  and  second  items.9 

694.  Recovery  of  Prospective  Profits. — The  fourth  item  of  recovery,  that 
of  profits,  gives  the  most  trouble  to  determine.  Courts  usually  content 
themselves  with  a  statement  that  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  the  profit  he 
would  have  realized  had  he  been  permitted  to  complete  the  work,  without 
amy  further  explanation  as  to  how  the  cash  value  of  such  profits  is  to  be 
determined.* 

It  is  well  for  the  contractor  that  courts  and  juries  do  not  have  the  same 
knowledge  and  appreciation  that  engineers  and  contractors  possess  of  the 
uncertainty  of  profits  under  a  construction  contract.  The  reader  of  this 
volume  must  have  some  idea  of  the  many  misfortunes,  accidents,  and  casual- 
ties that  may  overtake  the  most  cautious  men  and  wipe  out  the  largest 
prospective  gains.  If  the  profits  or  value  of  the  obligation  broken  cannot  be 
ascertained  or  estimated,  then  the  contractor  can  recover  only  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  services  and  materials  furnished  or  the  actual  losses  suffered. 


1  Hodges  v.  Fries  (Fla.),  15  So.  Rep.  682. 

*Elsin  9.  Joslyn  (111.),  26  N.  E.  Rep. 
1090  [18901. 

»  Wells  v.  Bd.  of  Ed.  (Mich.),  44  N.  W. 
Rep  26?  [1890]. 

4  Jackson  v.  Carson  (Mass.),  35  N.  E. 
Rep  483. 

'O'Keefe  v.  St.  Francis'  Church,  59 
Conn.  551  [18901. 

•  Hawley  t>.  Corey  (Utah),  83  Pac.  Rep. 
695:  accord,  O'Connor  *.  Smith  (Tex.),  19 
8.  W.  Rep.  168  [1892]. 

1  Currier  «.  Boston  *  M.  R.  Co.,  81  N. 
H.  209 

•  United  States  t  Behan  110  U.  8.  888. 


•Nelson  v.  Morse,  52  Wis.  240;  Boyd  «. 
Meighan,  48 N.  J.  L.  404  [1886];  Watson  v. 
Gray's  Harbor  B.  Co  (Wash.).  28  Pac. 
Rep.  527:  Upstone  c.  Weir,  54  Cal.  124 
[1880];  Co.  of  Christian  t>.  Overholt,  18 
111.  228;  Kehoe  v.  Rutherford  (N".  J.),  27 
Atl  Rep.  912;  Gordon  v.  Norris,  49  N. 
H.  376  [1870] ;  and  see  McCiair  v.  Austin 
(Colo.),  81  Pac  Rep.  225;  Hawley  v.  Corey 
(Utah),  83  Pac.  Rep.  695;  Nonrset?.  United 
States,  25  Ct.  of  CI.  7;  Shoemaker  v. 
Acker  (Cat.).  48  Pac.  Rep.  62;  but  $ee 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hollerbach,  3 
West.  Rep.  864. 


§  695.] 


CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS. 


633 


A  refusal  by  a  railroad  company  to  give  an  annual  pass  over  its  road 
in  consideration  of  services  rendered  according  to  its  contract  was  held  an 
instance  where  the  value  was  impossible  of  proof,1  and  the  profits  that  a  the- 
atrical performance  might  have  netted,  was  held  not  ascertainable.1 

These  cases  illustrate  the  wisdom  and  necessity  of  inserting  in  a  construc- 
tion contract  a  clause  for  stipulated  damages,  not  only  for  the  breach  of  the 
contractor,  but  for  the  breach  of  the  owner  or  company  as  well.  If  the 
vahue  of  a  pass  or  of  an  evening's  entertainment  cannot  be  estimated,  when 
there  ^re  so  many  cases  from  which  an  average  could  be  struck,  and  so  many 
•circumstances,  such  as  the  former  use  or  patronage  that  the  same  and  other 
parties  had  enjoyed,  how  can  it  be  hoped  to  estimate  the  damages  resulting 
from  a  breach  of  a  contract  for  a  large  engineering  or  architectural  under- 
taking. 

696.  What  Prospective  Profits  may  be  Recovered. —It  has  been  held  that 
the  profits  need  not  be  certain;  that  if  they  were  reasonably  probable  they 
might  be  recovered,  but  not  if  speculative,  contingent,  or  remote.*  They 
must  be  certain  both  in  respect  to  their  nature  and  the  cause  from  which 
they  proceed.4  The  profits  should  be  the  direct  fruit  of  the  contract,  and 
not  be  too  remote  nor  speculative/ 

Profits  or  advantages  which  are  the  direct  and  immediate  fruits  of  a  con- 
tract are  part  and  parcel  of  the  oontract  itself,  something  stipulated  for,  and 
the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  which  is  just  as  clear  and  plain  as  to  the  ful- 
fillment of  any  other  stipulation.  Such  profits  and  benefits  are  presumed  to 
have  been  taken  into  consideration  and  deliberated  upon  before  the  contract 
was  made,  and  may  have  formed  the  chief  inducement  to  make  the  agree- 
ment' Therefore  it  is  frequently  held  that  profits  as  well  as  damages  recov- 
erable must  be  such  as  can  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  been  within  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made/  It  has  therefore  been 
held  that  written  estimates  made  by  the  company's  engineers  after  the  con- 
tract had  been  entered  into,  and  which  could  not  have  been  considered  in 
making  the  contract,  could  not  be  placed  before  the  jury  to  disprove  the 
amount  of  profits  that  would  have  been  realissed  had  they  been  allowed  to 
■complete  the  contract.* 

A  number  of  cases  have  described  prospective  profits  in  such  cases  as  the 
difference  between  the  amount  which  the  contractor  would  have  received  for 


1  Brown  9.  Bt.  Paul  M.  &  M.  Ry.  Co. 

{Minn.).  81  N.W.  Rep.  941  [1887]. 

•Bernstein  v.  Meech  (N.  T.  App.)  29  N. 
£.  Rep  255. 

*  Tennessee  &  C.  R.  Co.  «.  Dnnforth 
<  Ala.),  13  80.  Rep.  51 ;  eee  Abbott  «.  Gatcb, 
18  Md.  314,  and  McConey  v.  Wallace 
<Mo.),  4  West.  Rep.  843. 

4  Hunt  v.  Oregon  Pac.  Ry.  Co  ,  86  Fed. 
Rep  481  [1888] 

»  United  States  v.  Beban.  110  U.  8.  338 


[1884];  5  Amer.  &  Eng  Ency.  Law  32,  33. 

•  Master  ton  t>.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  7 
Hill  (N.  Y  )  62;  and  cote*  collected  in  5 
Amer.  &  Ene.  Ency.  Law  82,  83. 

'Hunt  9.  Oregon  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  36  Fed. 
Rep.  481  [1888];  Liliingren  F.  &  F.  Co.  v. 
Mend  (Minn ),  44  N  W.  Rep.  806;  Froh- 
reicb  v.  Gnunnon.  28  Minn.  476. 

"Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Danfortk 
(Ala.).  13  80.  51  [1898]. 
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the  entire  work  at  the  contract  price  and  what  it  would  cost  him  to  perform 
it.1 

The  amounts  of  work  to  be  performed  which  may  be  taken  as  the  basis 
of  such  an  estimate  of  the  cost  are  the  quantities  given  in  the  specifications/ 
or  shown  on  the  plans  and  described  in  the  contract,*  and  it  is  submitted 
that  the  advertisement  and  proposal  might  be  utilized  if  the  contract  speci- 
fications and  plans  did  not  furnish  an  estimate  of  its  magnitude,  but  not,  it 
seems,  estimates  by  the  company's  engineers  made  after  the  contract  was 
entered  into.* 

What  a  contractor  "  thinks "  or  "  calculates  "  he  would  have"  made  but 
for  the  breach  of  the  owner  cannot  be  received  as  evidence;  *  nor  can  wit- 
nesses be  allowed  to  give  their  opinions  as  to  the  value  of  prospective 
profits.4  The  best  evidence  of  prospective  profits  of  a  job  is  a  careful  esti- 
mate of  the  actual  value  of  the  work  in  comparison  with  the  contract  price,, 
supported  by  proof  that  the  values  adopted  are  reasonable  and  fair/  The 
cost  of  the  work,  so  far  as  it  was  prosecuted  by  the  contractor,  may  be  shown 
to  determine  the  cost  of  the  unfinished  work,  the  unfinished  part  being 
essentially  the  same  as  that  completed.* 

Some  cases  hold  that  the  contractor  should  make  reasonable  reductions, 
for  his  own  time  which  it  would  require  to  perform,  and  for  his  relief  from 
the  care,  trouble,  risk,  responsibility,  and  anxiety  attending  a  full  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.* 

696.  Profits  made  by  Contractor  on  Other  Jobs  Cannot  be  Considered. — 
The  measure  of  damages  is  not  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  of 
the  work  and  the  sum  which  the  contractor  actually  received  from  other 
employments  during  the  time  which  he  would  have  been  required  to  com- 
plete the  work."  Nor  can  the  profit  which  he  made  out  of  other  jobs  during 
the  same  period  be  shown  in  mitigation  of  the  damages  suffered  from  the 
loss  of  profits  in  consequence  of  the  termination  of  the  contract  by  the  owner. " 
When  a  contractor  fails  to  have  certain  preliminary  work  done,  thereby 
causing  delay  and  preventing  the  subcontractor  from  peforming  his  part  of 
the  work;  loss  of  profits  by  the  subcontractor  on  work  he  was  not  permitted 


1  Bait.  &  O  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart  (Md.),  29 
All.  Rep.  964;  Baird  v.  Mayor,  83  N.  Y. 
^54;  Richter  r>  Meyer(Ind.),  81  N.  E.  Rep. 
582:  Cincinnati,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Lutes 
(Ind).  11  N.  E.  Rep.  784  [1887]. 

'  Baird  v  Mayor,  supra. 

9  Bait.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v  Stewart,  supra. 

4  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Danfortb, 
supra. 

*  Biraey  v.  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  20  Mo. 
App.  470. 

*  Wakeman  v.  Wheeler,  etc.,  Co.,  101  N. 
Y.  205. 

1  8embU,  Bait.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart, 
supra. 
"Tennessee  &  C.   R.   Co.  v.  Danfortb, 


supra,  and  20  So  Rep.  502. 

•Masterton  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
62:  Goodrich  t>.  Hubbard,  51  Mich.  68; 
Nash  e.  Hoxie,  50  Wis  884:  Singleton  v. 
Wilson,  85  Tenn.  344;  Rice  v.  Candle.  71 
Ga.  605;  Joske  v.  Pleasants  (Tex.),  89  S. 
W.  Rep  586  [1897],  contra. 

"Nilson  v  Morse,  52  Wis.  240;  but  set 
Cincinnati  St.  L.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.  «.  Lutea 
(Ind.).  11  N.  E.  Rep.  784  [18871. 

11  Watson  t>.  Gray's  Harb  B  Co. (Wash.), 
28  Pac.  Rep.  527;  semble,  Haw  ley  «  Corey 
(Utah).  83  P  c.  Rep.  695;  an<l  see  Cin.,  I., 
&  St.  L.  Rv  Co  v.  Lutes  (Ind.),  14  N.  E. 
Rep.  706  [1888];  but  see  Sullivan  v  McMil- 
lan (Fla),  19  So.  Rep.  840. 
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to  perform  on  the  job  may  be  assessed,  but  profits  which  subcontractor 
might  have  made,  doing  some  other  work,  cannot  be  considered.1 

The  plaintiff  must  prove  the  amount  of  his  loss;  he  cannot  require  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  it  would  have  been  less  than  the  contract  price  nor 
less  than  what  he  claims.' 

When  a  contract  is  broken  in  four  particulars  at  the  same  time  the  con- 
tractor cannot  have  a  separate  cause  of  action  for  each  breach.  If  he  brings 
an  action  and  gets  judgment  and  satisfaction,  it  is  a  bar  to  any  other  actions 
for  breaches  which  had  occurred  when  the  first  action  was  brought.8 

A  bond  "  for  the  faithful  performance  of  a  contract "  is  not  restricted 
by  a  subsequent  condition  expressed  that  the  contractor  shall  faithfully  pei- 
form  his  contract  "during  the  construction  of  the  works."  A  failure  to 
begin  the  work  at  all  constitutes  a  breach  of  the  contract.4 

1  O'Connor  v.  Smith  (Tex.),  19  8.  W.  W.  Rep.  607. 
Rep.  168  [18921  *  Coggins  v.  Bulwinkle,  1  E.  D.  Smith 

•Benner  «.  Phoenix  T.  &  T.  Co.  (Sup.),  484  £1852]. 
80  N.  T.  Supp.  290;  accord,  Roberta  v.         4  City  of  Goldsboro  v.  Moffett  (C.  C.),  49. 

Minneapolis  Th.  Mch.  Co.  (8.  D.),  67  N.  Fed.  Rep.  218. 


CHAPTER  XXV. 

NONPERFORMANCE  OF  CONTRACT.     BREACH  OR  RESCISSION. 

BREACH  BY  CONTBACTOB,  HIS  RIGHTS,  LIABILITIES,  AHD  MEASURE  OF  RE- 
COVERT.       SUBSTANTIAL    PERFORMANCE    AND    SPECIFIC    PERFORMANCE    OF 

CONTRACT. 

697.  Contractor  Fails  to  Perform— His  Sights  and  liabilities.— When  a 

contractor  has  failed  to  fully  perform  his  contract  he  cannot,  under  a  strict 
interpretation  of  the  contract  terms  in  general  use,  recover  for  what  he  has 
done.  Payment  is  usually  postponed  by  the  contract  until  after  a  complete 
performance  of  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  agreement,  and  frequently 
uutil  after  the  engineer  shall  have  certified  that  the  work  is,  in  every  par- 
ticular, completed  according  to  the  contract.  By  the  terms  of  his  agree- 
ment, the  contractor  is  bound  to  render  a  complete  performance  of  every 
contract  requirement,  however  technical  or  trivial  it  may  be. 

To  enforce  such  an  agreement  would  impose  the  greatest  hardships1 
upon  a  class  of  men  who  are  now  burdened  with  iniquities,  and  would  give 
to  the  owner  and  companies  having  work  done,  benefits  to  which  they  are 
in  no  wise  justly  entitled.  Frequently  a  technical  performance  is  well-nigh 
impossible;  it  may  even  have  been  made  so  by  the  act  of  the  owner.' 

The  American  courts  have  not  been  blind  to  this  injustice,  and  in  this 
country,  if  a  contractor's  failure  to  perform  is  excusable,  the  law  implies  a 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  for  whatever  benefits  he  has  re- 
ceived, to  prevent  unjust  enrichment;  the  measure  of  recovery  being  the 
amount  that  the  owner  has  been  enriched  or  benefited.' 

The  law  implies  such  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  owner  only  be- 
cause the  equities  of  the  case  require  it,  and  the  action  should  be  in  general 
■assumpsit  on  the  implied  promise,  for  an  action  on  the  special  contract 
would  be  met  with  a  plea  of  the  contractor's  breach  and  failure  to  perform.4 
What  was  said  in  the  preceding  sections  applies  with  equal  force  here. 

1  See  comments  of  Lord  Campbell,  Chief  *  Pinches    v.    Swedish    Luth.    Ch.t   55 

Justice  of  the  English  court  in  1858,  as  to  Conn.  188 ;  Ford  v.  Smith.  25  Ga.  675  ;  and 

this  element  of  hardship.    Monroe  v.  Butt,  see  Hayward  v.  Leonard,  7  Pick.  (Mass.) 

8  E  &  B.  788  [1858].  181  ;  and  eee  eases  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Encj. 

■  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  N.  Y.  178 ;  Nolan  Law  920-1,  and  29  Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency. 

v.  Whitney,  88  N.  Y.  648  ;  Heckman  v.  Liw  896-7. 

Pinkney,  81  N.  Y.  211 ;   Goldsmith  v.  *  See  Orem  v.  Eeelty  (Md.),  36  Atl.  Rep. 

Hand,  26  Ohio  101.  1030  [1897]. 
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Though  the  distinction  may  not  be  made  in  all  jurisdictions;  especially 
where  the  code  has  been  established. 

There  can  be  no  recovery  for  labor  under  a  contract  when  not  rendered 
in  conformity  to  it,  unless  there  has  been  some  acceptance  of  it,  or  unless 
an  exact  performance  has  been  waived,  or  unless  the  nonconformity  is  caused 
by  the  owner.1  If  the  contractor  has  not  completed  his  contract,  or  brought 
himself  within  its  terms  by  completing  the  obligations  imposed,  he  should 
not  bring  an  action  upon  the  contract  to  recover.  His  action  should  be  in 
assumpsit,  i.e.,  for  work,  labor,  and  material  on  the  general  counts.  In 
an  action  on  the  coutract  he  cannot  introduce  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
work  was  done  in  a  manner,  nor  with  materials  essentially  different  from 
that  specified  in  the  contract,  as  contractors  are  required  to  build  substan- 
tially according  to  their  contracts,  but  evidence  that  the  work  done  as  speci- 
fied in  the  contract  was  properly  done  and  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  is 
admissible.'  If  the  contractor  has  alleged  full  performance,  wherein  time 
was  of  essence,  he  cannot  show  a  modification  of  the  contract,  nor  a  waiver 
by  the  owner  by  way  of  excuse.  Having  alleged  performance,  he  cannot 
show  excuses  for  nonperformance." 

The  contractor  may  recover  if  the  works  are  substantially  completed, 
though  not  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  even  when  the  agree* 
ment  is  to  pay  "  when  the  structure  is  completed/'  *  When  a  building  con- 
tract has  not  been  so  performed  as  to  justify  a  recovery  thereon,  a  recovery 
in  assumpsit  on  the  common  counts  for  the  work  and  materials  used  will  be 
permitted  only  when  owner  has  actually  accepted  the  building.  Such  ac- 
ceptance may  be  expressed  or  implied  from  circumstances,  but  mere  occupa- 
tion of  the  building  does  not  necessarily  imply  such  acceptance.6 

698.  Contractor  must  have  Made  an  Honest  Effort  to  Complete  his  Con* 
tract,  or  He  Cannot  Recover. — It  follows  that  a  right  based  wholly  upon 
equitable  grounds  requires  that  the  contractor  come  into  court  with  clean 
hands  and  a  good  conscience,  for  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  willful  departures, 
omissions,  and  breaches  of  his  contract  he  is  not  in  a  position  to  invoke 
equity  in  his  favor.  Such  a  law  would  afford  encouragement  to  contractors 
to  break  their  contracts. 

If  the  contractor  has  faithfully  and  honestly  tried  to  perform  his  con* 
tract,  or  unintentionally  or  in  blissful  ignorance,  or  even  knowingly,  but  for 
some  good  reason,  has  committed  an  unimportant  breach  of  his  contract,  he 
has  not  in  equity  forfeited  his  right  to  invoke  the  assistance  of  the  courts 


1  Andrews  *.  Portland,  85  Me.  475  [1858]; 
Sharpe  v.  Job u sou,  60  Barb.  144  [1871]  ; 
Sinclair  v.  Bowles,  9  B  &  C  92  ;  Sickle 
t>.  Pattison  14  Wend.  257;  Wade  v.  Hay- 
cock, 25  Pa.  Si.  382  ;  Morton  v  Read.  2 
S  &  M.  585  ;  Cuter  c.  Powell,  6  T.  R. 
3>0  :  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  35,  86. 

1  Aldrich  o.  Wilmartu  (8.  D.),  54  N.  W. 
Rep.  811. 


1  Higgius*.  Lee.  16  111.  495  [1855]  ;  Et 
ting  s.  Dayton,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  849. 
4  Russell  «.  Barry,  115  Mass.  300  [1874] 
•  Bozarth  v.  Dudley  (N.  J.  Law)  27  All). 
L.  J.  76  [18821.  many  cases  cited;  Elkridge 
v.  Rowe,   4  Gilin.  fill.)  91  ;  McEinney  v. 
Springer,  3  Ind.   59;    Walsh  v.    Jenvey 
(Md.)  86  Atl.  Rep.  817. 
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to  do  him  justice,  though  he  has  foregone  those  rights  by  the  terms  of  his 
contract.  He  may  have  a  cause  of  action  against  the  owner  and  require 
him  to  restore  the  value  of  what  the  owner  has  been  benefited  at  his  ex- 
pense. '  If  the  contractor  has  acted  honestly  and  in  good  faith  substantially 
performed  the  contract/  he  may  recover  in  assumpsit.* 

If  the  contractor  has  voluntarily  abandoned  the  work,  he  can  recover 
only  the  value  of  work  and  labor  done,  measured  according  to  the  contract, 
and  not  the  contract  price,  though  he  may  have  had  the  right,  under  the 
contract,  to  abandon.4 

699.  Contractor's  Failure  to  Perform  or  Complete  must  Hot  have  been 
Willful  nor  Obstinate. — If  a  contractor  alleges  performance  of  his  contract 
and  has  substantially  complied  with  the  same,  and  has  not  been  guilty  of 
fraud,  or  gross  negligence,  or  of  obstinate  or  willful  refusal  to  fulfill  his 
whole  engagement,  or  of  a  voluntary  or  causeless  abandonment  of  the  work, 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  balance  due  him,  subject  to  deduction  for  dam- 
ages for  imperfection  and  deficiencies  in  the  work/ 

When  the  contract  is  to  pay  when  u  this  contract  is  fully  performed  and 
fulfilled/'  and  the  company  takes  forcible  possession  and  opens  the  struc- 
ture for  use  and  tolls,  and  the  contractor  acting  honestly,  and  intending  to 
fulfill  his  contract,  performs  it  substantially,  but  fails  in  some  comparatively 
unimportant  particulars,  the  owner  will  not  be  permitted  to  enjoy  the  fruits 
of  such  imperfect  performance  without  paying  a  fair  compensation  accord- 
ing to  the  contract,  receiving  a  credit  for  any  loss  or  inconvenience  suffered." 
Taking  possession  and  turning  the  structure  to  the  purpose  intended  by  the 
party  for  whom  it  was  constructed,  shows  it  was  substantially  constructed. 
No  mere  imperfections  or  omissions,  which  does  not  virtually  effect  its  use- 
fulness can  be  interposed  to  prevent  recovery,  subject  to  deduction  of  dam- 
ages consequent  to  the  imperfections  complained  of.s 

If  the  contractor  has  willfully  refused  or  neglected  without  just  cause 
to  perform  certain  conditions  and  requirements  of  his  contract,  the  law  is 
generally  that  he  cannot  recover/    The  continued  failure  on  a  contractor's 


1  2  Keener'*  Cases  on  Quasi-  Con  tracts 
153, 173 ;  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadge,  35  Barb. 
602  [1861]  ;  School  Dist.  v.  Lund,  57  Eans. 
781  ;  Aldrich  v.  Wilmarth  (S.  D.).  54  N. 
W.  Rep.  811  [18931  ;  Wohlreich  «.  Fet- 
tretch,  21  N.  Y.  8t  Reptr.  56  [1889] ;  ac 
cord,  Brady  t>.  New  York  (N.  Y.  App.),  80 
N.  B.  Rep.  757  ;  ^Etna  Iron  &  S.  Wks.  v. 
Kossuth  Co.,  79  Iowa  40  ;  Danville  Bdge. 
Co.  v.  Pomeroy,  etc..  15  Pa.  St.  151  [1850]; 
Nolan  v.  Whitney,  88  N.  Y.  648  ;  and  see 
Miller  t>.  Benjamin  (8up.),  21  N.  Y.  8upp. 
1116. 

•  Stecker  «.  Overpeck,  127  Pa    St.  446 

118891 ;  Smith  v.  District.  20  Conn.  312 
1850]  ;Quinn  v.  United  Stntes.  99  U  8.  30 
1878] ;  eemble,  Valk  t>.  McKeize,  16  N.  Y. 
hipp.  741 ;  White  v.  School  Dis  .  (Pa.),  28 


Atl.  Rep.  186:  O'Dea  v.  City  of  Winona 
(Minn.),  41  Miun.  424  [1889] ;  Smith  t. 
1st  Gong'tM  Ch.f  8  Pick.  178  ;  Hayden  «. 
Madison.  7  Green  78  ;  Crouch  v.  Gutmann, 
184  N.  Y.  45. 

*  Castngnin  t>  Balletta  (Cal.)  21  Pac. 
Rep.  1097  [18891. 

«  Powers  v.  Walker  (Ky.),  39  S.  W.  Rep. 
256. 

*  Danville  Bdge.  Co.  «.  Pomeroy,  15  Pa. 
St.  151  [18501 

*  Danville  Bdge.  Co.  v.  Pomeroy,  etc  , 
15  Pa.  St.  151  [18501  ;  Mitchell  v.  Wiscotta 
Land  Co..  8  Iowa  209 ;  Emerson  t>.  Cogs* 
well,  16  Me.  77 ;  Davis  v.  Fish.  1  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  406  ;  but  see  Hart u pee  v.  Pittsburgh 
97  Pa.  St.  107  [1881]. 

'  2  Eeener's  Cases  on   Quasi-CoutrwcU, 
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part  to  complete  a  building  in  the  time  specified  in  the  contract  is  a  con- 
tinuous breach  of  the  contract,  of  which  the  owner  may  avail  himself  at  any 
time  by  terminating  the  contract.1  Abandonment  of  a  job  in  November 
without  justification,  and  no  offer  to  complete  it  until  the  following  spring, 
has  been  held  such  neglect  as  to  forfeit  any  rights  to  recover  under  the  con- 
tract.9 It  seems  that  the  contractor  is  expected  to  show  that  his  failure  to 
perform,  fully,  was  not  intentional." 

In  England  contractors  are  held  strictly  to  the  terms  of  their  agree- 
ments, and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  the  benefits  conferred  as  on  a  quantum 
meruit  when  there  has  been  an  unintentional  breach  of  an  express  condition 
(provision)  of  a  contract,  and  this  is  one  of  very  many  illustrations  of  the 
leniency  of  the  American  courts  and  the  disposition  to  alleviate  suffering 
from  hardships.4  The  New  York  and  Maryland  courts  have  shown  a 
fickle  disposition  in  requiring  building  contracts  to  be  completely  performed. 
Some  cases  hold  to  strict  requirements  for  a  substantial  performance, 
while  others  decided  by  the  same  courts  have  shown  great  leniency.  This 
is  especially  true  of  the  courts  of  New  York.* 

700.  Contractor's  Recovery  when  there  has  Been  a  Substantial  Perform- 
ance.*— One  who  has  begun  the  performance  of  work  under  a  special  con- 
tract, by  which  he  is  bound  to  finish  it,  cannot  abandon  the  work  without 
the  consent  or  fault  of  his  employer,  and  sue  and  recover  for  the  value  of 
the  work  which  he  has  performed;*  but  where  the  work  is  actually  per- 
formed, though  not  in  exact  conformity  with  the  contract  in  immaterial 
particulars,  or  with  variations  assented  to  by  the  employer,  or  where  the 
employer  accepts  the  work  as,  and  for,  a  complete  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, the  contractor  may  recover/  The  principle  above  stated  is  supported 
by  many  cases.8  Even  though  the  contract  authorizes  the  commissioner  of 
public  works  to  designate  when  the  work  should  commence,  suspend  work, 


pp.  146,  148;  Hollister  «.  Mott  (N.  Y. 
App.),  29  N  E.  Rep.  1103  ;  Wade  d.  Hay- 
■cock,  25  Pn.  St.  882 ;  semble,  Holmes  v. 
€hartiere  Oil  Cx  (Pa.)  21  Atl.  Rep.  231 
[18911;  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadge,  35  Barb. 
602  ;  Danville  Bdee  Co  t>.  Pomeroy.  15 
Pa.  St.  151  [1850]  ;  Reed  v.  Board.  4  N. 
Y.  24 ;  Crane  t>.  Kimbel.  61  N.  Y.  645 
[1875]  ;  Faxon  v  Mansfield,  2  Mass.  147  ; 
accord.  Stark  v.  Parker.  2  Pick.  267  ;  Jen- 
nings v.  Camp.  13  Johns.  94  ;  McMiller  t>. 
Vanderlip,  12  Jobns.  165;  Adams  u.  Boston 
Iron  Co.,  10  Gray  495  ;  Lantry  v.  Pnrks,  8 
Cow.  68;  Moll  v.  Foery,  48  Hun  476; 
Blytbe  v.  Poultney,  81  Cal.  238;  Sinclair 
v.  Bowles,  9  B.  &  C.  92  ;  iemble,  Elliott  v. 
Caldwell,  43  Minn.  857  [1890] ;  Mammond 
v.  Miller,  2  Mackey  145  ;  contra,  Britton  t>. 
Turner,  6  N.  H.  481  [1834]  ;  Davis  «.  Bar- 
jington,  80  N.  H.  517.  529 ;  29  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  896,  910. 


1  Wyckoff  v.  Taylor  (Sup.),  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  31. 

•  Scheible  t>.  Klein,  89  Micb.  376. 

» Weeks  t>.  O'Brien  (Super.),  12  N.  Y. 

Supp.  720. 

4  Keener's  Cases  on  Quasi-  Con  tracts  181, 
185,  189.  Englisb  Cases;  Monroe  t>.  Butt, 
8  E  &  B.  728  [1858],  cases  cited. 

8  2  Keener's  Cases  165  ;  Lloyd's  Law  of 
Building  87;  Presby.  Cb.  t>.  Hoope's,  etc., 
Co.,  66  Md.  598  [1887]  ;  s.  c,  7  Cent.  Rep. 
432  ;  Cronin  v.  Tebo  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  644  ; 
Hollister*.  Mott  (N.  Y.  App.).  29  N.  E. 
Rep  1103  ;  accord,  Ala.  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co 
v.  Garmany,  74  Ga.  51. 

•  Cases  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  910. 

•  White  v.  Hewitt,  1   E.  D.  Smiib  395 

[1852]. 

•  Dubois  v.  The  Del.  &  Hud.  Canal  Co., 
4  Wend.  285  ;  Heckman  v.  Pinkney,  81  N. 
Y.  211 ;  Glaucus  v.  Black,  50  N.  Y.  145; 


*  See  8ecs.  441*442,  wpra. 
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order  it  to  be  begun  again,  consent  to  its  being  sublet  or  assigned,  or  declare 
the  contract  null,  and  re-award  it,  and  though  the  contractor  has  covenanted 
to  complete  the  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  commissioner,  and  in  sub- 
stantial accordance  with  the  specifications  and  plan,  a  literal  compliance 
with  the  specifications  and  plan  is  not  required.1 

Another  test  applied  in  many  cases  to  determine  whether  there  was 
such  a  substantial  performance  as  will  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  upon 
the  contract  is  whether  the  structure  or  completed  works  is  reasonably 
adapted  to  or  will  answer  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended.'  If 
defects  exist  throughout  the  work  and  are  so  numerous  that  the  objects 
sought  by  the  contract  are  not  attained  or  accomplished,  then  there  can  be 
no  recovery.5 

It  is  not  always  necessary  that  the  contractor  shall  have  committed  an 
open  breach  of  his  contract.  If  he  voluntarily  disables  himself  from  per- 
forming specifically  his  contract  he  becomes  at  once  liable  in  damages.4  If 
he  has  by  his  own  acts  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
agreement,  he  cannot  maintain  a  bill  for  specific  performance.6 

701.  Acceptance  of  Work  or  of  Structure  by  Owner— Waiver  of  Strict 
Performance.* — If  the  owner  has  accepted  or  taken  possession  and  put  the 
structure  to  the  use  or  the  service  for  which  it  was  intended,  that,  too, 
forms  an  element  in  determining  a  substantial  performance  and  is  evidence 
thereof.5  The  making  of  payments  by  the  owner  without  objection  or  pro- 
test, after  having  taken  possession  of  works,  has  an  important  bearing  upon 
the  question  whether  or  not  the  owner  has  waived  a  complete  performance.' 
The  owner  may,  by  accepting  the  building  without  objection  and  expressing 
his  satisfaction  with  the  work,  be  estopped  from  asserting  a  noncompliance 


Jewel  v.  Schroeppel,  4  Cow.  564 ;  Fecter 
u.  Heath,  11  Wend.  484;  Woodward  v. 
Fuller,  80  N.  Y.  312;  Nolan  v.  Whitney, 
88  N.  Y.  648  ;  Liuningdalc  v.  Livingstou, 
10  J.  R.  86  ;  Paige  v.  On,  5  Deuio  406, 
and  ctses  cited;  Boteler  v.  Roy,  40  Mo. 
App.  238 ;  Mehuriti  v  Stone,  37  Ohio  St. 
55 ;  Jones  t>.  Judd,  4  Conist.  411 ;  Bronmel 
t>.  Rayner  (Md.),  11  Atl.  Rep.  833T1887] ; 
Jennings  v.  WilU-r  (Tex.).  32  S.  W.  Rep. 
24  ;  29  Amer.  &  Eug.  Eucy.  Law  891- 
898  ;  Phelps  v.  Sheldon,  13  Pick.  50  ; 
Smith  v.  Lowell  M  H. .  8  Pick.  181 ;  Dixon 
v.  Gravely  (N.  C),  23  S.  E.  Rep.  39  ;  Ford 
v.  Smith,  25  Ga.  675  ;  Castagnino  ».  Bal- 
letta,  21  Cal.  1097  ;  O'Connors  t>.  Hurley, 
147  Mass.  145 ;  Ellis  t>.  Lane,  85  Pa.  St. 
265  ;  Oullen  v.  Sears,  112  Mass.  299. 

1  Brady  v.  City  of  New  York  (N.  Y. 
App.).  30  N.  E.  Rep.  757. 

f  Pinches  v.  Swedish  Church,  10  Atl. 
Rep.  264;  Holmes©  Chartiers  Oil  Co  ,  188 
Pi  St.  546  ;  Gallager  v.  Sharpless (Pu.),  19 


Atl.  Rep  491 ;  Crookshank  v.  Mallory,  2 
G.  Gr.  (la.)  257  ;  semble,  Leeds  v.  Little 
(Minn.),  44  N.  W.  Rep.  809. 

*  Wohlreich  t>.  Fettretch,  21  N.  Y.  St. 
Reptr.  56  [1880]. 

*  Bolles  t>.  Sachs,  38  N.  W.  Rep.  862 ; 
Robson  v.  Drummond,  2  B.  &  Ad.  803 ; 
Planche  v.  Colburn,  8  Bing.  14. 

>Wollensnk  v.  Brings  (111.),  10  N.  E 
Rep.  23  [1887]. 

•Holmes  c.  Chartiers  Oil  Co.  (Pa.), 
supra;  White  v.  School  Dist.  (Pa.),  28 
Atl.  Rep.  186  ;  Pinches*.  Swedish  Church 
(Conu.),  supra;  McPhail  v.  Board  of 
Coin'rs  (N  C.),  25  8.  E.  Rep.  958  ;  Davis 
t>.  Bndders  (Ala.),  10  So.  Rep.  422  ;  eases 
29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  899,  900. 

7  Wildey  t>.  School  Dist..  25  Mich  419  ; 
and  see  Flaunery  v.  Rohrraayer,  46  Conn. 
558  ;  Parlon  v.  Stewart,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)417; 
Lucas  u.  Godwin,  8  Bing.  (N.  C.)  737; 
Boteler  t>.  Roy,  40  Mo.  App.  284 ;  Taylor 
v.  Williams.  6  Wis  368. 


*  See  Sees.  417,  supra,  and  721  and  726,  infra. 


§701.]  CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS.  641 

with  the  contract.1  The  act  of  a  city  forcibly  taking  possession  of  water 
works  which  were  in  a  substantially  completed  condition,  and  the  subsequent 
successful  use  of  the  same  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  intended, 
did  not  relieve  the  contractor  from  proving  that  the  quality  of  the  material* 
furnished  was  in  accordance  with  the  contract — in  this  case  of  the  best 
quality,  of  a  certain  composition  and  tensile  strength.  As  against  public 
interests  such  as  those  of  a  municipal  corporation,  an  implied  waiver  of  the 
terms  of  a  contract  will  not  be  favored.' 

If  work  has  been  accepted  by  owner  or  he  has  waived  his  right  to  a 
strict  performance,  it  seems  the  contractor  may  recover  as  if  he  had  fully 
completed  his  contract;*  but  he  is  liable  for  damages  that  the  owner  has 
sustained  in  consequence  of  delay 4  or  of  the  failure  of  contractor  to  com- 
plete his  contract,5  but  not  when  he  has  accepted  the  work  and  paid  therefor 
in  full  without  objection.* 

Use,  occupation,  and  appropriation  of  works  when  they  are  a  part  of  the 
realty  to  which  they  are  attached  do  not  of  themselves  amount  to  an  accept- 
ance,7 nor  do  they  amount  to  a  waiver  of  a  substantial  performance.*  The 
mere  fact  that  the  structure  remains  on  the  land  and  that  the  contractor 
cannot  remove  it,  and  that  the  owner  enjoys  the  benefit  of  it,  he  having  no 
option  to  reject  it,  is  not  such  an  acceptance  as  will  imply  a  contract  to  pay 
for  it — i.  e.,  the  contract  price.0  The  act  of  levying  an  assessment  by  a  com- 
pany on  its  members  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  the  work  does  not  of 
itself  constitute  an  acceptance  of  the  work  from  the  contractor.10  It 
seems  that  such  acceptance,  appropriation,  and  use  may  be  a  possession 
under  claim  of  title  and  adverse  to  the  contractor,  so  as  to  set  the  statute  of 
limitations  in  motion.11  It  is  not  such  an  acceptance  as  imports  a  new  prom- 
ise to  pay  for  them;  but  some  positive  acquiescence  in  the  incomplete  or 
existing  state  of  the  building  is  necessary  to  render  the  owner  liable  to  pay 
according  to  measure  and  value.1* 

Part  payment  on  a  contract  for  work  is  an  acquiescence  in  what  has 

>  Strome  «.  Lyon  (Mich.)  68  N.  W.  Rep.  Ballentine,  56  Mo.  630  :  Reed  v.  Board,  4 

983                    J  N.  Y.  24 ;  Fitzgerald  •.  La  Porte  (Ark. ).  40 

■  Hartupee  v.  Pittsburgh,  97  Pa.  St.  107  S.  W.  Rep.  261  [1897]. 

[1881.1  »  Elliott*  Caldwell,  43  Minn.  357  [18901; 

•Morrison    *.    Cummings    26  Vt.   486  Presby.  Ch.  v.  Hoopes,  etc.,  Co.,  66  Ma. 

[18541  •  Beswick  9.  Piatt,  140  Pa.  St.  28.  598  ;  Curtis  t>.  Hoyt,  19  Conn.  165  ;  mm, 

Cartwriirht  v.  Mt.  Vernon  (Sup.),  3  N.  Y.  29  Amer.  &Eng.  Ency.  Law  900-1. 

Sudd  296  10  Gilliam  v.  Brown  (Cal.),  48  Pac.  Rep. 

« gnell  v.  Cottingham,  72  111.  161  [1874].  486  [1897] 

•  Trowbridge  0.  Barrett,  80  Wis.  661  ;  "  Texas  W.  &  G.  Co.  t>  Clebum  (Tex.), 
Mitchell  v.  Land  Co.  3  Iowa  209  ;  Adlard  21  S.  W.  Rep.  393. 

0  Muldoon,  45  111.  193  ;  Wildey  v.  Frac-  "  Burn  v.  Miller,  4  Taunt.  745 ;  Lucas  v. 

tional  School,  25  Mich.  419.  Godwin,  3  Bing.   N.  C    787  :  Monroe  «. 

•  De  Lambre  «.  Williams,  86  La.  Ann.  Butts,  8E.&B.  738  [1858] ;  Ford  v.  8mith, 
330  25  Ga.  675  ;  Estep  v.  Fen  ton,  66  111.  467  ; 

1  Morrison  v.  Cummiogs,  tupra.  Leakes'  Digest    of    Contracts,    pp.     68, 

•  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  N.  Y.  178  [1858] ;  69,  70  ;  Blythe  «.  Poultney.  81  Cal.  288  ; 
Mohney  v  Reed,  40  Mo.  App.  199  ;  Gove  Wallis  *.  Smith,  L.  R.  21  Ch.  D.  243; 
v    Island  City  Co.,  16  Oreg.  98 ;  Yates  v.  Wildey  «.  Fractional  School,  25  Mich.  419; 
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been  done  only  to  that  extent/  and  then  only  as  to  defects  and  insufficiencies 
of  which  he  has  knowledge.'*  Regular  partial  payments  on  aooount  of 
contract  for  work  not  fully  completed  have  been  held  not  to  amount  to  an 
acceptance  of  what  lias  been  done.1 

Therefore  proof  that  the  owner  visited  the  building  and  called  the  con- 
tractor's attention  to  certain  defects  therein,  and,  on  being  asked  if  there 
was  anything  else  wrong,  failed  to  eay  anything,  does  not  constitute  a  waiver 
on  his  part  of  defects  consisting  of  the  use  of  doors  of  one-eighth  of  an  inch 
less  in  thickness  than  required  by  the  contract,  inferior  grade  of  tin  and 
boards  for  roofing,  and  otlier  defects  not  apparent.4  A  defect  in  work  done 
on  a  public  building  is  not  waived  where  the  commissioner  of  public  works 
takes  possession  from  necessity,  but  expressly  states  that  this  is  done  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  rights  against  the  contractor,  and  refuses  to  give  a 
certificate  that  the  work  is  satisfactory/  If  the  contractor  will  recover  he 
must  prove  a  substantial  performance  on  his  part  or  a  waiver  of  performance 
on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Without  proof  of  a  waiver  by  owner  there  must 
be  a  substantial  performance/  The  waiver  of  a  substantial  performance 
must  be  pleaded  and  proven/ 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  substantial  performance  requires  that  the  devia- 
tions and  omissions  must  be  slight  and  unimportant*  Ornamentation  has 
been  held  a  matter  of  substanoe  and  variations  or  omissions  from  the  speci- 
fications have  been  held  to  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  contract.9  If  the 
departures  and  omissions  are  so  substantial  that  they  cannot  be  remedied, 
or  that  an  allowance  out  of  the  contract  price  will  not  give  the  owner  essen- 
tially what  he  contracted  for,1*  or  give  him  full  indemnity  for  deviations  and 
omissions"  there  can  be  no  recovery.    An  erection  of  a  structure,  with  col- 


te*  see  McClay  «.  Hedge,  18  la.  06,  and 

Plxler  «.  Nichols,  8  In.  106,  semble  contra. 
1  Morrison  v.  Cummings,  26  Vt.  486  [1854]; 
semble,   Smith  v.  Gugrrty,   4  Barb.  614 ; 
Lindsay  v.  Gordon,  13  Me.  60. 

*  Korf  *.  Lull,  70  111  420  [1878] ;  Veazie 
v.  Bangor,  51  Me  509  ;  Andrews  v.  Port- 
land, 35  Me.  475  [1858] :  and  see  City  of 
Nashville  v.  Sutherland  (Teon.),  29  S.  W. 
Rep.  228. 

*  Moulton  «  McOwen,  108  Mass.  587  ; 
Bond  v.  Carpenter  (H.  I.),  8  All.  Hep.  589 ; 
Katz  v.  Bedford,  77  Cal.  819:  Nollman  v. 
Evenson  (N.  D.).  65  N.  W.  Rep.  686 ;  An- 
drews v.  Portlaud.  85  Me.  472. 

«  Eaton  v.  Glad  well  (Mich.),  66  N.  W. 
Rep.  598. 

*  MacKnight  F.  Stone  Co.  *.  New  York 
(Sup.),  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  189. 

*  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadge,  35  Barbour  602 
1861 J ;  Gustaveson  v.  McGay,  12  Daly  423 
1884  ;  Heckman  v.  Pinkney,81  N.  Y.  211 
1880" . 


7  Winona  «.  Minn.  Coaetr'n  Co.,  27 
Minn.  415;  see  other  eases,  Lloyd's  Law  of 
Building  58. 

•  Fauble  &  S.  «.  Davia,  48  Iowa  462 
[18781 ;  Aldrich  «.  Wilroarth  (S.  D.),  54  N. 
W.  Kep.  811 ;  Hayward  «.  Leonard,  7 
Pick.  187  ;  Cullen  v.  8ears,  112  Mass.  299 ; 
Freeman  i.  Aylor,  1  Mo.  App.  Reptr.  582 ; 
Wohlreich  t>.  Fett retch  (N.  Y.).  21  N.  Y. 
St.  Reptr.  56  [1889];  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadge, 
85  Barb.  602;  semble.  Leeds  «.  Little 
(Minn.).  44  N.  W.  Rep.  809;  Lewis  v. 
Yagel,  77  Hun  *N.  Y.)  837 ;  Highton  v. 
Dessau,  19  N.  Y .  Supp.  895 :  Nolan  * 
Whitney,  88  N.  Y.  648 ;  Woodward  * 
Fuller,  8  N.  Y.  812. 

•McEntyre  v.  Tucker,  5  Misc.  Rep. 
(Com.  PI.  N.  Y.)228. 

10  Elliott  «.  Caldwell,  48  Minn.  867 
[1890]  ;  Pullman  v.  Corning,  14  Barb.  174 ; 
Taft  t>.  Montague,  14  Mass.  282. 

11  Wohlrich  «.  Fettretch,  21  N.  Y.  St 
Reptr.  56  [1889]. 


#  See  Sees.  467,  468,  supra. 
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nmns  substantially  like  the  ones  the  contract  required/  or  that  was  "  equal 

in  strength,  value  and  convenience/'  or  that  will  as  well  answer  the  purpose 

desired,  is  not  a  performance  of  a  contract  to  erect  according  to  certain  plana 

-and  specifications/  or  of  specific  dimensions.*  *    Though  the  structure  did 

cost  more  and  was  better  adapted  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended, 

it  cannot  make  the  erection  of  a  mill  78  x  100  feet  a  substantial  performance 

of  a  contract  to  build  a  mill  50  X 150  feet4 

To  avoid  a  waiver  of  a  strict  performance  and  a  full  completion  of  the 

•contract,  the  following  clause  is  sometimes  recommended  to  be  inserted  in 

the  contract: 

"  It  is  further  agreed  between  the  parties  that  no  payment  of  money 
under  this  contract,  nor  any  acceptance  or  possession  taken  of  the 
work  done  by  the  contractors  shall  be  evidence  of  the  performance  of 
this  contract  or  be  construed  as  a  waiver  of  any  of  its  provisions  by  the 
owner;  nor  shall  any  waiver  of  any  breach  of  this  contract  be  held  to 
be  a  waiver  of  any  other  or  subsequent  breach/  ' 
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702.  What  will  Be  a  Substantial  Performance. — A  review  of  a  large  num- 
ber of  decisions  will  give  some  impression  of  what  is  a  substantial  perform- 
ance. The  question  is  not  one  of  law  but  one  of  fact  for  the  jury,  which 
determines  whether  the  defects  and  omissions  are  technical  and  unimpor- 
tant, whether  there  has  bee*n  a  substantial  performance,  and  also  whether 
the  departures  and  omissions  were  intentional  and  willful.*  The  jury  may 
decide  whether  the  work  was  substantially  performed  in  good  faith,  and 
whether  the  contractor  was  justified  in  abandoning  or  stopping  the  work, 
and  whether  there  had  been  a  material  variation  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner.7  The  determination  of  the  question  depends,  therefore,  upon  the 
make-up  of  the  jury  as  well  as  the  circumstances  and  conditions  attending 
each  case.8 

It  has  been  held  that  a  contractor  was  not  prevented  from  recovering, 
under  his  contract,  the  contract  price  less  the  damages  resulting  from  his 
failure  to  complete,  when  the  ceiling  of  a  church  was  two  feet  too  low,  the 
windows  too  short  and  the  seats  too  narrow,  the  edifice  being  reasonably 


1  Lynch  v.  Paris  Lumber  Oo.  (Tex  ),  14 
8.  W.  Rep.  701 118901. 

*  Fauble    &  8.  *.  Davis,   48  Iowa  462 
f  1878]  :  Winona  t.  Minn.  R.  Constr'n  Co., 
27  Minn.   415 ;  MacKnight  Stone  Oo.  v 
New  York  (Sup.),  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  189. 

»  Gillespie  Tool  Co.  v.  Wilson  (Pa.),v16 
All.  Rep.  86  [1889]. 

*  Swain  v.  Seamens.  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  254  ; 
Hill  v.  Featherstonhaugh.  7  Bin*.  669; 
Times  F.  Assur.  Co.  v.  Hawke.  28  L.  J. 
Ex.  817  ;  Farns worth  «.  Garrard,  1  Camp. 
438. 

*  Clark's  Architect,  etc.,  Before  the  Law. 


i 


•Phillips  t.  Gallant.  62  (N.  Y.  256 
1875];  Gibbons  v.  Russell,  18  N.  Y.  Supp. 
79  ;  Clapp  v.  Thayer,  112  Mass.  296 
1873] ;  Rush  v.  Wagner  12  N.  Y.  8upp. 
:  Bracco  *.  Tighe,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  84 ; 
Bouchton  v.  Smith,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  148; 
Murphy  «  Stickley-Simonds  Co.  (Sup.). 
81  N.  Y.  Supp  295  ;  Glaucus  v.  Black.  50 
N.  Y.  145  [1872] ;  see  also  Muth  t>.  Frost, 
75  Wis.  166. 

1  Morton  v.  Harrison,  52  N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct. 
805  [1885]. 

8  But  see  Cutler  «.  Dix  (Vt,)  81  Atl.  Rep. 
780. 


#  See  Sees.  256,  257,  467,  and  468,  supra. 
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adapted  f  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  built;  nor  when  the  roof  of  an. 
addition  to  a  house  was  five  inches  too  low,  the  mistake  not  affecting  its  ap- 
pearance materially;  *  nor  when  inferior  materials  have  been  used  in  a  house- 
and  the  work  has  not  been  performed  in  the  manner  agreed; '  nor  when  the 
plastered  walls  were  cracked  from  settling.4  Walls  of  a  building  have  been 
held  completed  and  a  partial  payment  due,  when  they  were  ready  to  receive* 
the  roof,  although  they  were  not  covered  with  a  mastic,  in  accordance  with 
the  complete  design  of  the  building/ 

A  building  in  which  the  floors  are  not  laid,  with  portions  of  it  exposed  to 
the  weather,  and  proof  that  some  of  the  work  done  had  to  be  done  over,, 
was  held  not  substantially  completed/  A  payment  due  "  when  the  plaster- 
ing is  finished  "  is  not  recoverable  as  under  a  substantial  performance  when 
the  parlor  and  hall  have  not  had  their  last  coat  of  plaster  and  the  stairs,, 
under  which  there  should  have  been  plastering,  are  not  erected/  Pine  sub- 
sills  were  held  not  to  satisfy  a  contract  which  specified  oak  sub-sills  in  a 
sidewalk;  *  nor  a  floor  that  leaks,  one  that  was  required  to  be  water-tight* 
The  omission  of  a  few  locks,  door-knobs,  some  door-steps,  and  a  small 
amount  of  plastering  in  a  house  in  New  York,  was  held  not  a  substantial 
performance  of  a  contract  to  complete  a  partly  finished  building,  the  cost 
being  $267. '• 

A  barn  constructed  without  collar-beams  to  join  together  the  purlin - 
posts  as  required  by  the  plans  and  specifications,  in  consequence  of  which 
"the  sides  spread  and  the  roof  sank,  rendering  the  barn  unsightly  and 
dangerous/9  was  held  not  a  substantial  performance.11 

The  use  of  a  different  mortar  from  that  required  by  the  contract  **  will  not 
prevent  a  recovery  by  the  contractor. 

While  the  determination  of  the  question  of  a  substantial  performance  i& 
for  the  jury,  yet  a  finding  of  damages  by  a  jury  or  referee  may  be  so  gross  as 
to  authorize  a  holding  by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  contract  had 
not  been  substantially  performed. "    Thus  a  finding  by  a  referee  that  a  build- 


1  Pinches  t?.    Swedish  Church  (Conn.), 
10  Atl.  Rep.  264. 
»  Oberlies  t>.  Bullinger.  182  K  Y.  598 

*  Marsh  v.  Richards.  29  Mo.  99  [1859]; 
and  Missouri  eases  cited ;  Golden  Gate 
Lumb.  Co.  v.  Sahrbacher  (Cal.),  88  Pac. 
Rep.  685. 

*  Walsh  t>.  Campbell  (Sup  ).  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  862. 

5  Worcester  Med.  Inst.  v.  Harding,  11 
Cash.  (Mass.}  285;  see  also  Woodward  v. 
Fuller,  80 N.Y.  812;  Johnson  t>.  DePeyster, 
50  N.  Y.  666;  Bixby  v.  Williamson,  25 
Minn.  481. 

*  Zimmerman  v.  Jourgensen  (Sup.),  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  170. 

1  Van  Clief  v.  Van  Vechten,  130  N.  Y. 
571. 
8  Denton  «.  City  of  Atkinson,  84  Kan. 
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•  Sherwood  v.  Houtman  (N.  Y.),  ?& 
Hun  544;  Weeks  t>.  O'Brien  (Super.),  12 
N.  Y.  Supp.  720. 

10  Smith  v.  Sheltering  Arms,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.    62:     Zimmerman    t>.    Jourgensen 
(Sup.),  24N.Y.  Supp.  170;  and  see  Master* 
v.  Houck,  89  Mich.  481. 

11  Eetchum  v.  Herrington,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  429  [18921;  accord,  Audersen  •. 
Petereit  (Sup.),  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  741;  see 
also  Oberlies  v.  Bullinger  (Sup.),  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  264;  Cahill  v.  Heuser  (Sup.).  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  786 ;  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  N.  Y. 
178;  Glancua  v.  Black.  50  N.  Y.  146; 
Flannery  v.  Sahagian  (Sup.).  81  N.  Y». 
Supp.  860. 

"  Ligget  v.  Smith,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  881. 
"  Phillip  «.  Gallant,  62  N.Y.  256  [1875];' 
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ing  was  constructed*  "  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  contract  and 
specifications/9  when  important  members  of  the  framing  .had  been  omitted 
which  rendered  the  structure  unsightly  and  dangerous,  and  when  $750  would 
be  required  to  remedy  the  departure,  the  contract  price  being  $2500,  waa  held 
inconsistant  with  the  facts  and  not  sufficient  to  support  a  recovery  of  the 
•contract  price  and  extras,  less  the  damages  for  defective  construction.1  It  is 
only  technical,  inadvertent,  or  unimportant  omissions  or  defects  which  may 
be  disregarded  in  an  action  on  a  building  contract,'  and  it  may  be  safely 
*aid  that  no  case  has  ever  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  defects  which  amount 
in  value  to  one-third  of  the  contract  price,  and  which  render  the  building 
unsightly  and  even  unsafe  for  occupation,  could  be  so  disregarded.1  The 
deviation  may  be  so  gross  and  reprehensible  that  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  anything  at  all  for  his  work.* 

It  has  been  held  not  a  substantial  performance  when  the  ratio  of  the  ex- 
penses of  making  the  work  conform  to  the  agreement  to  the  contract  price  waa 
4i8  $267  to  $3400; 4  a  ratio  of  $75  to  $865  has  been  held  not  inconsistent  with 
*  finding  of  substantial  performance; '  *  defects  of  $275  on  a  $7000  job  was 
held  not  inconsistent  with  substantial  performance  where  contractor  tried  to 
fulfill  his  contract.*  A  ratio  of  $656  for  defects  to  a  contract  price  of  $6000/ 
or  of  $13.80  to  $390/  or  of  $150  to  $2100/  or  of  $200  to  $11,700, ,#  or  of  only 
2  per  cent.,"  or  of  6  per  cent."  of  contract  price,  did  not  prevent  the  con- 
tractor from  recovering.  A  ratio  of  $600  to  $3500  was  held  to  show  a  fail- 
ure to  perform  substantially.1* 

A  defect  in  the  construction  of  a  building  may  be  a  substantial  defect, 
though  it  does  not  run  through  the  entire  building,  and  even  though  it  can 
be  remedied  without  disturbing  or  interfering  with  the  main  building.14 

70S.  Rule  or  Measure  of  Recovery— When  Contractor  Is  in  Default. — 
The  rules  or  measures  of  recovery  have  been  variously  stated  by  differ- 


Rose  v.  O'Riley,  111  Mass.  57  [1872]; 
H  igsler  v.  Owen,  61  Mo.  270,  and  cases 
cited 

1  Ketchum  v.  Herrington,  18  K.  Y. 
Supp.  429  [1892]. 

f  Sinclair  «.  Tallmadge,  85  Barb.  602. 

»  Haysler  e.  Owen  (Mo.),  61  Mo.  270, 
and  cases  cited;  and  see  Bozarth  v.  Dudley, 
15  Vroom  (N.  J.)  804  [1882],  and  many 
cases  renewed. 

4  Smith  t.  Sheltering  Arms,  85  N.  T. 
Supp.  62. 

*  Phillips  e.  Gallant,  62  N.  T.  266 
[1875] 

•  Valk  v.  McKeize,  16  N.  T.  Supp.  741 
[1891]. 

1  Cronch  v.  Gutman,  184  N.  Y.  45  affirm- 
ing 10  N.  Y.  Supp.  275;  Follet,  C.  J.,  Vann, 
and  Landon,  dissenting.  The  owner  was 
credited  with  only  9489.  amount  expended 
by  him  to  remedy  defects. 


8  D'Audre  v.  Zimmerman  (Sup.),  89  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1086. 
•  Monteverde  v.  Queens  Co. ,  78  Hun  267. 

10  Nolan  f>.  Whitney,  88  N.  Y.  648. 

11  Chariest?.  Halleck  Lumber  Co.  (Colo.). 
48  Pac.  Rep.  648. 

11  Murphy  e.  Stick  ley- Sim  on  da  Co.,  81 
N.  Y.  Supp.  295. 

»  Flaherty  «.  Miner,  128  N.  Y.  883. 

14  Oberlies  v.  Bulllnger,  27  N.  Y.  Snpp. 
19;  and  see  Boughton  v.  Smith,  142  N.  Y. 
674.  For  substantial  performance  and  con- 
struction of  terms  used  in  well-drilling 
cases,  see  Littrell  *  Wilcox,  11  Mont.  77; 
American  Well  Works  «.  Rivers,  86  Fed. 
Rep.  880;  Waggoner  v.  Stocks,  41  111. 
App.  151:  Book  «.  New  Castle  W.  N.  Co., 
151  Pa.  St.  499;  Madden  v.  Oestrich,  46 
Minn  688;  Bohrer  v.  Stumpf.  81  111.  App. 
189;  Bennett  *.  Tutzel,  84  111.  App.  295; 
Colburn    v.  Wescott.   86  111.   App.  847; 


*  See  also  Sees.  441-442,  supra. 
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ent  courts,  several  of  which  are  the  following :  If  the  work  has  not 
been  performed  pursuant  to  the  contract,  but  there  has  been  a  substantial 
performance,  the  contractor  may  recover  for  it,  upon  a  quantum  meruit,1 
as  much  as  it  is  worth  to  the  owner.'  In  Missouri  the  contractor  may 
recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the  work  done,  as  when  inferior  materials 
have  been  used  and  the  work  has  not  been  performed  in  the  manner 
agreed." 

It  is  submitted  that  any  of  the  foregoing  rules  for  determining  the 
amount  of  recovery  that  the  contractor  is  entitled  to,  which  do  not  make 
the  contract  price  the  basis  of  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  work  done,  are 
faulty,  for  the  actual  or  market  value  of  the  part  performance  of  the  con- 
tract might  exceed  the  contract  price  agreed  upon  for  the  whole  work.  If 
those  rules  are  adopted,  due  regard  must  be  had  for  the  contract  price  in 
determining  the  reasonable  value  of  the  work  done.  It  has  therefore  been 
held  that  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  done  under  a  special  con* 
tract,  no  breach  being  charged  to  the  owner,  the  contractor  cannot  recover 
more  than  the  contract  price;4  he  may  recover  such  sum  as  the  labor  and 
services  are  worth,  not  exceeding  the  contract  price.'  Under  this  rule  the 
real  worth  of  the  work  might  be  all  out  of  proportion  to  the  contract  prices, 
the  value  of  one-half  of  the  work  might  be  equal  to  two-thirds  of  the  con- 
tract price,  and  vice  versa** 

The  owner  has  a  right  to  a  house  as  good  as  that  which  the  contractor 
agreed  to  furnish,  and  at  the  price  agreed  upon,  and  any  rule  which  does 
not  leave  him  as  well  off  as  he  would  have  been  had  the  contract  been  fully 
performed  is  a  faulty  rule.T  Many  rules  have  been  adopted  to  this  end  in 
different  courts,  which  may  have  been  justified  in  the  particular  case  in 
which  they  were  applied,  but  which  cannot  be  applied  generally. 

A  common  rule  is  one  that  limits  the  contractor's  recovery  to  the  con- 
tract price  lees  the  reasonable  cost  of  completing  the  work  according  to  the 
contract  or  making  it  conform  thereto,8  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  work  as  it  is  delivered  over  to  the  owner  and  what  it  will  cost  to  cora- 


Genni  «.  Hahn,  82  Wis.  92;  Blum  «. 
Brown  (Tex.),  83  S.  W.  Rep.  145. 

Addison  on  Contracts  409;  Chitty  on 
Contracts  826;  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  § 
104,  79  111.  181,  24  111.  262;  contra,  Cohn 
«.  Plummer  (Wis.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  1000. 

•  Morris  v.  Cummings,  26  Vt.  486  [18541. 
'  Marsh  v.  Richards,  29  Mo.  99  [1859]; 

Yeates  v.  Ballentine,  56  Mo.  580  [1874],  and 
eases  cited,  and  cases  collected  in  Shepard's 
Marginal  Citations,  and  see  97  Mo.  871.  and 
87  Mo  429;  many  cases  in  29  Amer.  &Eng. 
Ency.  Law  899;  Chapel  v.  Hickes,  2  C.  & 
M.  214;  May  v.  Menton  (City  Ct.),  41  N. 
Y.  Sup.  650. 

*  Williams  t>.  Chicago,  8.  P.  &  C.  Ry. 
Co.  (Mo),  20  8.  W.  Rep.  681;  Atkins  t>. 
Co.  of  Barnstable,  97  Mass.  428;  Monacacy 


Bdge.  Co.  v.  Amer.  I.  Bdge.  Co.,  83 Pa  St 
517;  Christie  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Travers  Bros.  Co 
(Com.  PI.),  85  K  Y.  Snpp.  107s*. 

*  Atkins  v.  Barnstable  Co..  97  Mass.  428 
Becker  v.  Hecker.  9  Ind.  497;  Bishop  v 
Price,  24  Wis.  480;  Estep  ».  Feuton,  66 
111.  467;  Britton  v.  Turner,  6  N.  H.  481 
Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  87.  and  Massa 
chusetts  cases  cited,  and  see  City  of  Slier 
man  «.  Conner  (Tex.),  25  8.  W.  Rep.  821 

*  Accord,  Walsh  ».   Jenvey  (Md.),    8fr 
Atl.  Rep.  817  [1897]. 

'  Kidd  t>.  McCormick,  83  N.  Y.  891 
[18811. 

*  Phelps  t>.  Beebe(Mich.)  89 N.  W.  Rep. 
761  [1888];  Walworth  t>.  Plnnegan.  88  Ark. 
751;  Gonzales  v.  McHugh,  21  Tex.  259; 
Haysler  v.  Owen,  61  Mo.  270  [1875];  An- 
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plete  it  in  strict  conformity  with  contract.1  Another  court  found  this  rule 
difficult  to  apply  where  the  expense  of  making  the  work  conform  to  the 
contract  was  very  great,  and  quite  out  of  proportion  to  the  injury  suffered 
by  the  owner.  It  is  very  easy  to  imagine  some  trifling  defect,  as  in  the 
foundations,  that  would  require  great  expense  to  make  conform  to  the 
original  plan.  Therefore  the  court  held  that  in  such  a  case,  if  the  structure 
erected  answered  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended,  the  rule  should 
be  modified  so  as  to  allow  a  reduction  of  the  contract  price  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  diminution  in  value  of  the  structure  by  reason  of  the  deviations 
and  omissions.' 

An  Ohio  court  divided  the  work  into  two  classes,  and  held  that  as  to  un- 
finished work,  the  contractor  might  recover  the  balance  due  on  the  contract 
less  such  sums  as  it  would  require  to  complete  the  unfinished  work;  and 
that  as  to  deviations  made  during  the  progress  of  the  work  by  consent  of 
both  parties,  the  contractor  could  recover  at  contract  prices  less  the  differ- 
ence in  the  value  of  the  parts  so  constructed  and  their  value  as  the 
contract  required  them  to  be  made."  A  Nebraska  case  makes  the 
measure  of  damages  which  the  owner  has  suffeied  the  difference  between 
the  value  of  the  works  as  constructed  and  as  contracted  for.4 

The  rule  of  recovery  which  has  had  by  far  the  most  general  adoption  in 
this  country  gives  to  the  contractor  the  contract  price  less  the  damage 
which  the  owner  has  suffered  or  has  been  caused  by  imperfections  and 
omissions  not  willfully  made;5  or  as  another  case  puts  it,  "the  contract 
price  less  the  damages  resulting  from  breach/9  and  though  the  work  has 

derson  v.  Nordstrom  (Minn.),  61  N.  W.  Leaby  (Mich  ),  69  N.  W.  Rep.  76;  accord. 

Rep.  1182;  Eocber  v.  Maybery  (Tex.),  80  Gallagher*.  Sharpless  (Pa.),  19  Atl.  Rep. 

8.  W.  Rep.  604  [1897];  Mills 9.  Paul  (Tex.),  491 ;  ^Etna  Iron  &  8.  Wks.  r>.  Kossuth  Co., 

30  8.  W.  Rep.  558.  79  Iowa  40,  and  ice  also  Blakeslee  v.  Holt, 

1  Sticker  *.  Overpeck.  127  Pa.  St.  446  42  Conn.  226;  Chapel  *.  Hickes,  2C.  &M. 

[1889];  Wells  v.  Bd  of  Ed.  78  Mich.  260:  214;  Thornton  v.  Place.  1M.  &  R.  218;  but 

Beha  v.  Ottenberg,  6  Mackey  (D.  C.)f  848;  see  Ellis  v.  Hamlen,  8  Taunt.  52;  Sinclair 

8cofield  v.  Graw.  63  Vi.  288;  Rector  v.  *.  Bowles,  9  B.  &  C.  92;  Wooten  *.  Read. 

McDermott    (Ark.).    18  S.  W.    Rep.   834  2  8m.  &  M.  (Miss.)  585;  Hilm  v.  Wilson,  4 

[18901:  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  898.  Mo.  41;  White  t>.  Oliver,  36  Me.  95;  Smith 

8  Pinches  v.  Swedish  Church,  55  Conn.  t>.  First  Cong..  8  Pick.  (Mass )  178;  Taft  «. 

183  [1887];  sec  also  Heckman  v.  Pinkney,  Montague,  14  Mass.  282;  01  instead  v.  Beale, 

81   N.  Y.  213,  and  White  t>.  Oliver,  36  19  Pick.  (Mass.)  528;  Snow  v.  Ware,  13 

Me.  92.  Mete.  (Mass.)  42;  Lord  v.  Wheeler,  1  Gray 

8  Goldsmith  v.  Hand  (Ohio),  8  Am.  Law  (Mass.)  282;  Hayden  v.  Madison,  7  Greene 

Times  93  [1876];  but  see  Estep  v.  Fenton,  (Me.)  76;  Jennings  v.  Camp,  13  Johns.  (N. 

66  111.  467,  and  sec  Hunt  t>.  Elliott,  77  Cal.  Y.)  94;  Kettle  t>.  Harvey,  21  Vt.  801;  Bum 

588.  v.  Miller,  4  Taunt.  745;  Gastlin  t.  Weeks 

4  White*  McLaren  (Neb.),  24 N.E  Rep.  (Ind.  App.),  28  N.  E.  Rep.  881  [1891]; 
911T1890];  Jennings  v.  Wilier  (Tex.),  32  Oreni  v.  Keelty  (Md.),  36  Atl.  Rep.  1030 
8.  W.  Rep.  24.  [1897];  Ibers  v.  O'Donnell.  25  Mo.  App. 

5  Leeds  v.  Little  (Minn.),  44  N.  W.  Rep.  120;  Gregg  v.  Dunn,  88  Mo.  App.  283; 
309;  McKenzie  v.  Decker,  94  N.  Y.  650;  Bozarth  v.  Dudley,  15  Yroom  804;  Bush 
Aldrich  «.  Wilmarth  (8.  D.),  54  N.  W.  v.  Jones,  2Tenn.  Ch.  190;  Monacacy  Bdge. 
Rep.  811;  White*  School  Dist.  (Pa.),  28  Co.  v.  American  I.  Bdge.  Co.,  83  Pa, 
Atl.  Rep.  136;  Hayward  v.  Leonard,  7  St.  517:  Bishop  v.  Price,  24  Wis.  480; 
Pick.  (Mass.),  181  [1828];  Ponce  t>.  Smith,  Florida  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
84  Me.  266;  Holmes  v.  Chartiers  Oil  Co.  255;  Ellerbe  v.  Minor  (La.),  21  So.  Rep. 
(Pa.),  21  A.l.  Rep.  231  [1891];  Sheldon  «.  588;    Wolf  v.  Gerr,  48  Iowa  889;  Lee  v. 
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not  beeu  accepted,  it  having  become  a  part  of  the  realty; '  or  in  the  words 
of  yet  another  case,  "  the  contract  price  less  the  injuries  suffered  by  omis- 
sions and  defects."  * 

It  has  been  held  that  the  amount  saved  by  reletting  to  another  con- 
tractor is  not  the  measure  of  the  amount  that  is  equitably  due  the  prior 
contractor  who  failed  to  complete  the  works/  If,  however,  the  finding 
1  as  to  damages  is  indefinite,  the  contractor  should  be  allowed  to  recover 
the  value  of  the  work  done  (contract  price),  less  payments  made  on  ac- 
count.4 

In  determining  the  amount  of  recovery  the  point  should  not  be  lost 
sight  of,  that  it  is  the  benefit  conferred  that  gives  the  contractor  his  right 
.  of  action.  If  the  work  and  materials  are  any  benefit  whatever  to  the 
owner  the  contractor  may  recover  for  them,*  but  if  the  owner  is  not  bene- 
fited, or  was  injured  more  than  he  was  benefited,  the  contractor  cannot 
recover,  however  much  expense  he  has  incurred.* 

704.  Contractor  is  Responsible  for  Losses  Suffered  by  Owner  in  Conse- 
quence of  Breach. — If  the  contractor's  failure  to  complete  his  contract  has 
caused  the  owner  further  losses,  which  are  the  direct  result  of  such  failure, 
then  he  must  answer  for  them  also.  Such  losses  are  more  frequently  caused 
by  a  failure  to  complete  the  works  in  the  time  required  by  the  contract,  or 
from  accidents  resultiug  from  defective  work  or  materials.  Generally  the 
contractor  is  held  for  all  gains  prevented  and  losses  sustained  which  are  the 
direct  result  of  his  breach,  together  with  the  expense  of  obtaining  legal 
redress.  Such  may  be  rents,  revenues,  and  profits  that  are  certain,  and 
any  additional  expense  which  is  the  result  of  the  contractor's  breach,7  but 
not  damages  from  failure  to  rent  offices  in  the  building/  From  rents, 
revenues,  etc.,  should  be  deducted  charges  for  interest  upon  mortgages  and 
other  incumbrances,  taxes,  and  insurance,  so  as  to  determine  the  net  profit' 
or  loss  sustained  by  the  owner. 

A  contractor  who  had  failed  to  complete  a  railroad  within  the  time 
specified  was  held  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of  the  road,  but  not  for 
freight  it  had  made  arrangements  to  carry,  for  that  was  under  a  collateral 
contract;  nor  for  what  it  would  cost  to  complete  the  road  in  excess  of  the  con- 


Ashbrooke,  14  Mo.  879;  Kelly  v.  Rowan 
83  Mo.  App.  440;  Eyermau  v.  Ml    Sinai 
Ccm.  Assn.,  61  Mo.  489;  29  Amer  AEng. 
Ency.  Law  898. 

1  JEtna  I.  &  8.  Co.  «.  Kossuth  Cp  ,  44  N. 
W.  Rep.  215. 

*  Hunt  v.  Elliott  (Cal.),  20Pac.  Rep.  182; 
In  re  Cook  v.  Qleason,  8  Chic.  Leg.  News 
410;  Bank  t>.  Gries,  35  Pa.  St.  428;  White 
v.  School  Dist..  159  Pa.  St.  201;  $ee  also  8 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  921. 

*  People  v.  Detroit  (Mich.).  2  The  Re- 
porter 244;  semble,  Quinn  v.  United  States, 
§9  U.  S.  80  [1878];  tembls.  McDouald  v. 
Dodge  Co.  (Neb.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  866. 


4  City  of  Sherman  v.  Conner  (Tex.),  25 
8.  W.  Rep.  821. 

*  School  Dist.  v.  Lund,  57  Kan.  781. 

*  Hunt  *.  Elliott  (Cal.),  20  Pac.  Rep.  132 
[1889J;  terrible,  Garnsey  «.  Rhodes  (Sup.), 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  484;  Excelsior  Needle  Co. 
v.  Smith,  61  Conn.  56. 

1  Accord,  Consaul  v.  Sheldon  (Neb.).  52 
N.  W.  Rep.  1104 ;  AblxM  v.  Gatch.  18 
Md.  314;  Somerby  t>.  Tap  pan,  Wright 
(Ohio)  229. 

■Clifford  v.  Leroux  (Tex.),  87  8.  W. 
Rep.  172. 

*  Kid  v.  McCormick,  88  N.  T.  391. 
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tract  price,  for  that  was  uncertain.1  Loss  occasioned  to  the  company  by 
reason  of  another  contract  with  a  third  party  for  use  of  the  road  cannot  be 
considered.'  The  owner  has  been  allowed  to  charge  the  contractor  with  the 
necessary  cost  of  completing  the  works  and  all  payments  made  to  the  con- 
tractor, the  amount  of  all  valid  liens  for  labor  and  materials  furnished  the 
contractor,  and  the  amount  of  damages  suffered  by  the  owner  by  reason  of 
the  contractors  default,  and  the  difference  between  the  aggregate  of  these 
charges  and  the  contract  price  was  held  to  be  the  measure  of  recovery  of 
either  the  contractor  or  owner.* 

In  the  purchase  of  materials  and  tools  from  dealers  or  manufacturers 
the  measure  of  damages  for  the  failure  of  the  dealer  or  manufacturer  to 
deliver  the  goods  is  the  difference  between  the  price  agreed  upon  and  the 
market  value  at  the  time  and  place  they  should  have  been  delivered.4 

The  amount  of  damages  which  the  owner  may  recover  or  the  amount  of 
reimbursement  for  the  cost  of  completing  the  work  is  not  limited  to  the 
amount  due  the  contractor  and  retained  by  the  owner  or  company/ 

It  has  been  held  that  the  owner  is  not  obliged  to  employ  some  one  else 
to  do.  what  the  contract  bound  the  other  party  to  do,  in  order  to  lessen  the 
injury  resulting  from  a  bread)  of  contract  by  the  contractor.' 

705.  Specific*  Performance  of  Contract. — Sometimes  when  great  interests 
have  been  at  stake,  as  the  operation  of  a  railroad  or  a  canal,  or  when  the 
safety  and  preservation  of  works  require  that  work  be  completed  forthwith, 
the  assistance  of  the  courts  has  been  invoked  to  compel  the  contractor  to 
proceed  with  the  work  and  to  complete  it  according  to  his  contract. 

It  frequently  happeus  that  the  work  may  require  skilled  mechanics  and 
such  tools  and  machinery  fes  are  not  to  be  obtained  on  short  notice,  so  that 
the  owner  (or  company)  cannot  complete  it  himself  nor  readily  secure  the 
services  of  others  to  undertake  .it.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  natural 
for  the  company  to  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  for  a  mandamus  requiring 
the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work,  or  at  least  to  enjoin  him  from 
interfering  with  the  company  when  they  undertake  to  complete  it  with  his 
tools  and  appliances. 

An  interesting  case  came  up  T  under  a  contract  for  the  construction 


1  Hunt  v.  Oregon  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  36  Fed. 
Rep.  481  [1888]. 
■  Sneli  v.  Cottingham.  72  111.  161  [1874] 

*  Dorn  v.  Mengedolit  (Neb.),  59  N.  W 
Rep.  800;  Cook  v.  Gleason.  8  Chic.  Leg 
News  410,  where  the  contractor  had  be 
•come  bankrupt;  sembb,  Lawson  v.  Walla 
sey,  45  L.  T.  607;  Elkridge  v.  Rowc,  4 
Gilm.  91. 

*  Russell  t>.  Horn,  eic,  Mfg.  Co.  (Neb.), 
59  N.  W  Rep.  901. 

*  Langdon  «.  Northfield  (MinnA  44  N. 
W.  Rep.  984  [1890];  Reclor  p.  McDermott 
TArk. ),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  834  [1890]:  Tomp- 

872;   E 


tins  v.   Dudley,  25  N.  T. 


Davis  «. 


Ford  (Md.),  82  All.  Rep.  280. 

•  Gulf,  C.  A  S.  F.  Ry  C>.  «.  Hodge 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.).  80  8.  W.  Rep.  829. 

As  to  what  damages  may  or  may  not  be 
assessed,  see  Herman  v.  City  of  E.  St. 
Louis,  58  111.  App.  166.  benefits  resulting 
in  common  with  others  in  the  locality;  and 
*re  Coos  Bav.  etc.,  Nav.  Co.  v.  Nosier 
(Oreg.).  48  Pac.  Rep.  861;  Berlin  Iron 
Bdge.  Co.  v.  Bonta  (Pa.  Sup.),  36  All. 
Rep  867,  depreciation  of  value  of  stocks 
of  the  project. 

7  Texas  &  Si.  Louis  Ry.  Co.  *.  Rust,  17 
Fed.  Rep.  280  [1882]. 
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of  a  railroad  bridge,  in  which  the  contractor  was  under  a  heavy  penalty  to- 
complete  it  by  a  certain  day.  The  work  having  been  delayed  until  long 
after  the  day  named  for  completion,  the  contractor  flatly  refused  to  con- 
tinue it  unless  the  company  would  release  him  from  the  penalties  accrued 
and  come  to  terms  about  extra  work,  etc. 

The  railroad  was  nearly  completed  and  traffic  delayed  because  the  bridge- 
was  not  finished,  and  the  contractor,  knowing  this,  sought  to  bring  the  com- 
pany to  hie  terms.  The  court,  it  seems,  was  not  asked  to  decree  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract,  but  the  bill  prayed  the  court  to  seize  the  con- 
tractor's plant  and  to  enjoin  the  contractor  from  interfering  while  the  court 
itself  undertook  its  completion.  This  the  court  declined  to  do,  expressing 
the  belief  that  it  could  not  lawfully  seize  the  property  of  one  person  for  the 
benefit  of  another  without  a  trial  and  a  hearing,  and  that  no  exigency  of  a 
railway  company  and  no  considerations  of  public  convenience,  however  great, 
would  justify  such  an  act;  that  a  citizen  could  not  be  deprived  of  his  prop- 
erty "  without  due  process  of  law." x 

706.  Specific  Performance  will  not  be  Required  if  Damages  can  be- 
Assetsed  that  will  Compensate  the  Losses  Sustained.— Broadly  stated,  but 
subject  to  exceptions,  it  is  a  general  principle  of  equity  that  a  decree  of 
specific  performance  will  not  be  granted  when  adequate  compensation  can  be 
obtained  in  an  action  for  damages.3 

It  may  be  gravely  doubted,  that  a  court  will  undertake  to  enforce  the 
specific,  or  the  substantial  performance  even,  of  a  construction  contract.8  It 
is  pretty  generally  held  that  courts  of  chancery  will  not  exercise  such  a 
power  either  with  regard  to  the  erection  of  structures  or  to  repairs  upon  them. 
Usually,  if  not  always,  the  owner  can  be  compensated  for  his  injuries  suffered: 
in  consequence  of  the  contractor's  failure  to  complete  by  a  money  considera- 
tion, so  that  it  is  not  necessary,  it  would  seem,  to  decree  a  specific  perform- 
ance. A  further  reason  given  frequently  by  the  courts  when  their  assist- 
ance has  been  sought  is  that  it  would  be  impracticable,  if  not  impossible,  for 
an  officer  of  the  court  to  carry  out  such  a  decree,4  and  it  is  the  perform- 
ance of  those  contracts  which  present  the  greatest  difficulty,  which  is  sought. 
A  contract  which  any  one  can  complete  would  be  carried  out  by  subcontract- 
ing, and  would  not  require  the  services  of  the  contractor  nor  the  assistance 
of  a  court  of  equity. 


1  Texas  &  St.  Louis  By.  Co.  a.  Bust,  17 
Fed.  Bep.  280;  citing  City  of  Chicago  v. 
Hutchinson,  15  Fed.  Bep  129;  Glover  v. 
Shepperd,  15  Fed.  Bep.  838:  Phoenix  Mut 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v  Walrath,  16  Fed.  Rep.  161; 
Public  G.  &  8.  Ex.  v.  West.  U.  Tel.  Co., 
16  Fed.  Bep.  289;  settlement  of  case  is  re- 
ported. Texas  &  St.  L.  By.  Co.  t>.  Rust,  19 
Fed.  Rep.  239  [1883]  accord.  Greenhill  v. 
Isle  of  Wiarht  R.  Co.,  23  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  885; 
Brace  9.  Wehnert.  25  Beav.  351. 

•New  Orleans  v.  N.  O.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co. 


(La.),  10  So.  Rep.  401  [1892] ;  Kendall  c. 
Frev,  74  Wis.  26  ;  Payne  v.  Still  (Wash.), 
88  Pac.  Bep.  994  ;  22  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  914  ;  29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
913 ;  Lloyd  Law  of  Building,  etc  ,  chap, 
vi ;  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  etc.,  chap, 
xvii  ;  The  Justices  v.  Corft,  18  Ga.  478. 

*  Texas  &  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.,  17  Fed. 
Rep.  275. 

4  22  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  99&-7, 
and  cases  cited.    English  cases  in  E;nden's- 
Law  of  Building  and  Leases,  chap,  xvii ;. 
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It  has  been  frequently  held  that  contracts  to  build  will  not  be  specifically 
enforced,  because  of  the  impracticability,  if  not  impossibility,  of  the  court, 
supervising  the  work,  and  for  the  reason  that  a  remedy  of  damages  will 
afford  full  redress  for  the  injury  suffered  from  nonperformance.1 

It  has  been  held  that  a  decree  will  not  be  granted  to  compel  the  con- 
struction nor  repair  of  a  railroad,  nor  a  bridge,  nor  a  building;  *  but  there 
are  many  cases  which  are  exceptions  to  any  general  rule  to  that  effect,  if 
indeed  they  may  not  be  taken  as  contrary  to  such  a  rule. 

The  courts  have  enforced  contracts  to  build  railroad  crossings,*  to 
maintain  a  railway  station  at  a  certain  location  described,4  to  erect 
a  station  building  at  a  certain  place  and  a  bridge  at  a  certain  cross- 
ing, to  construct  a  siding/  These  cases  are  usually  contracts  relating 
to  the  sale  of,  or  right  of  way  over,  real  estate,  or  they  are  cases 
in  which  the  consideration  for  the  obligation  to  build  was  the  convey- 
ance of  real  estate,  which  real  estate  has  become  so  encumbered  with 
structures  that  it  cannot  be  restored  to  the  owner  in  its  original  condition/ 
If  the  violation  of  the  contract  obligation  cannot  be  adequately  compensated 
in  damages,  then  a  specific  performance  maybe  required  by  the  court.  Such 
cases  are  those  where  an  adjoining  property  owner  has  undertaken  for  a 
valuable  consideration  to  build  or  improve  his  land  for  the  benefit  of  his. 
neighbor,  as  to  make  or  maintain  a  road  across  his  land,1  to  build  a  roadway 
and  wharf 8  or  an  arched  passageway,*  to  keep  the  banks  of  a  river  in  repair,10 
or  to  alter  the  elevation  of  a  house  so  as  to  correspond  with  adjoining 
houses."  The  Scotch  courts  have  decreed  the  specific  performance  of  con- 
tracts to  build,  and  have  directed  the  work  by  appointing  an  engineer  or 
architect  to  superintend  it.1' 

Lloyd's  Law  of  Building,  §  42  ;  29  Amer.  4 Lawrence  v.  Saratoga  Lake  R.  Co.,  36 

&  Eng.  Ency.  Law  918.  Hun  46?  [1885]  ;  Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

1  Beck  t>.  Allison,  56  N  T.  866 ;  Mastin  t>.   Cox,  76  Iowa  306 \  but  see  Wilson  v. 

v.  Halley,  61  Mo.  196 ;  Blanchard  t>.  De-  Northampton  Ry.  Co.,   L.  R.  9  Ch.  App, 

troit,  etc.,  R.  Co. ,  31  Mich.  48  ;  Kendall  v.  279  ;  and  see  Blanchard  v.  Detroit  R.  Co., 

Fry,  74  Wis.  26 ;  South  Wales  R.  Co.  t>.  81  Mich.  48. 

Whythes,  5  DeG.  M.  &  G.  880  ;  Greenhill  •  Lawrence  e.   Saratoga   Lake  R.   Co., 

v.  Isle  of  Wight  R.  Co.,   28  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  supra;  Green  «.  West  Cheshire  R.  Co.,  L. 

885  ;  Lucas  v.  Commerford.  8  Bro.  C.  C.  R.  18  Eq.  44. 

166  ;  Peto  9.  Brighton  R.  Co.,  1  H.  &  M.  •  Lawrencev.SaratogaLakeR.Co., supra; 

468  ;  Raymer  «.  Stone.  2  Eden  128  ;  Lon-  but  see  contra,  Conger  v.  N.Y.,  etc.,  R.  Co  , 

don  «.  Nash,  3  Atk.  515  ;  London,  etc.,  R.  45  Hun  (N.  Y.),  296  ;  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Co.  v.  Humphrey ,  6  W.  R.  784  ;  Paxton  v.  v.  Marshall,  186  U.  S.  898,  in  which  cases 

Newton,  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  481  ;  Texas  &  St.  L.  it  would  have  been  inequitable  to  so  decree. 

Ry.  v.  Rust,  17  Fed.  Rep.  275  ;  19  Fed.  'Lytton  f>.   G.  N.  Ky.  Co.,  2  K.  &  J. 

Rep.   239;  Elec.  Ltg.  Co.  v.  Mobile,  etc.,  394  ;  Sanderson  v.  Cockermouth,  etc.,  Ry. 

Ry   Co.  (Ala),  19  So.  Rep.  721  ;  Ross  «.  Co.,  11  Bear.  497. 

Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  1  Woolw.  (U.  S.)  26;  8 Firth  t>.   Midland  Ry.   Co.,   L.  R.  20 

Prospect  Pk.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Coney  Isd.,  Eq.  100  ;  Wilson  v.  Furness  Ry.  Co.,  L. 

etc.,  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  App.),  89  N.  E.  Rep.  R.  9Eq.  28. 

17 ;  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  878  •  Storer  v.  Gt.  Western  Ry.  Co.,  2  Y.  & 

'  to  collected   %n  22  Amer.  &  Eng.  C.  C.  C.  54. 

Encv  Law  996-7,  notes.  10  Kilmorey  v.  Thackerv,  2  Bro.  Ch.  65. 

» Post  v.  West  Shore  R.  Co.,   128  N.  Y.  »  Franklyn  v.  Tuton,  5*Madd.  469. 

581  ;  Sanderson  v.  Cockermouth,  etc.,  R.  1S  Clarke  v.  Glasgow  Assurance  Co.,  1 

Co.,  11  Bear.  497.  M'Queen  668. 
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The  reasons  advanced  by  the  courts  for  refusing  to  decree  specific  per- 
formance of  building  agreements  are  the  following:  First,  because  if  one 
contractor  will  not  build  another  can ;  secondly,  because  the  owner  can  get 
along  with  a  house  built  by  another  contractor;  thirdly,  because  such  con- 
tracts are  for  the  most  part  too  uncertain  and  too  technical  for  a  court  to 
<sarry  them  out;  fourthly,  the  enormous  inconvenience  attending  building 
operations,  which  a  court  is  loath  to  undertake;  fifthly,  the  great  difficulty 
of  determining  whether  the  court's  decree  has  or  has  not  been  carried  out 
and  fully  performed,  and  the  litigation  which  would  be  likely  to  result  to 
determine  such  a  question. ! 

In  spite  of  these  difficulties  there  are  several  jurists  who  have  expressed 
the  belief  that  if  the  thing  to  be  done  be  clear,  definite,  and  certain,  it 
should  be  enforced  by  specific  performance.1  Mr.  Story,  in  his  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  §  728,  says  :  "  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  complete  and  ade- 
quate compensation  can  in  such  cases  be  obtained  at  law.  *  *  *  The 
damages  must  be  quite  conjectural  and  incapable  of  being  reduced  to  any 
absolute  certainty.  *  *  *  It  would  not,  therefore,  be  surprising  if,  after 
all,  the  doctrine "  of  specific  performance  of  a  definite  agreement  "  should 
obtain  a  firm  hold  in  equity  jurisprudence,  as  it  stands  well  supported  by 
analogy  as  well  as  by  high  authority." 3  The  weight  of  authority  is,  how- 
ever, against  specific  performance  of  a  building  contract,  for  the  reasons 
named  above.  The  fact  that  courts  do  decree  and  enforce  specific  perform- 
ance in  cases  where  the  consideration  is  an  interest  in  land  would  seem  to 
negative  objections  three,  four,  and  five. 

707.  Specific  Performance  of  a  Contract  to  Furnish  Materials  the  Supply 
of  Which  Is  a  Monopoly. — Contracts  for  the  sale  of  supplies  and  materials 
will  not  be  specifically  enforced  if  the  character  of  the  materials  be  such 
that  the  breach  of  the  contract  to  furnish  them  can  be  adequately  compen- 
sated in  damages.  If  like  materials  are  essential  to  the  work,  and  they 
oannot  be  obtained  from  other  sources,  specific  performance  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  be  decreed  and  the  materialman  required  to  furnish 
them  pursuant  to  his  contract.4 

A  case  of  special  interest  to  contractors  and  builders,  and  to  the  profes- 
sion, was  a  recent  Oregon  case  in  which  the  mason  contractor  agreed  to  fur- 
nish stone  for  a  church  edifice  from  his  quarry  and  to  do  the  mason  work. 
When  the  work  was  two-thirds  done,  the  contractor  became  insolvent  and 
was  unable  to  perform  his  contract.  It  was  shown  that  the  stone  was  of 
a  peculiar  kind  and  color  and  could  be  procured  only  from  the  defend- 

1  Emden'a  Law  of  Building,  chap,  xvii.  •  Story's  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  §  728. 

*  Lord  Hardwick,  in  London,  t>.  Nash,  8  4  Equitable  Gas  Lt.  Co.  e.  Bal.  Coal  Tar 

Atk.   512;    Lord  Rosslyn,  in  Moseley,  v.  &  Mf g.  Co..  68  Md.  285;  Gloucester  Iain- 

Virgin,  8  Yes.  184  ;  Lord  Loughborough,  zings,  etc,  Co.  t>.  Russia  Cement  Co.,  154 

in  Brace,  t>.  Wehnert,  25  Beav.  848  ;  Hep-  Mass.  92  ;  Buxton  v.  Lister,  3  Atk.  884,  a 

burn  v.  Leather,  50  L.  T.  660  ;  Clarke  v.  contract  for  ship  timber  in  large  qunnti- 

Glaagow  As«.  Co.,  1  M'Queen  668  ;  Fry's  ties  ;  and  $ee  Price  v.  Corporation,  4  Hare 

Spec.  Pref.  (2d  ed.)  88.  506-9. 
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ant's  quarry,  and  that  to  use  any  other  kind  of  stone  would  destroy  the 
harmony  and  beauty  of  the  structure.  It  was  held  that  the  contractor 
should  be  compelled  to  furnish  the  rftone  necessary  to  complete  the  building 
and  to  permit  the  owner  to  enter  on  his  premises  to  procure  such  stone,  and 
to  permit  him  to  use  his  derricks  at  the  quarry  and  at  the  church  building 
in  quarrying,  transporting,  and  raising  the  stone.1  In  this  case  the  court 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  troubled  with  the  argument  of  the  case  in  Sec. 
705,  that  such  a  decree  would  be  a  depriving  of  the  contractor  of  his  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law.  If,  as  in  the  latter  case,  the  courts  can 
decree  that  the  contractor  shall  permit  the  owner  to  use  his  derricks  and 
stone  to  complete  a  church,  it  would  seem  proper  that  in  another  case  the 
contractor  could  be  required  to  furnish  his  derricks  and  the  members  of  a 
railroad  bridge.  To  an  engineer  the  exigencies  of  the  former  case  would 
seem  to  be  greater  than  in  the  latter. 

Contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  maps,  drawings,  etc.,  have  been 
specifically  enforced.*  A  contract  to  furnish  a  patented  or  copyrighted 
article  would  be  enforced  by  mandamus  in  the  same  manner,  in  all  proba- 
bility, if  the  damages  could  not  be  ascertained  and  compensated  by  a  money 
consideration. 

A  contractor  may  be  enjoined  from  interfering  with  an  owner  who  un- 
dertakes to  complete  work  which  he  has  refused  to  do.*  A  contractor  will 
not  be  enjoined  for  doing  his  work  upon  a  street  otherwise  than  accord iug 
to  his  contract,  at  the  suit  of  a  property  owner.4  In  these  cases  it  should 
be  remembered  that  specific  performance  cannot  be  demanded  as  an  abso- 
lute right,  but  that  it  rests  largely  with  the  court,  to  be  exercised  in  strict 
conformity  with  equity  and  justice.* 

708.  Neither  will  Specific  Performance  of  a  Construction  Contract  be 
Decreed  against  the  Owner. — On  the  grounds  recited  in  previous  sections,, 
the  owner  or  company  cannot  be  compelled  to  proceed  with  the  construction 
of  a  structure  at  the  instance  of  the  contractor.6  The  contractor,  if  he  be  not 
himself  in  default,  has  a  just  claim  against  the  owner  for  damages,  and  hia 
remedy  is  an  action  at  law  for  such  damages.7  If  he  is  prevented  from 
bringing  his  action  at  law,  as  when  the  favorable  decision  of  the  engineer 
is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  any  recovery  under  the  contract,  he  may> 
when  the  engineer  has  been  guilty  of  fraud  or  unfair  conduct,  go  into  a 
court  of  equity  and  get  relief.  An  English  court,  in  a  case  of  unfair  treats 
ment  by  the  architect,  decreed  payment  of  the  balance  due  on  the  contract* 
relieved  the  contractor  from  all  penalties,  declared  the  architect's  decision 

1  Rector,  etc.,  t>.  Wood  (Oreg),  84  Pac.      (La  )  10  So.  Rep.  401  [1802]. 
Rep  18.  *  Garrett  «.    Banstead,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  4 

*  McGowan  v.  Remington,  12  Pa.  St.  56.      DeG.  J  &.  8.  462. 

a  Corporation  t>.  Rooney,  7  L.  R.  Ir.  191.  *  Lord  a.  Thomas,  64  N.  Y.  107  [1876]; 

♦McCafferty  «.   McCnbe,  18  How.  Pr.  People  v.  Harmon  (Sup. ),  86  N.  Y.  Supix 

(N.  Y.)275.  381. 

•  New  Orleans  v.  N.  G.J&  N.  E.  R.  Co. 
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not  binding,  and  ordered  the  defendants — the  owner  and  architect — to  pay 
the  cost  of  the  suit.1 

709.  Specific  Performance  of  Contract  for  Personal  Service. — Contracts 
for  personal  services  to  be  performed  involving  the  labor,  skill,  discretion, 
taste,  talent,  or  inventive  genius,  of  an  engineer  or  architect  in  default,  will 
not  be  specifically  enforced  because  they  are  incapable  of  supervision  or  con- 
trol. If  an  architect  or  engineer  has  undertaken  the  design  and  construc- 
tion of  a  structure,  or  of  the  invention  of  a  machine,  and  when  partly 
completed  he  declines  to  proceed  further  with  it,  it  seems  that  the  only 
remedy  that  his  employer  can  have  is  an  action  at  law  for  damages,  the 
value  of  which  will  be  measured  by  the  reliability  of  the  employee.1 

The  cases  cited  are,  for  the  most  part,  cases  in  which  the  employer  has 
•sought  the  assistance  of  the  court  to  compel  theatrical  performers,  singers, 
artists,  and  even  acrobats  and  baseball  players,  to  perform  their  contracts  of 
•service  where  they  have  been  engaged  for  a  season.  The  author  is  not 
familiar  with  any  decision  of  a  case  where  an  engineer,  architect,  or  land- 
scape architect  has,  when  the  work  was  partly  completed  or  well  under  way, 
refused  to  carry  out  the  inception  or  plans  which  he  has  conceived  and  which 
perhaps  he  alone  could  do,  successfully.  The  reader  can  imagine  cases  in 
which  an  engineer  or  architect,  in  the  execution  of  a  public  work,  or  a  land- 
scape gardener,  in  the  laying  out  and  beautifying  of  a  public  park,  might 
be  so  hampered,  annoyed,  and  interfered  with  by  boards  and  commissioners 
•as  to  justify  him  in  refusing  to  continue  the  work  to  the  great  detriment  of 
his  own  professional  reputation.  In  fact,  it  is  too  often  the  case  with  our 
public  works  and  parks. 

The  protection  which  a  company  or  owner  may  secure  to  itself  is  to  insist 
that  the  plans  shall  be  completed  before  the  work  is  begun,  or  that  they  be 
so  far  completed  as  is  possible  to  be  done,  and  that  the  architect  or  engineer 
be  required  to  report  upon  his  project  to  a  board  of  experts,  or  to  a  consult- 
ing engineer,  if  the  work  be  of  sufficient  magnitude.  When  committed  to 
paper  in  the  shape  of  plans  and  drawings  and  sketches,  the  court  will  require 
the  architect  or  engineer  to  deliver  such  plans  over  to  the  state,  company, 
and  owner,  for  that  it  can  do. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  contract  for  the  services  of  an  architect  did  not 
survive  to  his  representative,1  and  that  the  latter  could  not  recover  on  a 
contract  partly  performed.4 

A  public  officer,  as  a  city  engineer,  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to 
furnish  lines  and  levels  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract/ 

1  Paw1ey^Turnbull,8Gifford70[1861].  collected  in  22  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

*  Wollensack  v.   Briggs  (111.).  23  The  1004,  and  10  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  948. 

Reptr.  899,  119  111.  453  [1887]  ;  Wilson  «.  *  Hall  t>.  Wright,  E.  B.  &  E.  765;  Tay- 

Rooto  (111.).  10  N.  E.  Rep.   204  [1887];  lort>.  Caldwell,  8  B.  A  8.  835. 

Elec.  Ltg.   Co.  v.  Mobile,   etc.,  Ry.  Co.  *  Siubbs  «.  Hollywell  Ry.  Co.,  L  R.  2 

<A1a.),   19  So    Rep.  721 ;    In  re  Walter  Ex.  811. 

Baker,  29  How.  Pr.  485  [1865];  Many  cases  '  State  «.  Bell  (La.),  21  So.  Rep.  724. 


CHAPTEB  XXVI. 

NONPERFORMANCE  OF  CONTRACT. 

POWER  OF  OWNER  OR  COMPANY  TO  TERMINATE)  RESCIND,  OR  ANNUL  CON- 
TRACT  FOR  CERTAIN  CAU8E8.      POWER    TO    EMPLOY    OTHERS    TO    COMPLETE 
WORK   IN  CASE  OF   DELAY,  DEFAULT  OR  BREACH    OF    CONTRACTOR.      ENGI- 
NEER OR  ARCHITECT  MADE  THE  SOLE  JUDGE. 

710.  Provision  Conferring  Power  upon  Owner  to  Terminate  Contract 
in  Case  of  Default  by  Contractor. 

Clause:  "If  the  contractors  or  builders  shall  become  insolvent,  or  be 
declared  bankrupt,  or  shall  from  any  other  cause,  in  the  judgement  of 
the  engineer  or  architect,  be  unable  to  cany  on  the  work,  or  if  they  shall 
make  default  in  the  due  performance  of  the  agreement,  or  of  all  or  any 
of  these  conditions,  or  in  duly  proceeding  with  the  work,  and  the  engi- 
neer or  architect  shall  give  notice  in  writing  of  such  delay,  neglect,  or 
default  to  the  contractors  or  builders  specifying  the  same,  and  the  con- 
tractors or  builders  shall  not  for  a  period  of  ....  days  after  such  notice 
proceed  satisfactorily  in  accordance  therewith,  then  the  said  owner 
shall,  on  the  written  certificate  of  the  engineer  or  architect  of  tile  fact 
of  such  delay,  neglect,  or  default,  and  of  the  contractors'  or  builders' 
failure  to  comply  with  such  notice,  have  full  power  and  authority  to 
terminate  the  contract  by  written  notice  under  the  hand  of  the  said 
owner,  and  thereupon  all  sums  of  money  that  may  be  due  to  the  con- 
tractors or  builders,  together  with  all  materials,  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects,  including  tools,  machinery,  and  plant  then  lying  in,  upon,  or 
about  the  buildings  or  grounds,  shall  become  forfeited  to  the  said  owner, 
and  may  be  employed  or  sold  and  disposed  of  as  he  may  direct,  and  the 
said  owner  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  employ  any  person  or 
persons  to  complete  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  work,  or  to  enter  into 
any  new  contract  or  contracts  for  the  completion  of  the  same  or  any 

Eart  thereof,  without  prejudice,  however,  to  any  remedy  which  he  may 
ave  against  the  contractors  or  builders  for  their  breach  of  contract." 

711.  Provision  for  Builder's  Failure. 

Clause:  "If  the  contractor  or  builder  becomes  a  bankrupt,  or  com- 
pounds with  his  creditors,  or  neglects,  or  fails,  or  becomes  unable  to 
proceed  with  the  work  as  directed  by  the  engineer  or  architect  (unless 
the  work  shall  be  interrupted  by  a  general  strike  or  refusal  on  the  part 
of  employees),  the  owner  may,  after  a  certificate  from  the  architect  to 
that  enect,  get  the  work  done  by  any  other  builder  or  workman  as  he  shall 
think  fit,  and  the  contractor  and  his  assignees  shall  thereupon  forfeit  all 
claim  to  further  payment  under  this  contract,  except  to  such  balance 

655 
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(if  any)  as  shall  remain  out  of  the  said  sum  of dollars  after  the 

completion  of  the  work  by  such  other  builder  or  workman,  and  the 
builaer  and  his  assignees  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  remove  any  scaffold- 
ing, tools,  plant,  or  materials  from  the  premises  until  the  same  shall 
cease  to  be  required." 

712.  Provision    that    Owner    may    Terminate    Contract   for    Certain. 

Causes. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  that  if  the  contractor, 
during  the  continuance  of  this  contract,  shall  die  or  shall  become  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent,  or  shall  compound  with  his  creditors,  or  shall  propose 
any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  settlement  of  his  debts,  or 
shall  commit  any  act  of  insolvency,  or  propose  any  composition  with  his 
creditors  for  the  settlement  of  his  debts,  or  shall  assign,  make  over,  or 
underlet  this  contract,  or  any  part  or  benefit  thereof,  or  make  any  sub- 
contract for  the  execution  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  shall 
attempt  to  transfer  or  assign  his  contract  without  the  consent  of  the- 
owner  or  company,  or  its  engineer,  or  if  the  same  shall  become  vested 
in  any  other  person,  or  shall  carry  on,  or  propose  to  carry  on,  his  busi- 
ness under  inspectors  on  behalf  of  his  creditors,  or  shall  commit  any  act 
of  bankruptcy,  or  shall  give,  promise,  or  offer  any  gift,  loan,  fee, 
reward,  or  advantage  whatsoever  to  any  officer  or  servant  of  the  city,, 
state,  or  government;  or  if  by  the  report  of  the  engineer  it  shall  appear 
that  the  rate  of  progress  of  the  said  works  is  not  such  as  to  insure  the 
satisfactory  completion  of  the  same  within  the  time  herein  designated, 
or  within  any  additional  time  which  may  have  been  granted,  as  in  the 
said  contract  provided,  or  in  case  no  additional  time  has  been  granted,, 
and  the  said  works  are  not  completed  within  the  time  before  limited ; 
or  in  case  of  additional  time  being  granted  as  aforesaid,  then  if  the  same 
are  not  completed  within  such  additional  time,  or  if  at  any  time  the 
works,  or  any  part  thereof,  are  in  the  opinion  and  according  to  the 
determination  [judgment]  of  the  engineer  not  executed,  or  not  being 
executed,  in  a  sound  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  in  all  respects  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  specifications  and  contract,  and  to  his  satis- 
faction, then  the  engineer,  clerk  of  the  council,  or  president  of  the  com- 
pany may,  by  a  notice  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  engineer,  clerk, 
or  president,  delivered  or  sent  through  the  post-office  in  a  registered 
letter  addressed  to  the  contractor,  or  his  legal  personal  representative 
at  the  contractor's  usual  or  last  known  place  of  abode  or  business,  give 
notice  to  the  contractor  thereof,  and  in  case  he  shall  refuse  or  neglect 
within  forty-eight  hours  to  take  down,  rebuild,  repair,  alter,  or  amend  any 
defective  or  unsatisfactory  work,  or  to  comply  with  any  order  he  may  so 
receive  to  that  effect,  or  in  case  the  works,  from  the  want  of  sufficient  or 
proper  workmen,  or  materials,  are  not  proceeding  with  what  the  engi- 
neer shall  consider  to  be  due  dispatch,  or  if  the  contractor  shall  persist 
in  any  course  violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  his  contract,  then  the 
engineer  may  after  two  days'  notice  to  the  contractor  to  do  what  is  neces- 
sary, and  upon  his  failure  to  do  so  (or  in  case  of  the  contractor's  bank- 
ruptcy, insolvency,  or  of  his  compounding  with  his  creditors,  or  of  his 
making  any  proposition  therefor,  or  of  his  transferring  or  assigning  this 
contract,  or  making  any  attempt  to  do  so,  then  without  previous  notice) 
the  engineer  shall  have  the  power,  at  his  discretion,  without  process  or 
action  at  law,  to  take  the  work,  or  any  part  thereof,  mentioned  in  Buch 
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notice,  out  of  the  hands  of  the  contractor,  and  either  to  re-let  the  same 
to  any  other  person,  or  persons,  and  upon  such  conditions  as  he  may 
think  fit,  without  its  being  previously  advertised,  or  to  employ  workmen 
and  provide  materials,  tools,  implements  and  apparatus,  transportation 
and  all  other  necessary  things  at  the  expense  of  the  contractor,  or  to 
take  such  other  steps  as  he  may  consider  necessary  or  proper  in  order 
to  secure  the  completion  of  the  said  works,  or  any  of  them,  or  for  repair- 
ing or  remedying,  or  endeavoring  to  remedy  or  repair  any  defects  wnich 
may  appear  therein,  without  thereby  affecting  the  obligations,  liabilities, 
and  responsibilities  of  the  contractors,  the  whole  of  which  shall,  unless 
otherwise  agreed  in  writing  to  the  contrary,  and  except  as  is  otherwise 
hereinafter  mentioned,  continue  to  be  in  force  as  fully  and  to  the  same 
extent  and  for  the  same  period  as  if  the  contract  had  not  been  so  deter- 
mined, and  as  if  the  works  subsequently  executed  had  been  executed  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  contractor,  and  without  thereby  creating  any  trust  in 
their  favor,  and  to  enter  in  and  to  take  possession  ox  the  works,  and  of  the 
plant,  tool s, and  materials  of  the  contractor,  and  to  use  or  sell,  or  to  use  and 
to  sell,  the  same  as  the  absolute  property  of  the  owner,  company,  or  city, 
and  the  contractor  in  every  case  shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  and  extra 
expenditure  which  may  be  incurred  by  reason  thereof.     And  all  the 

Sowers  of  the  said  engineer  with  respect  to  the  determination  of  any 
oubts,  disputes,  and  differences,  and  with  respect  to  the  settlement  of 
the  contract,  and  the  determination  of  the  sum  or  sums,  or  balance  of 
money  to  be  paid  to  or  received  from  the  said  contractor,  and  otherwise 
in  respect  to  the  said  contract,  shall  nevertheless  continue  in  force  with 
respect  to  the  same,  as  though  such  contract  had  not  been  determined 
nor  interrupted." 

713.  Provision  that  if  Work  does  not  Progress  Satisfactorily,  Owner 

may,  After  Giving  Notice,  Employ  Other  Persons  and  Provide  Materials 

and  Complete  Work  at  Expense  of  Contractor. 

Clause:  "  If  at  any  time  the  works  or  any  part  thereof,  are,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  engineer,  not  executed  or  are  not  being  executed  in  a 
sound  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  in  all  respects  in  strict  conformity 
with  this  specification,  and  the  contract  of  which  it  is  made  a  part,  and 
to  his  satisfaction,  the  same  shall  be  intimated  to  the  contractor  in 
writing  or  otherwise,  and  in  case  he  refuses  to  take  down,  rebuild,  repair, 
altar,  or  amend  any  defective  or  unsatisfactory  work,  or  comply  with 
any  order  he  may  so  receive  to  that  effect,  or  in  case  the  works,  from 
the  want  of  sufficient  or  proper  workmen  or  materials,  are  not  proceed- 
ing with  all  the  necessary  dispatch,  then  the  said  board  or  company 
shall,  on  the  report  of  the  engineer,  after  giving  three  days'  notice  in 
writing  thereof  to  the  contractor,  his  agent,  or  foreman,  have  full  power 
without  vitiating  this  contract,  to  take  the  works  wholly  or  in  part  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  said  contractor,  to  appropriate  and  use  any  or  all 
materials,  tools,  and  appliances  belonging  to  the  contractor  or  provided 
by  him  for  the  works  as  may  be  suitable  and  acceptable,  and  to  engage 
or  employ  any  other  persons  or  workmen  and  procure  all  requisite 
materials  and  implements  for  the  due  execution  and  completion  of  the 
said  works;  and  the  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing 
shall  be  ascertained  by  the  engineer,  and  paid  for  or  allowed  to  the  said 
board  or  company  by  the  contractor;  and  it  shall  be  competent  to  the 
said  board  to  deduct  the  amount  of  such  costs  and  charges  out  of  any 
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money  due  or  to  become  due  from  them  to  the  said  contractor  under 
this  or  any  other %  contract  with  the  said  board  on  behalf  of  the 
corporation/' 

714.  Provision  that  Owner  may  under  Certain  Condition*  Take  Work 

from  Contractor  and  Employ  Others  to  Complete  It. 

Clause:  "The  said  part. .  .of  the  second  part  further  agree. .  .that  if 
the  work  to  be  done  under  this  agreement  shall  be  abandoned,  or  if  the 
conditions  as  to  the  rate  of  progress  hereinbefore  specified  are  not 
fulfilled,  or  if  this  contract  shall  be  assigned  by  the  part. .  .of  the  second 
part  otherwise  than  as  is  hereinbefore  specified,  or  if  at  any  time  the 
eugineer  shall  be  of  opinion,  and  shall  so  certify,  in  writing,  to  the  said 
commissioners,  that  the  said  work  or  any  part  thereof  is  unnecessarily 
or  unreasonably  delayed,  or  that  the  said  contractor  is  violating  any  of 
the  conditions  or  covenants  of  this  contract,  or  executing  said  contract 
in  bad  faith,  or  if  the  work  to  be  done  under  this  contract  be  not  fully 
and  entirely  completed  within  the  time  herein  stipulated  for  its  com- 
pletion, the  said  owner,  or  commissioners,  or  board  snail  have  the  power 
to  notify  the  aforesaid  contractor  to  discontinue  all  work  or  any  part 
thereof  under  this  contract;  and  thereupon  the  said  contractor  shall 
discontinue  the  said  work  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  said  owner  or 
board  may  designate;  and  the  said  owner  or  board  shall  thereupon  have 
the  right,  at  its  discretion,  to  contract  with  other  parties  for  the  de- 
livery or  completion  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  work  left  uncompleted 
by  said  contractor,  or  for  the  correction  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
said  work,  or  to  hire  and  place  such  and  so  many  persons,  and  obtain 
by  purchase  or  hire  such  materials,  animals,  carts,  wagons,  implements, 
and  tools,  by  contract  or  otherwise,  as  said  owner  or  commissioners 
or  board  deem  necessary  to  complete  the  work  herein  described,  or 
such  part  thereof,  and  to  procure  materials  for  the  completion  of  the 
same,  and  to  charge  the  expenses  of  said  labor  and  materials,  animals, 
carte,  wagons,  implements,  and  tools  to  the  aforesaid  contractor.  And  in 
case  the  expense  so  incurred  by  said  board  is  less  than  the  sum  which  would 
have  been  payable  under  this  contract  if  the  same  had  been  completed 
by  the  said  contractor,  then  the  said  contractor  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  difference;  and  in  case  such  expense  shall  exceed  the  last  said 
sum,  then  the  contractor,  shall,  on  demand,  pay  the  amount  of  such 
excess  to  said  owner,  company,  or  city,  but  such  excess  to  be  paid 
by  the  contractor  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the  security  for  the 
performance  of  this  contract." 

715.  Provision  that  Owner  may  Annul  or  Rescind  Contract  in  Case  of 
Default  by,  or  Legal  Proceedings  against,  Contractor. 

Short  clause:  "  And  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  that  in  case  the  said 
contractor  shall  not  well  and  truly,  from  time  to  time,  comply  with 
and  perform  all  the  terms  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  in  case  it  shall 
appear  to  said  chief  engineer  that  the  work  does  not  progress  with 
sufficient  speed  or  in  proper  manner,  or  in  case  of  interference  with 
said  work  by  legal  proceedings  instituted  against  the  contractor  by 
other  parties  than  the  said  company,  the  said  company  or  its  chief 
engineer  shall  have  power  to  annul  this  contract  if  it  [he]  shall  de- 
termine so  to  do  by  giving  notice  in  writing,  etc.,    *    *    *    when, 
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upon  such  serving  of  said  notice,  the  foregoing  agreement  on  the 
part  of  said  company,  and  every  claim  and  part  thereof,  shall  become 
null  and  void,  and  the  unpaid  part  of  the  value  of  the  work  done  shall 
be  forfeited  by  the  contractor  to  the  use  of  said  company  in  the  nature 
of  liquidated  damages."1 

716.  Provision  that  if  Work  does  not  Progress  with  Due  Diligence  Other 
Contractors  may  be  Employed* 

Clause:  "The  contractor  shall  commence  and  carry  on  the  works 
with  due  diligence  and  as  much  expedition  as  the  owner  or  city  or  its 
authorized  officers  may  require;  and  in  case  the  contractor  shall  fail  to 
to  do  so,  or  shall  neglect  to  provide  proper  and  sufficient  materials,  or 
to  employ  a  sufficient  number  of  workmen  to  execute  the  works  which 
he  shall  be  ordered  to  execute,  with  the  diligence  or  dispatch  required, 
then  either  the  said  owner  or  city  or  the  engineer  shall  be  at  liberty 
and  are  hereby  authorized  to  employ  other  contractors  or  workmen, 
and  to  provide  the  necessary  materials,  and  to  charge  the  extra  ex- 
penses incurred  thereby  to  the  account  of  the  contractor,  aud  to  de- 
duct the  same  from  any  sum  or  sums  due  or  to  become  due  to  him, 
under  this  or  any  other  contract  with  the  said  owner  or  city  " 


717.  Provision  that  Engineer  shall  Bender  an  Account  between  Parties, 
which  Account  shall  be  Final  and  Conclusive. 

Clause:  "  In  case  the  owner  or  city  or  engineer  shall  take  the  works, 
or  any  part  thereof,  out  of  the  hands  of  the  contractor  as  herein  pro- 
vided, then  upon  completion  of  the  works  herein  provided  for,  the  said 
engineer  shall  certify  what,  if  anything,  shall  remain  due  to  the  con- 
tractor in  respect  of  the  said  works,  after  making  due  allowance  for  all 
additions  to  be  allowed  to,  or  deductions  or  charges  to  be  borne  by,  the 
contractor  under  the  provisions  of  his  contract,  or  shall  certify  what, 
if  anything,  shall  be  owing  to  the  said  corporation  in  respect  thereof, 
and  the  contractor  and  the  said  corporation  respectively  shall  abide  by 
the  certificate  to  be  made  by  the  said  engineer  as  aforesaid,  and  shall 
forthwith  pay  to  the  other  party  the  amount  found  to  be  owing  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  works." 

718.  General  Remarks  in  Regard  to  these  Clauses  Providing  for  the 
Termination  of  the  Contract. — The  necessity  of  reserving  to  the  company 
the  right  and  power  to  terminate,  annul,  or  rescind  the  contract  for  delay, 
incompetence,  inattention,  or  refusal  to  perform,  whether  arising  from  ignor- 
ance, incapacity,  dissipation,  or  willfulness,  or  lack  of  means,  will  be  appre- 
ciated by  all  engaged  in  such  work  except,  perhaps,  contractors. 

Before  exercwing  such  a  right  the  owner  and  engineer  should  consider 
carefully  the  consequences  of  an  act  of  rescision,  which  are  fully  explained 
in  succeeding  sections.  The  consequences  are  so  far  reaching  and  so  produc- 
tive of  results  not  anticipated  nor  desired  that  they  deserve  going  over  in 
detail.  The  termination  of  a  construction  contract  should  be  regarded  as  a 
very  serious  step,  and  one  to  be  taken  only  under  the  strongest  provocation 

1  See  Elizabethtown  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Geoghegan,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  56  [1875]. 
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and  when  taken  it  should  be  executed  promptly,  positively,  and  unequivocal- 
ly,  and  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  by  which  the 
right  is  reserved.  Clauses  providing  for  annulment  of  the  contract  by  the 
owner  are  forfeitures  imposed  upon  the  contractor  and  are  not  in  favor  with 
courts,  who  construe  them  most  strongly  against  the  owner,  company,  or 
city.  In  fact,  the  real  value  of  such  clauses  is  very  much  overestimated  as 
will  be  seen  from  what  follows.  The  courts  limit  the  power  conferred  as 
narrowly  as  the  language  used  will  permit. 

719.  Contracts  may  be  Rescinded  by  Mutual  Consent  at  Any  Time. — 
Contracts  for  construction  work  being  self-imposed  obligations,  requiring 
the  joint  act  or  consent  of  both  parties,  it  follows  that  the  burden  of  per- 
forming those  obligations  may  be  removed  at  any  time  by  the  mutual  con- 
sent of  both  parties.  If  the  contractor  is  released  from  his  obligation  to  com- 
plete work  by  consent,  he  can  recover  for  what  he  has  performed  on  a  quan- 
tum meruit.1  The  parties  may  also  in  the  beginning,  by  express  agreement, 
limit  their  obligations  to  a  certain  date  or  to  the  occurrence  of  some  event 
described,  or  to  the  performance  of  some  act,  or  to  its  nonperformance  or 
misfeasance.1  The  parties  may,  by  a  new  or  supplemental  agreement, 
rescind  former  agreements,  or  in  the  original  contract  agree  that  certain 
acts  or  conditions  shall  be  taken  as  a  determination  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor not  to  perform  his  undertaking,  which  shall  relieve  the  company 
from  its  obligations.* 

If  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  one  party,  such  an  agreement  to 
rescind  must  be  supported  by  some  consideration,  the  same  as  any  other  con- 
tract.4 *  If  it  has  not  been  executed,  the  promise  or  agreement  upon  the  one 
side  not  to  enforce  his  rights  constitutes  the  consideration  for  the  promise  of 
the  other  side  not  to  enforce  his  rights.  The  contract  obligation  once 
assumed  cannot  be  revoked,  and  if  a  contract  has  been  entered  into  in  con- 
formity with  municipal  ordinance  through  its  proper  officers,  such  contract 
remains  in  force  with  all  the  liabilities  that  the  law  attaches  thereto,  not- 
withstanding the  passage  of  a  subsequent  ordinance  altering,  diminishing, 
or  limiting  the  extent  to  which  the  work  was  authorized  by  the  first  ordi- 
nance. Until  the  city  acts  on  the  later  ordinance,  and  by  its  proper  authori- 
ties forbids  the  contractor  going  on  under  his  contract,  which  may  amount 
to  a  breach,  he  should,  or  has  the  right  to,  pursue  his  work  in  conformity 
therewith/  Such  contracts  cannot  be  changed  without  the  consent  of  or  notice 

1  B.  A  O.  R.  Co.  n  Resley,  7  Md.  297;  B.  relating  to  the  same  matter,  whirh  is  void 

A  O.  R.  Co..t>.  Laffertys,  2  W.  Va.  104.  under  the  statute  of  frauds.    Harvey  v. 

*  Cases,   29  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  Morey  (Coio.  Sup.),  45  Pac.  Rep.  888. 
915,  n.  8,  957.  n.  8  and  958  n.  1,  979  n.  4  Westmoreland  v.  Porter,  75  Ala.   45fc 
2;  Bacon  v.  Proctor  (Com.  PI.),  88  N.  Y.  [1888]. 

Supp.  995.  *Ottendorfer  v.  Fortunate,  56   N.  Y> 

*  A  valid  contract  is  not  annulled  by  a      Super.  Ct.  495  [1889]. 
subsequent  contract  between  the  parties, 

•  See  Sees.  69,  181,  and  568,  supra. 
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to,  the  parties  to  be  affected  thereby.1  If  the  city,  company,  or  owner  give 
due  notice  of  its  refusal  to  perforin  or  execute  its  part  of  the  contract,  the 
contract  is  broken,  and  the  contractor  has  his  remedy  in  the  courts.* 

Specific  performance  will  not  be  enforced  nor  will  an  injunction  issue 
Against  the  owner.' 

720.  Agreements  that  Owner  may  Terminate  Contract  are  Valid  and  Bind- 
ing.— While  agreements  that  a  contract  shall  upon  certain  conditions 
become  inoperative  and  not  binding  have  been  sustained,  a  contract  that  one 
party  can  in  his  discretion  or  for  certain  causes,  of  which  he  himself  shall 
be  sole  judge,  terminate  or  annul  a  contract,  would  seem  to  be  unreasonable 
and  against  public  policy.  Such  a  contract  presents  the  one-sided  spectacle 
of  one  party  being  bound  to  perform  his  undertakings,  while  the  other  may 
perform  or  not,  at  his  pleasure. 

Whatever  doubt  may  have  existed  as  to  the  legality  of  such  an  agree- 
ment, it  is  now  well  settled  beyond  dispute  that  an  agreement  of  a  contractor 
in  a  construction  contract,  such  as  is  given  in  the  contract  clauses  preced- 
ing, will  be  upheld  and  enforced  by  our  courts.*  f  If  not  contrary  to  equity 
and  good  morals,  the  exercise  of  such  a  right  to  terminate,  reserved  in  the 
instrument  itself,  will  be  enforced  by  the  courts.4  "  The  agreements  of  the 
parties  are  the  law  by  which  their  rights  are  to  be  determined,  and  it  is 
extremely  doubtful  if  any  court  can  legitimately  interfere  or  upset  their 
arrangements  where  an  honest  discretion  has  been  exercised  and  neither 
fraud  nor  circumvention  has  been  practiced/  It  has  been  held  that  the 
right  to  rescind  under  such  a  reservation  can  be  exercised  without  ques- 
tion by  or  notice  to  the  contractor,  in  the  manner  stipulated.*  However,  as 
said  before,  stipulations  for  forfeitures  are  not  in  favor  with  the  courts,  and 
a  good  deal  that  has  been  said  of  penalties  under  the  sections  on  liquidated 
damages  will  apply  to  forfeitures.7  To  avoid  hardship  and  undue  advantage 
the  courts  will  consider  all  the  circumstances  of  a  case  tending  to  show  a 
waiver  of  the  forfeiture. 

It  is  most  usual  to  leave  the  question  of  delay  or  incapacity  to  the  engi- 
neer or  architect  in  charge  of  the  work  by  a  clause  similar  to  the  following: 

1  Duucombe  c.   City  of  Ft.   Dodge,  88  Ca«.  298;  Davies  v.  Swansea,  8  Exch.  806: 

Iowa  281.  Culbertson  v.  Ellis,  6  McLean  (U.  S.)  248: 

*  Garrett*.  Baustead,  etc.,  Ry.,  4  De  G.  M'Intosh  v.  Midland  Co/a  Ry.,  14  M    & 
J.  &  S.  462.  W.  548;  accord,  Schuler  v.  Eckert  (Mich.). 

*  Easton  v.  Penna.  &  O.  Canal  Co.,  18  51  N.  W.  Rep.  198. 

Ohio  79  [18441;  Randel  u.  Chesp.  &  Del.  *  Morrisey  9.  Broomal  (Neb.),  56  N.  W. 

Canal  Co..   1   Harrington   (Del.)  233-828      Rep.  888. 

1;  Grassmau  t>.  Bonn,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  48;  *  Easton  v    Penn.   &  Ohio  Canal  Co., 


[1883]; 
Rectoi 


Lector  t>.  McDermott  (Ark.).  18  S.  W.  supra;  accord  Morrisey v.  Broomal  (Neb.), 

Rep.  884  [1890];  Lara  v.  Greeley,  20  Fla.  eupra. 

926;  Rossvally  v.  City  of  New  Orleans,  19  •  Henderson  Bdge.  Co.  v.  O'Connor,  88 

La.  Ann.  7  [1867];  Hammond  v.  Miller,  2  Ky.  303. 

Mackey  (D.  C.),  145;  Hewlett  v.  Alexander,  1  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building,  etc.  98  and 

87  Ala  193;  Mohan  v.  Dundalk  R.  Co  ,  L.  102:    Hunter    «.    Hunter,    17    Barb.    26; 

R.  6  Ir  477;  Stadhard  v.  Lee,  8  B  &  8.  Baiters  o.  Ralph,  15  Abb.  Pr.  278. 
864;  Rauger  v.  Gt.  Western  R.,  8  Rwy. 

•  See  Sees.  681-696  and  707-709.  supra.  f  See  Sees.  840-345,  supra. 
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"  If  the  opinion  of  the  engineer  shall  he  at  any  time,  that  the  con- 
tractor has  refused  or  has  unreasonably  neglected  to  prosecute  his  con- 
tract, such  engineer  may  certify  the  same  opinion  to  the  company,  and 
on  his  certificate  the  company  shall  have  the  right  and  power  of 
determining  that  he  has  abandoned  it/'  etc. 

Such  an  agreement  has  been  held  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor, and  gives  to  the  owner  or  company  the  power,  upon  the  certificate 
being  made,  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract/  and  without  being  liable  for 
damages  resulting.1 

If  the  contract  require  that  the  structure  be  erected  "in  the  best,  most 
substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner/'  and  authorizes  the  owner  to  termi- 
nate it  if  the  work  is  not  done  in  accordance  with  its  terms,  the  incapacity 
of  the  contractor  to  do  the  work  properly,  arising  from  his  ignorance,  and 
dissipation,  and  the  incompetence  and  dissipation  of  his  workmen,  has  been 
held  to  justify  the  owner  in  terminating  the  contract/  A  finding  by  the 
lower  court  on  conflicting  evidence  that  the  owner  had  just  cause  for  taking 
possession  of  and  completing  the  works  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal.4 

Under  such  clauses  for  the  termination  of  the  contract  and  completion 
of  the  work  by  the  owner,  an  owner  cannot  declare  the  contract  forfeited 
and  refuse  to  relet  the  work  to  others  nor  complete  it  himself.  It  was  so* 
held  of  a  principal  contractor,  the  court  holding  that  the  subcontractor  waa 
entitled  to  full  pay  for  what  he  had  done,  including  the  15  percent,  reserved 
for  full  completion  of  contract/ 

721.  The  Acts,  or  Failure  to  Act,  of  Contractor  does  not  Bender  Con- 
tract Void,  but  the  Owner  must  Act. — The  failure,  neglect  or  refusal  of  the 
contractor  does  not  make  the  contract  void,  but  voidable  only  at  the  election 
of  the  owner.  It  is  a  power  which  the  latter  may  exercise  or  waive  in  his 
discretion,  and  though  the  power  be  derived  from  a  contract  under  seal,  it 
may  be  waived  by  oral  agreement  or  by  neglect  to  exercise  it  at  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  expressed.6  *  The  provision  confers  no  such  rights  or  privileges 
upon  the  contractor.  The  owner  may  hold  fast  or  let  go  as  he  will,  while 
the  contractor  is  holden  to  the  terms  of  his  agreement.  If  the  contractor 
has  agreed  that  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to  make  certain  progress,  or  to 
perform  according  to  terms  of  contract  and  specifications,  the  owner  may 
take  the  works  away  from  him  and  complete  them,  deducting  the  cost  from 
the  contract  price,  the  contractor  cannot  abandon  the  work  and  require  the 


1  Randel  9.  Chesapeake  &  Del.  Canal  Co. , 
1  Har.  (Del.)  283  [1833];  Roberts  v.  Bury 
Imp.  Com'rs..  L.  R.  4  (Com.  PI.)  755; 
Ranker  v.  Gt.  Western  Ry.,  5  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
72;  Scott  v.  Liverpool,  8  De  G.  &  J.  334; 
Munroe  v.  Wivenhoe,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  11  Jur. 
(N.  S.)  612;  Garrett  v  Banstead,  etc.,  R. 
Co.,  11  Jur.  (N.  8.)  654. 

*  Harder  v.  Com'r.,  07  Ind.  455. 


•  Rector  v.  McDermott  (Ark.),  18  8.  W. 
Rep.  384  [18901. 

4  Schuler  v.  Eckert,  51  N.  W.  Rep.  198 
[18921;  and  see  Benson  v.  Miller  (Miun.), 
57  N.  W.  Rep.  943  [1894]. 

•Winters  v.  Fleece,  14  Lea  (Tenn.),  546; 
see  also  Maloney  v.  Malcolm  31  Mo.  45. 

*  Raudel  v.  Che8p.  «&  Del.  Canal  Co., 
supra. 


*  And  me  Sees.  417, 701,  supra,  and  726,  infra. 
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owner  to  complete  it  and  account  to  him  for  the  balance  of  the  contract 
price.'  A  stipulation  that  if  the  contractor  fail  to  perform  his  covenant, 
the  contract  shall  be  void,  does  not  permit  him  when  he  has  failed  to  per- 
form, to  rescind  the  contract  on  that  ground  and  thus  profit  by  his  own 
wrong,9  and  a  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages  does  not  give  to  the  con- 
tractor the  option  to  pay  the  damages  and  break  his  contract.'  The  annuling 
of  a  contract,  under  a  power  reserved  therein,  for  default  of  the  contractor, 
does  not  release  the  latter  and  his  sureties  from  liability  for  prior  breaches.  * 

A  notice  from  the  owner  of  his  election  to  complete  work,  whereupon  the 
contractor  stopped  work,  does  not  of  itself  show  that  the  contractor  was  pre- 
vented from  proceeding  with  his  work  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit, *  If  after  the  job  has  been  taken  out  of  contractor's  hands 
the  contractor  be  allowed  to  continue  with  the  work,  he  may  recover  for 
such  subsequent  work  on  a  quantum  meruit,  as  it  is  not  done  under  the 
contract.* 

722.  Unless  Power  or  Right  is  Reserved,  Owner  Cannot  Terminate 
Contract  without  Consent  of  Contractor. — If  the  power  to  rescind  be  not 
reserved  in  the  contract,  the  owner  cannot  rescind  when  the  contractor's 
failure  to  perform  is  only  partial,  leaving  a  distinct  part  subsisting  and 
executed,  and  leaving  the  owner  his  action  for  damages  for  the  part  not 
performed. T 

As  to  what  is  only  a  partial  failure,  or  what  is  a  sufficient  departure  from 
the  terms  of  the  contract  to  entitle  the  owner  to  declare  the  contract  broken, 
is  a  question  about  which  the  courts  are  not  agreed.  The  language  of  the 
books  does  not  help  one  much,  the  authorities  usually  being  content  with 
saying  that  the  breach  must  go  "  to  the  root "  of  the  contract  or  to  its 
"  essence."  The  acts  of  the  contractor  must  amount  to  a  breach  on  his 
part,  and  the  mere  nonperformance  of  some  condition,  which  does  not  go 
to  the  root  of  the  contract,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  a  rescission  by  the 
owner.*  When  work  was  to  be  done  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  might  terminate  the  contract  if  it  were  not  done  so  and  with- 
out regard  to  the  intention  of  the  contractor.*  * 

Under  a  provision  that  the  city  may  enter  and  complete  the  contract  if 
the  contractor  "  shall  fail  in  any  part  of  his  undertaking/'  a  statement  from 
the  contractor  that,  unless  his  claim  for  extra  work  is  allowed,  he  will  not 

1  Bernz  v.  Marcus- Bay  re  Co.  (N.  J.),  80  Supp.  826. 

Atl.  Rep.  21,  reverting  26  Atl.  Rep.  Oil;  •  O'Reily  t>.  Kern b,  52  Pa.  St  214  [1866]. 

•embU,  Walker  c.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  '  Burge  «.  Cedar  Rapids,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  ti2 

'Eng.),  1  C.  P.  D.  518,  86  L.  T.  Rep.  58  Iowa  101;  and  see  Clark  v.  United  States, 


(Eng.) 
[1876]. 


-.-.,-  6  Wall.  548  [1867]. 

*  21  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  46.  note.  *  Swobe  v.  New  Omaha  T.  H.  Elec.  Lt. 
■  Crane  v.  Pier,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  553  Co.  (Neb.),  58  N.  W.  Rep.  181. 

4  United  States  v.  Maloney,  4  App.  D.  *  Feinberg  t>.  Weiber,  19  N.  T.  Supp. 

C.  505.  215. 

*  Beecber  t>.  Schuback  (Sup.),  87  N.  Y. 

•  See  Sees.  681-680  and  607-702,  eupra. 
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proceed,  will  not  justify  the  city  in  terminating  the  contract  on  disallow- 
ance of  the  claim,  when  it  knows  that  the  contractor  is  still  prosecuting  the 
work,  and  has  told  the  city's  engineer  that  he  would  not  quit  till  he  had 
obtained  legal  advice,  and  consulted  with  his  bondsmen.1 

723.  Power  to  Terminate  Contract  must  be  Exercised  in  Time  and 
Manner  Required. — As  explained  before,  the  occurrence  of  the  event  de- 
scribed, as  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  that  the  contractor  has  failed, 
etc.,  does  not  render  the  contract  void,  but  only  voidable.  The  power  is 
discretionary  and  may  be  waived,  if  it  be  not  exercised  at  the  proper  time 
and  in  the  same  manner  required  by  the  contract.*  The  act  is  a  judicial 
one  and  must  be  performed  in  good  faith.  If  left  to  the  judgment  of  two 
persons  they  must  act  jointly,  and  each  must  be  informed  independently 
from  his  own  investigation.'  If  in  good  faith,  it  will  be  binding,  even 
though  on  mistaken  facts.4  The  power  to  establish  a  forfeiture  or  to 
avoid  a  voidable  contract  must  be  exercised  within  a  reasonable  time  and  in 
a  lawful  manner.6  The  question  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable  time  is  usually 
a  question  for  a  jury,  though  the  delay  may  be  so  long  that  the  court  will 
decide  it.6  To  avoid  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  rescind  or  determine  the  con- 
tract requires  the  highest  care  and  descretion  on  the  part  of  the  engineer 
in  the  prompt  performance  of  his  duties. 

724.  Bight  must  be  Exercised  before  the  Time  for  Completion  has 
Elapsed. — Under  stipulations  that  "incase  it  appear  to  the  engineer  that 
the  work  does  not  progress  with  sufficient  speed  or  in  a  proper  manner/' 
then  the  company  could  annul  the  contract  if  it  saw  fit,  or  "  should  the  con- 
tractor fail  to  proceed  with  the  work  in  the  manner,  and  at  a  rate  of  prog- 
ress required  by  the  engineer,  or  to  so  maintain  the  said  works  as  herein- 
after mentioned  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer,  their  contract  shall  at 
the  option  of  the  company,  but  not  otherwise,  be  considered  void,  etc.,"  it 
has  been  held  that  the  company  must  exercise  its  right  to  terminate  the 
contract  within  the  time  fixed  for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  that  is 
before  the  day  fixed  in  the  contract  for  full  completion  of  the  works/ 

The  courts  generally  hold  that  upon  a  true  construction  of  the  clause 
providing  for  a  forfeiture  of  contractor's  rights  under  his  contract,  if  he  did 
not  well  and  truly  perform  his  contract  and  make  the  progress  necessary  to 
complete  it  within  the  time  stipulated,  they  can  only  be  acted  upon  and  en- 
forced before  the  time  for  completion  of  the  works  had  expired.* 

.  »  Sewer  Com'rs  of  Amsterdam  «.  Sulli-  •  21  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  82;  but 

Van  (Sup.).  42  N.  Y.  Sunp.  858.  He  Bacon  *  Green  (Fla.).  18  So.  Rep.  870. 

•Randel  «.    Cbesp.  &  Del.  Canal  Co.,  7  Henderson    Bdge.    Co     u.    O'Connor 

iuprn.  <Ky.),  11  8.  W  R  p.  18  [1889];  Walker* 

*  Benson  v.  Miller  (Minn.),  57  N.  W.  London  &  N.  W  R.  Co  ,  36  L.  T    Repts. 
Rep.  948.  58  [18761 

*  Culbertson  r.  Ellis,  6  McLane  248:  P.  'Walker*  LondonA  N.W.  R  Co..L.  R. 
W.  &  B.  R  Co.  «   Hownrd,  13  How.  807.  1  C.  P.  D.  518  [1*76]:  Eat  p«rte  Newitt.  16 

•Randel  v.   Chesp.  &  Del.  Canal  Co.,      Ch.Div.  522;  Henderson Bdere. Co.  u.O'Con- 
Tupra.  nor  (Ky. ),  11 S.  W.  Rep.  18  [1889] ;  Roberts 
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The  courts  hold  that  the  object  of  this  stipulation  is  merely  to  secure  a 
better  guaranty  of  a  seasonable  performance  within  the  time  fixed,  and  that 
time  having  passed,  it  is  no  longer  in  force.1 

If  the  date  of  completion  ha*  been  allowed  to  pass  without  exercising 
that  power,  a  later  notice  by  the  company  to  the  contractors  that  it  elects  to 
annul  the  contract  under  the  stipulation  is  not  valid  and  will  not  enable  it 
to  escape  its  obligations.9  The  courts  have  distinguished  between  a  clause 
conferring  on  the  engineer  the  power  to  employ  such  men  and  teams  and 
procure  such  materials  as  may  be  necessary  to  complete  the  work  by  the 
day  named  for  completion,  and  a  clause  conferring  such  powers  without 
any  restriction  as  to  time;  they  have  held  that  the  powers  conferred  could  be 
exercised  under  the  latter  clause  after  the  time  for  completion  or  the  exten- 
sion thereof  had  passed.' 

The  English  courts  hold  that  such  a  clause  clearly  makes  time  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  as  it  is  only  with  reference  to  the  time  of  com- 
pletion that  the  rate  of  progress  can  be  determined.  If  the  time  of  com- 
pletion has  passed,  there  may  have  been  a  new  agreement  implied  to  com- 
plete in  a  reasonable  time,  but  to  give  the  clause  in  question  any  applica- 
tion to  a  reasonable  time  after  the  time  originally  fixed  has  expired  would  be 
to  make  the  company  a  judge  in  its  own  cause  of  what  was  a  reasonable 
time,  and  enable  it  in  its  own  favor  to  avail  itself  of  a  most  stringent  and 
penal  clause.4 

What  the  court  says  may  be  true,  but  the  consequences  of  such  a  rule 
may  work  equal  injustice  upon  the  company  or  owner  who  has  indulged  the 
contractor  and  permitted  him  to  continue  after  his  time  was  up.  If  ad- 
vantage cannot  be  taken  of  the  clauses  reserving  the  right  to  annul  the 
contract  or  to  employ  others  to  complete  the  works,  it  may  be  inquired 
what  is  the  company  or  owner  to  do  under  such  circumstances.  The  con- 
tractor is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  covenants,  but  if  it  cannot  be  said  to  go 
to  the  essence  of  his  contract,  he  may  with  impuuity  continue  to  delay  the 
work  to  the  great  annoyance  and  expense  of  the  company.  The  whole 
trouble,  of  course,  may  be  avoided  by  indorsing  upon  the  contract  an  Ex- 
tension of  the  time  of  completion  and  before  the  time  for  performance  has 
expired,  and  expressly  providing  in  the  agreement  for  the  extension  of  the 
time  that  all  the  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  original  contract  shall 
remain  in  force  as  before. 

1  Henderson  Bdge.  Co.  v.  Connor  (Ky.). 
11  8.  W.  Rep.  18  [18891 

*  Walker  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  86 
L  T  Repts.  53  [1876];  and  see  Murpby  t>. 
Buckman,  66  N.  Y.  297  [1876J.  and  Fal- 
lon t>  Lawler,  102  N.  Y.  228. 

»  Mangan  v.  Windsor  (Ont.),  24  0nt.  675 
[18941. 

4  Walker  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  86 
L.  T.  Repts.  53  [1876] 


v.  Bury  Imp.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  755,  die- 
tinguisfied;  Flynn  v.  Des  Moines,  etc.,  R. 
Co  .  68  Iowa  491  [1884]:  Cummings  9. 
Pence  (Ind.  App.),  27  N.  B.  Rep.  631 
T1891];  Linch  v.  Paris  Lumb.  Co.,  80  Tex. 
28;  sembU.  Murphy  v.  Buckman,  66  N.  Y. 
297  [1876]:  Paddock*  Stout  (111.),  18N.E. 
Rep.  182  [1887];  and  see  Van  Stone «.  Still- 
well,  etc  .  Co..  12Sup.  Ct.  Rep  181;  Jen- 
Dings  v.  Brighton  Bd.,  4  Dc  G.  J.  &  S.  735, 
note. 
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If  the  engineer  in  pursuance  of  another  clause  in  the  contract  has  ex- 
tended the  time  for  completing  the  work,  it  seems  that  the  company  can- 
not exercise  the  power  reserved  "  to  take  the  works  away  from  the  con- 
tractor in  the  event  of  the  work  being  delayed  by  him  "  for  the  reason  that 
the  works  were  delayed  during  the  extended  period,  or  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  not  finished. ' 

A  stipulation  in  a  contract  that  if  the  contractor  "shall  not  from  time  to 
time  truly  perform  all  his  obligations,"  one  of  which  was  to  complete  the 
work  by  a  certain  time,  the  engineer  should  have  power  to  dismiss  him,  by 
which  act  the  contract  should  become  annulled  and  all  sums  due  be  for- 
feited, was  held  to  have  no  reference  to  the  obligation  to  complete  the  work, 
by  the  time  fixed,  but  to  refer  only  to  failures  to  perform  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work,  which  shows  the  propriety  of  inserting  a  provision  for 
noncompletion  within  the  time  limit.* 

These  and  the  following  case  show  how  dangerous  to  the  validity  of  the 
stipulation  it  is  to  permit  the  time  for  completion  to  pass  without  exercis- 
ing the  power  to  terminate  the  contract,  or  perhaps,  better  still,  requiring 
the  contractor  to  execute  a  new  agreement  extending  the  time  for  comple- 
tion and  preserving  all  the  other  terms  of  the  original  contract.  If  the  con- 
tract provide  that  the  contractor  shall  have  ten  days'  notice  before  the  con- 
tract is  terminated  or  other  men  employed,  it  has  been  held  that  then  the* 
company  or  its  engineer  must  avail  themselves  of  the  privilege  ten  days 
before  the  time  for  completion  of  the  contract.' 

From  what  precedes  it  must  not  be  taken  that  a  waiver  of  the  provision 
as  to  time  of  completion  is  a  waiver  of  all  the  other  features  and  stipulations 
of  the  contract,  for  it  has  been  held  to  the  contrary.4  The  owner  must  not 
have  accepted  the  work  as  completed. 

725.  Provision  that  Extension  of  Time  of  Completion  shall  not  be  a  Waiver 

of  Right  of  Owner  to  Terminate  Contract  for  Cause. 

Clause:  "But  neither  the  extension  of  the  time,  for  any  reason v 
beyond  the  date  fixed  for  completion  of  the  work,  nor  the  doing  and 
acceptance  of  any  part  of  the  work  called  for  by  the  terms  of  this 
contract,  subsequent  to  the  said  date,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  waiver  by 
the  said  commissioner  of  the  right  to  abrogate,  annul,  or  terminate  this 
contract  for  abandonment  or  delay,  in  the  manner  provided  for  (in  the 
paragraph  or  article  marked  [Sees.  710-717] )  in  this  agreement." 

726.  Failure  to  Exercise  Power  in  Time  may  Amount  to  a  Waiver  of  the 
Right  to  Terminate. — If  no  mention  is  made  of  the  progress  of  the  work  or 
of  its  connection  with  the  time  of  completion,  but  it  simply  provides  that 
if  the  contractor  shall  fail  to  comply  with  the  contract  terms  the  owner  may 
avoid  the  contract  and  sue  for  damages,  the  owner  must  act  promptly  when 

1  Mohan  v.  Dundalk,  N.  &  G.  Ry.  Co.,  *  Jacksonville  &  A.   R.   Co.   «.  Wood- 

6  L.  R.  Ir.  477  [1881].  worth  (Fla.),  8  So.  Rep.  177  [1890] ;  nut 

•  Cannon  v.  Wildman,  28  Conn.  490.  see  Hayes  «.  2d  Bap.  Ch.f  3  West  Rep. 

*  Grant  et  al.  v.  Savannah  Co. ,  51  Ga.  848  88. 
[1874]. 
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the  cause  for  terminating  the  contract  arises,  for  if  he  fail  to  declare  it  for- 
feited at  the  time,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  he  may  be  held  to- 
have  waived  his  right  to  do  so.1  Acceptance  of  work  and  payment,  there- 
fore, after  the  expiration  of  the  completion,  has  been  held  to  amount  to* 
a  waiver  of  the  right  to  rescind  the  contract.* 

When  the  owner  neglects  to  declare  the  contract  forfeited  as  authorized 
and  permits  the  contractor  to  continue  with  the  performance  of  its  terms 
without  requiring  a  new  agreement,. he  is  supposed  to  have  waived  the  right 
to  an  absolute  performance,  and  to  have  excused  the  contractor's  failure,  and 
to  have  consented  to  remain  liable  on  his  covenant  to  pay  the  contract  price, 
less  any  damages  he  may  have  suffered  by  reason  of  the  contractor's 
failure.*  *  If  the  company  neglect  to  declare  the  contract  forfeited  and  per- 
mits the  surety  to  complete  the  work,  the  latter  can  recover  the  balance  of 
the  contract  price  and  the  costs  of  his  action  to  recover  it.4  Even  when  the 
contract  provided  that  time  should  be  of  the  essence  thereof  and  that  a  fail- 
ure to  perform  all  its  conditions  within  the  time  limited  for  completion 
should  defeat  any  right  to  recover  for  labor  performed  thereunder,  and  that, 
the  agreement  should  not  be  altered  except  by  a  writing  signed  by  both  par- 
ties, it  was  held  that  the  provision  was  not  a  defense  to  an  action  to  recover 
the  price  of  the  work,  where  the  contractor  had  been  allowed  to  continue- 
after  the  day  fixed  for  its  completion.* 

Subsequent  agreements  to  complete  the  work  or  to  do  additional  work 
upon  the  same  job  for  extra  pay,  made  after  the  time  for  completion  has. 
passed,  may  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  original  stipulation  to  complete  by  a 
certain  time.'  A  letter  to  a  contractor  in  which  the  owner  declares  that 
"  whenever  the  rolls  shall  do  satisfactory  work  I  will  be  ready  to  pay  for 
them,"  has  been  held  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  a  full  performance  and  to  give 
the  contractor  a  reasonable  time  to  complete  the  work.'  f 

When  the  stipulation  as  to  the  time  has  been  waived,  it  is  eliminated  from 
the  contract  and  therefore  relieves  the  contractor  from  stipulated  liquidated 
damages  for  noncompletion  within  the  time  specified.*  \    The  waiver  estab- 


1  Linch  v.  Paris  L.  &  G.  E.  Co.  (Tex.), 
15  8.  W.  Rep.  208  £1891] ;  Phillips,  etc., 
Co.  v.  Seymour,  91  U.  8.  648  [1875]  ;  Ran- 
del  v.  Cheap.  &  Del  Caual  Co.,  1  Har. 
(Del.)  233  ;  and  see  also  Art.  Drainage  Co. 
«.  Dial.  Board,  6  L.  R.  Ir.  515  [1881]; 
Board  of  Ed.  v.  1st  Nat.  Bk.,  24  N.  Y. 
Supp.  892. 

*  Henderson  «.  Bdge.  Co.  v.  O'Connor, 
supra;  semble.  Paddock  e.  Stout  (111.).  13 
N.  E.  Rep.  182  [1887]. 

*  Phillips  &  Colby  Constn.  Co.  v.  Sey- 
mour, 91  U.  8.  646  [1875]  :  and  see  Murphy 
9.  Buckman,  66  N.  Y.  297  [1876] ;  Fowlds 
«.  Evans  (Minn.V  54  N  W.  Rep.  748;  Wal- 
ker f>.  Loud  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C. 


P.  D.  518;  Marsden  v.  Sambell,  28  W.  R. 
952. 

4  Bd.  of  Ed.  v.  1st.  Nut.  Bk.  (Sup.),  24 
N.  T.  Supp.  892;  and  see  Rose  v.  T  rest  tail. 
1  Mo.  App.  Rep.  540. 

•Dunn  f>.  Steubing  (N.  Y.),  24  N.  E. 
Rep.  815  [1890],  affirming  55  N.  Y  Super. 
Ct.  588,  and  citing  numerous  cases;  and  see 
Hutchinson  v.  New  Sharon  C.  V.  &  E.  Ry. 
Co..  63  Iowa  727  [1884]. 

*  Cornish  v.  Suydam  (Ala.),  13  So.  Rep. 
118:  see  Fallon  «.  Lawler,  102  N.  Y.  228. 

1  Van  Stone  t>.  Stillwell,  etc,  Co.,  1? 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep  181. 

*  Fly  nil  v.  Des  Moiaea  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa. 
491  [1884]. 


*  Bee  Sec  826,  supra.        \  See  Sees.  808-811,  supra.       X  See  Sees.  328-826,  supra. 
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Wished,  the  contractor  may  then  have  an  action  for  the  contract  price,  includ- 
ing the  percentage  retained  as  liquidated  damages  for  nonperformance  within 
the  stated  time,  and  the  owner  must  show  any  injury  he  has  suffered  if  he 
will  retain  damages  out  of  what  is  due  the  contractor  or  recoup  them  from 
what  he  has  paid.1  The  waiver  does  not  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  dam- 
ages actually  suffered  by  the  owner  from  the  contractor's  failure  to  per- 
form by  the  day  specified,  nor  prevent  the  owner  from  recouping  such  dam- 
ages/ even  though  he  has  not  expressed  his  disapproval  or  dissatisfaction.*  * 

Under  a  contract  clause  providing  that,  "In  case  the  said  contractor 
•shall  not  well  and  truly,  from  time  to  time,  comply  with,  and  perform,  all 
the  terms  herein  mentioned,  or  in  case  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  engineer 
that  the  work  does  not  progress  with  sufficient  speed,  or  in  a  proper  manner, 
■or  in  case  of  interference  with  said  work  by  legal  proceedings  instituted 
againBt  the  contractor  by  other  parties  than  the  said  company,  the  said 
engineer  shall  have  power  to  annul  this  contract  if  he  sees  fit  so  to  do,  by 
giving  notice,  etc.,"  the  time  for  completion  of  the  work  expired  before  the 
contractor  had  finished  the  work,  but  the  company  did  not  exercise  its  right 
to  annul  the  contract  by  reason  of  such  failure  ;  but  about  six  weeks  there- 
after, when  the  contractor  had  abandoned  the  work  entirely,  the  engineer 
took  the  necessary  steps  and  declared  the  contract  annulled.  Under  these 
conditions  and  circumstances  it  was  held  that  the  failure  of  the  company  to 
annul  the  contract  within  the  prescribed  time  was  not  a  waiver  of  its  right 
to  subsequently  annul  it  when  the  contractor  had  abandoned  the  work  alto- 
gether.4 Whether  it  was  the  utter  abandonment  of  the  work  by  the  con- 
tractor that  distinguished  it  from  other  cases,  or  it  is  a  decision  in  conflict 
with  the  other  cases  cited,  cannot  be  gathered  from  the  report. 

The  waiver  of  a  stipulation  is  not  to  be  implied  from  the  silence  of  one 
who  is  under  no  obligation  to  speak.  The  intention  to  waive  a  right  must  be 
usually  established  by  language  or  conduct,  and  not  by  mere  conjecture  or 
speculation.6 

727.  Bight  to  Terminate  Contract  Reserved  if  Work  is  not  Completed  by 
Specified  Time. — It  is  frequently  agreed  that  the  failure  to  complete  works 
by  a  specified  time  shall  be  a  reason  for  annulment  of  the  contract  by  the 
•owner/  but  in  every  such  instance  the  terms  of  the  settlement  or  agreed 
liquidated  damages  should  be  expressly  stated  in  the  contract,  and  in  no 
uncertain  language.     If  the  contract  merely  provide  that  it  may  be  can- 

1  Homan  «.  Steele,  18  Nebr.  652  [18861  ;  ■  Oberlies*.  Bullingen  (Sup.),  27  N.  Y. 

Cummings  t>.  Pence  (Ind.  App.),  27  N.  E.  Supp.  19. 

Hep.  631  [1891]  ;  Aiken  t>.  Bloodgood,  12  *  Elizabethtown  &  P.  R.  Co.  «.  Geoghe- 

Ala.   221  [18471:    Flynn  i.  Des  Moines.  gan  and  others,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  56  [18751 

'etc.,  R  Co.,  68  Iowa  491  [1884].  •  Texas  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Rust,  19  Fed. 

f  Barber  «.   Rose,    5   Hill  (N.    Y.)  86  Rep.  289  [1888]. 

[1848]:  Cummings  v.  Pence  (Ind.App.),  27  •  Cunningham  v.  Illinois  Cent  R.  Co.,  77 

N.  E.  Rep.  681  [18911;  Grannis  &  Co.  «.  111.  178  [1875]. 
D*  ves  (Sup.).  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  875. 

*  See  Sees.  317  and  700-704,  tupra. 
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celed,  and  that  thereupon  both  parties  shall  be  absolved  from  any  liability 
thereunder  to  one  another,  it  will  apply  only  to  the  executory  parts  of  the- 
contract,  and  will  not  give  to  the  owner  any  right  to  recover  back  moneys 
he  has  paid  under  the  contract.1  If  the  rescission  has  been  effected  by  a 
subsequent  agreement  made  while  the  work  was  in  progress  and  after  part 
performance,  all  claims  in  respect  of  work  done,  or  of  what  has  been  paid  or 
received  under  the  contract  must  be  referred  to  the  agreement  of  rescission, 
and  in  geueral  no  claims  can  be  made  unless  expressly  or  impliedly  reserved 
in  the  rescission.*  From  which  it  will  be  seen  the  necessity  of  embodying 
every  condition  and  every  term  of  a  settlement  in  the  new  agreement  when 
the  contract  is  rescinded. 

When  work  is  not  going  to  be  completed  by  the  time  required  by  the  con- 
tract,  the  failure  of  the  contractor  should  not  be  allowed  tr  pass  unnoticed, 
and  the  contractor  permitted  to  continue  his  work  as  if  nothing  had 
happened.  If  the  right  reserved  to  the  company  to  declare  the  contract  at. 
an  end  is  not  to  be  exercised,  a  new  time  limit  should  be  agreed  upon  and 
indorsed  upon  the  contract,*  with  any  other  conditions  agreed  upon, 
including  an  express  agreement  that  each  and  every  other  condition  and 
stipulation  of  the  original  contract  shall  remain  in  force;  then  and  only 
then  does  the  owner  reserve  to  himself  the  rights  and  protection  which  the* 
original  contract  afforded  him. 

An  extension  of  time  for  doing  a  public  work,  granted  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  for  its  completion,  has  been  held  invalid; '  but  it  seems  that  it 
need  not  be  indorsed  upon  the  contract  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
originally  fixed  for  completion  of  the  work.4 

728.  Measure  of  Eecovery  by  Contractor  when  Contract  has  been  An- 
nulled under  a  Provision  Reserving  that  Right. — As  has  been  shown  in  the 
clauses  given,  it  is  customary  to  fix  the  damages  to  be  assessed  in  case  of* 
rescission  in  the  contract  clause  giving  the  power  to  terminate  the  contract, 
and  the  discussion  of  the  subject  under  such  a  stipulation  is  postponed  to 
a  subsequent  section.f 

If  the  amount  of  damage  be  not  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of 

»  Mengis  u.  Fifth  Ave.  R.  Co ,  80  N.  Y.  (N.  Y.)  284. 

Supp.  999.  *  Wood  v.  Brady,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  6 

"Leake's   Digest  of    Contracts,   788-9,  'Buckraan  t>.  Landers   (Cal.),   43  Pac. 

and  p.  72;  De  Peyster  «.  Pulver,   3  Barb.  Rep.  1125. 

*  "  For  and  in  consideration  of  one  dollar  in  hand  paid,  by  the  contractor,  the  time 

for  the  completion  of  the  within  contract  is  hereby  extended  to  the day  of 

189..,  it  being  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  each  and  every  other 

part,  provision  and  stipulation  therein  contained  shall  continue  in  force  as  in  the  original 
contract,  except  that  in  regard  to  the  time  for  completion,  which  is  changed  as  herein 
described." 


Dated 189. ., 

at 

f  Sec  Sees.  727,  supra,  and  740,  748-745,  infra. 
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rescission,  then  the  measure  of  recovery  is  that  which  gives  to  the  contractor 
the  reasonable  value  of  his  work  and  materials,  less  any  damages  or  losses  that 
the  owner  has  suffered  in  consequence  of  the  contractor's  delay,  incapacity, 
or  failure  to  carry  out  his  contract.1  In  Massachusetts  the  contractor  may 
recover  the  actual  benefit  he  has  conferred  independent  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  if  the  contract  has  been  terminated  in  any  other  way  than  by  the 
voluntary  refusal  of  the  contractor  to  perform  his  part.*  Other  cases  hold 
that  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  recover  the  contract  price,  less  what  it 
•costs  the  owner  to  complete  the  works.1  If  the  work  has  been  paid  for  by 
installments,  and  the  last  payment  only  is  due  and  unpaid,  the  owner  is 
only  liable  for  the  excess  of  the  amount  of  the  last  payment  over  the  cost 
of  completion.4  The  contractor  can  recover  this  excess,  without  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  architect  that  it  is  due,  even  though  the  contract  did  provide 
that  the  last  payment  should  be  made  on  the  certificate  of  the  architect. 
The  act  of  the  owner  in  taking  the  work  away  from  the  contractor  and 
completing  it  himself  having  the  effect  of  preventing  the  contractor  from 
•executing  such  a  condition  precedent.  It  seems  that  the  contractor  should 
in  his  complaint  aver  that  the  engineer's  certificate  was  unreasonably  with- 
held.6* The  fact  that  the  owner,  in  completing  the  building,  departed 
irom  the  plans  by  introducing  additional  work  makes  no  difference  when  the 
contract  provided  for  alterations  in  the  plans,  and  it  was  not  shown  that 
such  changes  were  made  in  a  bad  manner." 

In  fact,  the  same  diversity  of  opinion  is  expressed  and  the  same  rules 
applied  to  cases  where  the  owner  is  authorized  to  terminate  the  contract 
for  causes  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  beforehand,  as  has  been  applied 
to  cases  where  the  parties  have  been  guilty  of  an  actual  breach  of  the  con- 

■ 

tract,  f 

If  the  work  is  to  be  paid  for  in  installments  at  certain  stages  of  the 
work,  and  it  provides  that  if  the  contractor  shall  fail  to  furnish  suffi- 
cient materials  and  workmen,  the  owner  may  proceed  with  the  work  and 
deduct  the  expenses  from  the  contract  price,  the  fact  that  the  contractor  is 
dilatory  from  the  beginning  does  not  prevent  him  from  recovering  the 
installments  fully  earned.  If  the  owner  has  acquiesced  in  the  delay  up  to 
the  time  the  installment  became  due,  he  cannot  then  get  rid  of  paying 
by  terminating  the  contract,  as  for  breach  thereof.7    Prospective  profits  may 

1  Lyman  t>    City  of  Lincoln  (Neb.),  57  Blythe*.  Poultnev,  81  Cal.  283 

N.  W.  Rep.  581;  and  see  Hewlett  v.  Alex-  «Beardsley  *.  Cook  (N.  Y.  App.),  88  N. 

ander(Ala.),  6  So.  Rep.  49  [18891.  E    Rep.    109;  Weeks  t>.  O'Brien  (N.  Y. 

•  Fitzgerald   v.   Allen,   128    Mass.    282  App).  36  N.  E.  Rep.  185. 

[1880];  but  9ee  an  earlier  case,  Hennesey  *  Weeks  «.  O'Brien  (N.  Y.  App.),  86  N. 

«.  Farrell,  4  Cush.  268  [18491.  E  Rep.  185. 

8  Wells  f>.  Board  of  Ed.  (Mich.),  44  N.  •  Zimmerman  v.  Jourgensen  (Sup.),  24 

W.  Rep.  267;  Hampson  *.  Lewis,  49  Md.  N.  Y.  Supp.  170. 

178;  Murphy  v.  Buckman,  66  N.  Y.  297;  '  Smith  «.  Corn  (Com.  PL),  28  N.  Y. 

but  see  Hammond  v.  Miller,  2  Mackey  145;  Supp.  326. 

*  See  Sec.  397,  ei  seq.t  supra,  and  Sec  745,  itfr*.       f  Am  Sect.  681-496,  supra. 
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be  recovered  by  the  contractor  if  the  power  to  annul  is  used  to  oppress  the 
•contractor  and  defeat  his  rights  under  the  contract.1 

729.  Damages  Fixed  in  the  Clause  Giving  Power  to  Avoid  Contract.— 
In  the  same  clause  that  gives  the  company  or  owner  or  its  [his]  engineer 
authority  to  terminate  the  contract  or  to  employ  others  to  hasten  the  com- 
pletion of  the  work,  it  is  usual  to  provide  for  the  forfeiture  to  the  company 
-of  any  balance  due  and  unpaid  to  the  contractor  as  liquidated  damages. 

The  following  language  is  frequently  employed : 

"  And  in  the  event  of  any  such  determination  by  the  engineer  or 
owner,  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  that  this  agreement  in  its  entirety 
shall  become  null  and  void,  and  any  balance  due  to  the  contractor  in 
any  form  whatever  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  owner  as  liquidated  dam 
ages." 

Or 

"  In  which  case  the  unpaid  part  of  the  value  of  the  work  done  shall 
be  forfeited  to  the  company  in  the  nature  of  liquidated  damages."* 

Such  provisions  are  required  to  secure  to  the  owner  or  company  pro- 
tection and  the  means  to  make  good  the  deficiencies  and  omissions  of  the 
contractor,  and  to  compensate  in  a  degree  for  the  delay  and  trouble  occa- 
sioned by  his  neglect  or  failure  to  live  up  to  his  agreements.  It  has  been 
shown  that  without  such  a  provision  the  owner  will  be  confined  to  the  actual 
damages  visible  and  that  he  can  account  to  a  court.  Without  it  the  contractor 
can  recover  not  only  the  percentage  reserved  to  complete  the  work  which  may 
grow  more  difficult  as  it  advances,  but  he  may  also  recover  any  penalty  or 
forfeiture  named  in  the  contract  which  he  can  show  the  owner  has  not 
actually  suffered,  f 

730.  Contract  should  be  Interpreted  by  a  Study  of  All  the  Clauses  of  the 
Contract — These  clauses  are  construed  according  to  the  evident  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  will  include  only  such  sums  or  balances  as  the  parties  mani- 
festly intended.  This  intention  will  not  be  determined  from  this  clause 
alone,  but  reference  will  be  had  to  other  clauses,  and  the  intention  of  the 
parties  will  be  ascertained  from  their  situation  and  the  whole  scope  of  the 
contract.1  Therefore,  when  it  is  stipulated  in  one  part  of  the  contract  that 
the  engineer  "shall  make  monthly  estimates  of  the  work  done  and  materials 
delivered,  and  shall  give  a  certificate  of  the  same,  upon  the  presentation  of 
which,  monthly  payments  of  90  per  cent,  of  the  certificate  shall  be  made," 
and  in  another  part  of  the  contract  it  provides  that  "  if  the  contractor 
shall  not  on  his  part  well  and  truly  perform  all  the  covenants  therein  con- 
tained that  the  engineer  may  dismiss  him  from  the  work,  in  which  event 

■Philn.,  etc..   R.   Co.    «.   Howard,   13         •  Ricker  «.  Fairbanks,  40 Me.  48  [1855]. 
How.  307. 

*  For  other  stipulations  jm  Sees.  280,  811-814a»  and  710-717,  tupra,  and  740-741  and 
743-744.  infra. 
1 8e$  Sees.  817-820,  $upra. 


679       ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.  [§730. 

the  contract  shall  become  null  and  void,  and  any  balance  for  work  done  on 
said  works  which  wonld  have  been  due  the  said  contractor  shall  be  forfeited 
and  become  the  right  and  property  of  the  corporation,"  it  was  held  that  the 
termination  of  the  contract  by  the  engineer  did  not  relieve  the  company 
from  the  payment  of  the  90  per  cent,  fnnd  to  be  due  from  it  prior  to  such 
determination  by  the  engineer.1 

Under  similar  circumstances  and  under  a  contract  stipulation  that  "  the> 
unpaid  part  of  the  value  of  the  work  done  shall  be  forfeited  by  the  con- 
tractor to  the  use  of  the  company  in  the  nature  of  liquidated  damages,"  it 
was  held  that  the  company  could  withhold  only  the  per  centage  reserved  from 
the  monthly  estimates,  and  it  did  not  authorize  it  to  retain  the  entire  value 
of  work  done  since  the  last  estimate.3  The  company  was  required  to 
account  for  the  actual  value  of  the  work  done,  less  the  per  centage  reserved , 
not  alone  upon  the  phraseology  of  the  stipulation,  but  because  it  would 
permit  the  company  under  the  guise  of  withholding  liquidating  damages. 
•  to  inflict  a  penalty. 

The  court  said: 

"  It  is  obvious  from  the  situation  of  the  parties,  as  well  as  from  the 
whole  scope  of  the  contract  itself,  that  it  was  intended  that  the  90  per  cent, 
stipulated  to  be  paid  monthly  should  be  so  applied  as  to  enable  the  con- 
tractor to  prosecute  and  complete  the  work  for  which  he  had  contracted. 
The  construction  contended  for  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  company 
to  embarrass  the  contractor  by  withholding  his  monthly  payments,  and 
then,  in  case  he,  by  reason  of  such  embarrassment,  should  fail  to  progress 
with  the  work  with  sufficient  rapidity,  by  their  engineer  to  determine  that 
the  work  had  been  abandoned,  and  any  balance  due  the  contractor,  however 
large,  forfeited.  A  construction  which  should  offer  so  large  a  premium  for 
wrong-doing  should  not  be  adopted  unless  the  language  used  will  admit  of 
no  other  reasonable  explanation.  Such  explanation  may  be  had  by  exclud- 
ing the  monthly  estimates  after  they  become  due  from  the  operation  of  that 
provision."  This  was  held  to  be  a  fair  construction  of  the  contract  when  all 
its  provisions  were  considered.*  This  construction  has  not  been  applied 
universally  to  this  clause.  An  early  Massachusetts  case  is  quite  to  the  con- 
trary. Under  a  clause  which  recited  that  "  If  at  any  time  it  should  appear 
to  the  engineer  that  the  work  was  not  carried  on  with  sufficient  rapidity* 
and  is  not  likely  to  be  completed  within  the  time  specified,  the  company 
may  employ  other  help,  at  the  expense  of  the  contractor,  and  in  the  event 
of  any  such  determination  the  agreement  between  the  parties  shall  become 
null  and  void,  and  any  balance  due  the  contractor  shall  be  forfeited  to   he 

1  Ricker  v.  Fairbanks,  40  Me.  43  [1865];  gan,  9  Bush  (Ky.),  56  [18751;  Gei«er  *.  Tbe 

Williams  *.  Androscoggin  A  K.  R.  Co.,  86  W.  Md.  Ry  Co.,  41  Md.  4  [1874];  and  $e& 

Me.  201;  Smith  *.  Corn,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  King  t>.  Mahaska  Co.  (la.),  39  N.  W.  Rep. 

826;  Phila.  etc.,  R.   Co.  v.  Howard,  13  686  [1888]. 

How.  307.  •  Kicker  t>.  Fairbanks,  40  Me.  48  [1855]. 

•  Elizabethtown  &  P.  R.  Co.  *.  Geoghe- 
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company;"  the  contractor  having  worked  a  part  of  a  mouth  after  the  last 
estimate,  it  was  held  that  the  value  of  this  work  done  was  forfeited,  as  well 
as  the  percentage  reserved,  and  that  the  contractor  could  recover  neither  of 
them;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  it  was  entire  for  each  month, 
and  that  unless  the  work  was  continued  to  the  end  of  the  month  he  was  not 
entitled  to  have  an  estimate  by  the  engineer;  that  nothing  had  been  earned 
as  to  the  part  of  the  month's  work  not  completed.1 

If  the  covenant  to  finish  the  work  by  a  certain  day  by  the  contractor 
and  the  covenant  to  pay  money  by  the  company  are  distinct  and  indepen- 
dent, the  right  to  annul  the  contract  at  any  time  is  held  not  to  include  a 
right  to  forfeit  the  earnings  of  the  contractor  for  work  done  prior  to  the 
time  the  contract  was  annulled." 

If  the  percentage  retained  be  not  designated  as  liquidated  damages,  or  the 
court  does  not  regard  it  as  such  without  such  designation,  it  may  be 
recovered  by  the  contractor,  less  any  actual  damage  shown  by  the  owner.1 
It  is  therefore  customary  and  prudent  to  designate  the  percentage  reserved 
as  liquidating  damages,  to  forestall  any  claims  by  the  contractor  that  it  is  of 
the  nature  of  a  penalty.4 

731.  To  Retain  Liquidated  Damages,  the  Discretion  to  Terminate  Con- 
tract Must  have  been  Properly  Exercised,  f — If  the  engineer  and  company 
or  owner  have  properly  exercised  the  discretion  given  by  the  contract,  it  is 
well  settled  that  the  contractor  cannot  recover  the  percentage  that  has  been 
kept  back  to  secure  the  completion  of  the  work,  but  it  is  to  be  regarded  as 
liquidated  damages,  and  if  the  contract  has  provided  that  it  shall  be  for- 
feited to  the  owner,  or  that  the  act  of  termination  shall  exonerate  or  absolve 
the  owner  from  every  obligation  arising  out  of  the  contract,  then  the  con- 
tractor can  have  no  recovery  of  the  said  percentage/  If  the  power  to  declare 
the  contract  terminated  has  not  been  exercised  properly,  the  percentage  may 
be  recovered  in  assumpsit  on  the  common  counts  for  work  and  labor.* 

Whether  that  discretion  has  been  properly  exercised  is  a  subject  for 
proof  and  inquiry.7  If  the  contractors  abandon  the  work,  the  percentage 
retained  never  becomes  due,  and  there  is  nothing  to  which  a  materialman's 
lien  can  attach  if  filed  after  the  abandonment.' 


1  Hennesey  v.  Farrell,  4  Gush.  268 
[1849].  These  cases  represent  opposite 
views  of  the  law,  and  the  latter  one  is  be- 
lieved to  be  the  exception  to  the  more 
general  rule  of  the  previous  cases. 

4  The  Philn.  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  «.  Beber 
Howard,  13  How.  Repts.  807.  Hence  the 
necessity  of  making  the  covenant  to  pay 
subject  to  each  and  every  stipulation  of 
the  contract. 

'Etiston  v.  the  Penna.  &  Ohio  Canal 
Co..  18  Ohio  79. 

4  E.  P.  R.  Co.  r.  Geoghegan,  9    Bush. 


(Kv.)  56  [18751. 

•  Easton  t>.  Penna.  &  Ohio  Canal  Co.,  18 
Ohio  79  [1844];  Elizabethtown  &  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Geoghegan.  9  Bush  (KyJ  66  [18751 

'  Quinn  t>.  United  States,  99  U.  8.  & 
[1878]. 

'Enston  v.  Penna.  &  Ohio  Canal  Co., 
supra;  semble,  Jny  «.  8.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  Week- 
ly Notes,  1878,  p.  4;  White  v.  Harrigan„ 
41  Minn,  414. 

•  Kelly  t>.  Bloomingdale  (N.  Y.  AppO: 
84  N.  E.  Rep.  919. 


*  See  Sees .  :J14-825,  evpra,  Liquidated  Dnmngos.         f  See  Svc  828,  euprt*. 
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When  the  contract  provides  that:  "If  the  contractor  shall  neglect  or 
refuse,  after  notice,  to  proceed  with  the  work  as  fast  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
engineer,  it  is  necessary  to  secure  its  completion  within  the  time  specified, 
then  the  company  may  employ  other  parties  to  execute  any  part  of  the  work 
and  charge  the  cost  of  the  same  to  the  contractor,  to  be  reduced  out  of  the 
retained  percentages,  or  out  of  any  payments  that  shall  have  become  due  to 
any  subsequent  estimate/'  it  is  held  that  the  company  was  not  limited  to  the 
amount  due  the  contractor  and  in  their  hands,  for  the  cost  of  executing  a 
part  of  the  work,  but  that  the  contractor  was  liable  to  reimburse  the  com- 
pany for  what  they  spent  above  that  amount.1 

For  the  contractor  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  contract  price  left  after 
completing  work  by  owner,  it  has  been  held  that  he  (the  contractor)  must 
prove  the  cost  of  completion,  and  that  the  opinions  of  experts  as  to  what 
would  have  been  a  reasonable  amount  to  complete  the  work  were  not  admis- 
sible.* *  In  another  case,  where  the  contractor  had  alleged  or  claimed  to  have 
completed  the  contract,  but  the  company  claimed  otherwise,  it  having  com- 
pleted the  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  its  officers  with  its  own  workmen  and 
teams,  it  was  held  that  the  company  must  show  the  amount  and  value  of 
work  completed,  and  what  was  left  incomplete  by  the  contractor,  as  well  as 
that  done  by  the  company  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  in  order 
so  establish  a  counterclaim  against  the  percentage  reserved,  and  that  the 
amount  could  not  be  based  upon  the  opinions  of  engineers  and  experts  of 
what  it  would  cost  to  reconstruct  and  restore  certain  parts  of  the  work,  the 
same  having  been  estimated  and  accepted  as  complete  by  the  engineers  in 
charge.* 

The  courts  have  sometimes  held  that  such  a  provision  in  a  building  con* 
tract  authorizing  the  owner,  "  after  notice  to  the  contractor,  to  take  the 
work  into  his  own  hands  and  complete  it  at  his  own  expense  if  the  contractor 
failed  to  proceed  with  due  diligence,"  is  to  be  regarded  when  acted  upon  as 
a  remedy  agreed  upon  as  a  substitute  for  future  damages.4  f  Other  cases 
hold  that  the  act  of  the  owner  in  taking  the  work  away  from  the  contractor, 
under  a  clause  authorizing  him  so  to  do,  and  to  charge  the  contractor  with 
the  expense  of  completing  it,  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  his  right  to  claim  dam- 
ages in  pursuance  of  another  clause  giving  a  certain  sum  as  liquidating 
damages  for  each  and  every  day's  delay  after  the  date  fixed  for  completion/ 


'Langdon  v.  Northfleld  (Minn.),  44  N. 
W.  Rep.  964 ;  terrible.  Yeoman s  v.  Parker 
{Mich.),  68  N.  W.  Rep.  816 ;  Jackson  v. 
i  leveland,  19  Wis.  400 ;  Hampson  v.  Lewis, 
49  Md  178. 

•Zimmerman  «.  Jourgensen,  14  N.  Y. 
flu  pp.  548  [18911;  and  tee  Scammon  *. 
Davis,  72  Gal.  898 ;  Beecher  v.  Schuback 
(Sup.),  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  825.  In  such  a 
•case  a  contractor  would  do  well  to  employ 

•  See  Sec.  788,  ittfra. 


an  engineer  to  estimate  the  quantities  and 
keep  an  account  of  the  company's  force 
employed.— Ed. 

1  Price©.  Kearney.  C.A  W.  8.  Oo.  (Neb.), 
45  N.  W.  Rep.  252  [1890]. 

4 O'Connor*.  Henderson  Bdge.Co.  (Ky.), 
27  8.  W.  Rep.  251 ;  and  see  Friedland  •. 
McNeil,  88  Mich.  40  [1875]. 

•  Crawford  «.  Becker.  13  Hun  875  [18783; 
Murphy  t>.  Buckman,  66  N.  Y.  297  [18761. 

t  Bee  Sec.  825.  eupra. 
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*732.  Decisions  are  Inconsistent. —These  cases,  with  thos*  that  precede 
(Sec.  726),  present  the  interesting  aspect  of  the  owner  being  held  to 
have  waived  the  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages  in  either  case  whether 
fre  exercises  the  privilege  of  declaring  the  contract,  annuled  or  not.  The 
latter  cases  hold  that  if  he  declare  the  contract  terminated,  he  thereby  waives 
Ms  right  to  stipulated  damages,  and  the  cases  cited  in  the  previous  section 
hold  that  if  he  fails  to  exercise  that  power  before  the  time  of  completion  has 
expired,  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived  his  right  to  stipulated  damages  for 
the  contractor's  failure.  One  of  the  curious  anomalies  that  occur  in  the 
law. 

•  733.  Power  to  Annul  Contract  may  be  Lost  by  Waiver  or  Failure  to  do 
His  Fart. — The  right  to  annul  a  contract  for  nonperformance  of  its  terms  by 
a  contractor  is  a  right  that  may  be  lost  to  the  owner  if  he  is  himself  in 
default.  His  failure  to  estimate,  and  pay  for  work  done,  and  materials  fur- 
nished, as  provided  and  required  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  will  prevent 
him  from  taking  advantage  of  the  contractor's  failure  to  carry  out  his  agree- 
ments.1 

734.  Contractors  Delayed  by  Incompetent  and  Delinquent  Engineers.* — If, 
therefore,  the  company  or  their  engineer  have  impeded  the  progress  or  regu- 
lar course  of  construction,  the  contractor  is  not  liable  for  a  breach  of  his 
agreement  to  complete  the  works  by  a  certain  time.* 

The  right  to  terminate  the  contract  may,  however,  be  so  strengthened  by 
other  provisions,  and  the  contractor  have  so  far  forsworn  his  rights  and  the 
adjudication  of  them  that  the  foregoing  rule  will  have  no  application,  as 
when  the  contract  provided  that  "the  contractor  should  employ  such  a  force 
of  workmen  as  the  engineer  might  deem  adequate  to  the  completion  of  the 
work  within  the  time  fixed/'  and  further  provided, €t  that  if  he  did  not  em- 
ploy such  a  force  as  the  engineer  might  thus  deem  adequate,  that  the  engi- 
neer might  employ  such  number  of  workmen  as,  in  his  judgment,  would  be 
necessary,  and  at  such  wages  as  he  might  find  necessary  and  expedient,  pay 
all  such  workmen,  and  charge  the  contractor  with  the  amount  expended  as 
so  much  money  paid  to  them  on  their  contract";  and  further  provided,  that 
the  engineer  should  "  have  power  to  annul  the  contract  upon  written  notice 
to  the  contractor  if,  in  his  judgment,  the  work  was  not  prosecuted  by  him 
in  a  proper  manner,  and  with  sufficient  speed,"  and  still  further, "  that  upon 
thirty  day's  notice  to  the  contractor,  the  company  might  at  any  time,  without 
cause,  annul  the  contract,"  in  which  case  they  were  to  pay  for  the  work  done 
up  to  the  time  of  the  annulment,  and  the  right  was  also  reserved  to  the 
engineer  "  to  order,  in  writing,  any  modifications  or  alterations  in  the  speci- 

1  O'Connor   v.    Henderson    Bdge.    Co.  fM'Intosh  «.  Gt.  Western  R.  Co  ,  14  M. 

(Ky.)f  27  8  W.  Rep  251  ;  eases  collected,  &  W.  548  ;  and  other  eases  cited  in  Gode- 

21  Amer.  A'Eng.  Ency.  L*w  77 ;  Roberts  froi  &  Short's  Law  of  Ry.  Cos.,  p.  08. 
9.  Bury  Com'rs,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  810. 

*  See  Sec.  421,  supra. 
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fications,  profiles,  and  plans,  and  in  like  manner  to  direct  or  order  an  omis- 
sion of  any  portions  of  the  work  mentioned  in  the  specifications,  or  to  sub- 
stitute any  other  work  for  such  portions/'  The  discretion  of  the  engineer 
was  practically  unlimited,  and  the  work  being  delayed,  the  company  took 
charge  of  the  work  against  the  will  of  the  contractor,  and  prosecuted  the 
same  to  completion.  The  contractor  brought  an  action  to  recover,  for  extra 
work,  the  balance  due  on  underestimates  of  the  engineer,  damages  and  profits 
which  he  would  have  made,  charging  and  proving  that  the  work  was  greatly 
interfered  with  and  delayed  on  account  of  an  insufficient  number,  incompe- 
tence, and  negligence  of  the  company's  engineers  ;  that  the  prosecution  and 
completion  of  the  work  was  delayed  by  the  failure  to  secure  the  right  of  way, 
and  by  failure  of  the  engineers  to  furnish  the  proper  stakes  and  lines,  to 
locate  bridges  and  culverts,  and  he  further  proved  that  he  could  and  would 
have  completed  the  work  within  the  time  limit,  if  he  had  not  been  hindered 
and  delayed  by  the  fault,  negligence,  insufficiency,  and  incompetence  of 
the  company's  engineers.  The  engineers'  estimate  of  the  quality,  charac- 
ter, and  value  of  the  work  was  by  the  contract  made  final  and  conclusive 
without  further  recourse  or  appeal. 

Under  the  English  law  there  could  be  but  one  way  to  decide  this  case,, 
which  was  to  hold  the  con  t  met  or  strictly  to  his  agreement  as  set  forth  in* 
the  contract,  and  by  which  the  company  had  undisputed  authority  to  ter- 
minate the  contract  at  its  pleasure,  and  by  which  the  contractor  was  bound 
to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer.1 

An  American  case,  the  facts  of  which  were  very  similar  and  the  stipula- 
tion almost  as  stringent,  and  in  which  the  contractor  proved  that  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work  had  been  delayed  by  failure  on  the  part  of  the  conpany  to 
secure  the  right  of  way  and  by  its  inability  to  pay  the  monthly  estimates, 
held  that  the  engineer  [company]  had  the  right  to  annul  the  contract,  and  that 
the  percentage  reserved  and  the  unpaid  value  of  work  was  to  be  considered 
liquidated  damages.  The  question  of  damages  to  the  contractor  was  not 
decided,  he  having  actually  resumed  the  work  subsequently.  It  was  held  that 
he  had  thereby  waived  any  rights  he  may  have  had  to  damages,  by  reason  of 
the  company's  failure  to  secure  right  of  way  or  to  pay  as  agreed,  in  the  con- 
tract, and  that  these  facts  of  the  company's  laches  in  no  manner  affected  or 
impaired  the  right  of  the  engineer  to  annul  the  contract.8  The  case  further 
held  that  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that  after  the  contract  had 
been  annulled  the  subcontractor  to  whom  the  work  was  given  did  not  pro- 
ceed with  any  more  dispatch  than  the  work  had  progressed  with  the  original 
contractor,  and  furthermore  that  it  was  immaterial  that  after  the  annulment 
and  after  the  company  had  advertised  for  proposals  to  complete  the  work 


1  Scott  a.  Liverpool,  ai  Law  Times  147         •  Qelger  ».  The  W.  Md.  Ry.  Co.,  41  Md. 
[1858]  ;   accord.  £.  Lancashire  R.  Co.  c.      4  [1874]. 
Hattersley,  8  Hare  86. 
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that  the  original  contractors  offered  to  do  the  work  at  the  original  prices 
and  to  give  security  for  its  faithful  performance.1 

That  the  English  case  was  decided  upon  the  ground  of  the  engineer's 
decision  being  final  and  conclusive  seems  clear  in  view  of  another  English 
decision,  which  held  that  when  the  company  had  assumed  the  obligation  to 
secure  the  right  of  way  and  to  furnish  plans  and  instructions,  a  failure  on 
its  part  to  provide  the  land  required  and  the  necessary  drawings,  thereby 
rendering  the  execution  of  the  contract  impossible,  discharged  the  con- 
tractor from  further  performance  and  worked  a  waiver  of  the  engineer's 
notice  complaining  of  the  delay,  which  was  necessary  before  the  company 
could  take  the  work  out  of  the  contractor's  hands.*  *  A  replication  by  the 
contractor  that  the  company  did  not  elect  to  take  the  work  away  from  him 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  expiration  of  seven  days  following  the 
engineer's  notice,  but  permitted  and  encouraged  him  to  continue  the  work, 
which  he  did,  was  held  bad.* 

An  Indiana  case,  decided  upon  very  much  the  same  facts  and  contract 
stipulations,  held  that  the  engineers  had  exercised  almost  absolute  authority 
as  the  representatives  of  the  company,  and  that  the  company  should  suffer 
the  loss  occasioned  by  their  mistakes  and  wrong-doings,  rather  than  the  con- 
tractor." It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  clauses  of  a  construc- 
tion contract  giving  the  engineer  the  absolute  and  final  determination  of 
questions  is  not  in  favor  with  the  Indiana  courts,  as  has  been  shown  herein 
before.  On  appeal  the  decision  was  sustained,  but  whether  upon  points 
of  law  or  because  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  failed  to  follow  the  rules  of 
the  Supreme  Court  is  difficult  to  determine.4 

A  discussion  of  these  cases  would  carry  us  back  to  the  legality  and  bind- 
ing effect  of  the  engineer's  decision,  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery,  for 
which  the  reader  is  referred  to  Chapters  XII.  and  XIII.  f 

735.  Notices  should  be  Given  by  Contractors  of  Neglect  or  Failure  on 
Part  of  Owner. — Such  decisions  are  forcible  lessons  to  novices  in  construc- 
tion work,  but  they  have  been  drilled  into  contractors  by  sad  experience. 
Eternal  vigilance  should  be  the  watchword  with  them,  as  well  as  with  engi- 
neers and  architects.  A  contractor  should  acquaint  himself  with  his  rights, 
and  promply  recognize  any  hinderences  or  breach  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany or  owner,  and  give  notice  to  it  [him]  or  its  [his]  authorized  agents  in  a 
•careful  yet  positive  manner  that  he  is  delayed  and  put  to  unnecessary  trouble 
and  expense  by  the  company's  neglect  or  failure  to  keep  their  agreements,  and 
that  claims  will  be  made  for  the  damages  and  loss  that  are  certain  to  result. 
Such  notices  should  be  skillfully  drafted  that  no  offense  may  be  given,  for  a 

1  Geiger  v.  The  W.  Md.  Ry.  Co.,  41  Md.  negan  (Ind.)f  12  N.  E  Rep.  158  [1887]. 

4  [1874J.  *  See  remarks  of  the  court  in  the  dictum, 

*  Arterial  Drainage  Co.  v.  Rathangan  D.  Louisville,  £.  &  St.  L.  Rj.  Co.  v.  Donne- 
Board,  6  L.  R.  Ir.  515  [1881].  gan,  eupra. 

•  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Don- 

»  See  Sees.  826.  689,  and  781  f  eupra.  \  Sees.  885-417,  eupra. 
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contractor's  success  .  on  a  job  often  depends  upon  the  good-will  of  the 
employer  and  his  engineers. 

736.  Authority  to  Engineer  to  Terminate  Contract  is  not  Always  Power 
to  Hire  Men  and  Purchase  materials. — In  connection  with  the  termination 
(of  a  construction  contract  and  with  tfre  employment  of  other  persons  to* 
complete  the  work  there  has  of  ten  arisen  complications  and  misunderstand- 
ings between  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  work  and  the  persons  employed 
to  complete  it.  It  is  an  occasion  for  the  contractor  and  employee  to  bear  iu 
mind  what  has  been  said  heretofore  about  the  powers  of  the  engineer  to 
create  obligations  upon  the  company.  Forgetful  or  ignorant  as  to  what  his 
real  powers  are,  the  engineer  undertakes  to  order  materials  and  to  employ 
men,  which  he  has  no  authority  to  do,  and  which  acts  may  be  repudiated  by 
the  owner  or  company,  leaving  the  workmen  or  contractor  without  compensa- 
tion. An  honest  engineer  will  not  assume  to  exercise  powers  nor  a  prudent 
contractor  undertake  to  carry  out  directions  which  are  not  duly  and  properly 
authorized  by  the  parties  responsible,  and  £he  engineer  must  derive  his 
authority  from  his  employer  either  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  or  by  an 
express  agreement,  of  which  the  best  evidence  is  a  power  of  attorney,  exe- 
cuted by  the  owner  or  company.  Gases  are  frequent  where  engineers  have 
asserted  authority  and  pledged,  in  good  faith,  perhaps,  the  credit  of  their 
employer,  and  which,  not  being  ratified  or  adopted,  left  the  contractor  with- 
out any  remedy. 

Whether  a  provision  in  a  contract  that  "in  case  the  work  is  not  prosecuted 
according  to  the  contract  and  the  directions  of  the  engineer,  he  may  upon 
notice  terminate  the  contract  and  employ  others  to  complete  it,"  is  an 
authority  to  purchase  materials  and  employ  men  on  its  behalf,  may  well  be 
doubted  in  view  of  decisions  with  regard  to  other  stipulations.* 

One  case  in  point  permitted  the  contractor  to  recover  where  the  assistant 
engineer  upon  a  railroad  in  charge  of  construction  of  a  section  of  the  road,  be- 
coming dissatisfied  with  the  contractor,  dismissed  him  and  assumed  the  work 
himself,  agreeing  with  the  workmen  to  see  them  paid.  He  was  regarded, 
it  appears  from  the  case,  by  the  court  as  the  agent  or  representative  of  the 
company  in  employing  the  workmen,  but  not  to  charge  his  company  with 
supplies  furnished  the  contractors.1  In  another  case  for  the  construction 
of  a  section  of  a  canal,  the  contract  was  declared  forfeited  by  the  engineer, 
and  it  was  completed  by  other  or  post  contractors  at  the  request  and  upon 
the  promise  of  payment  by  the  engineer.  The  trustees  of  the  canal  denied 
that  the  canal  was  completed  upon  their  request,  and  insisted  that  they  were 
not  liable  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  completion.  The  court  held  that  an  express 
request  need  not  be  proved  (for  one  may  imply  that  it  was  not  proved),  but 
that  a  request  was  implied  by  the  circumstances,  the  trustees  having  passed 

1  Stiles  c.  Western  Ry.  Oo.,  1  Amer.  Ry.  Cas.  897  [1844]. 
*  See  Sees.  870-880  and  553-559.  tupra. 
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en  order  to  the  effect  that  they  were  anxious  for  the  earliest  possible  com- 
pletion after  the  contract  had  been  relet  and  had  accepted  and  nsed  the 
section  after  it  had  been  completed.1 

737.  Terminating  Contract  should  be  an  Act  of  Last  Resort.— The  re- 
scinding or  annulling  of  a  contract  under  any  of  the  foregoing  clauses 
shonid  be  the  owner's  or  company's  last  resort  in  his  [its]  attempt  to  adjust 
or  settle  controversies  with  the  contractor.  It  is  a  step  which  cannot 
be  retraced  and  whose  consequences  cannot  always  be  foretold.  Arguments,, 
persuasion,  coaxing,  and  threats,  and  almost  every  expedient  should  be  em- 
ployed to  bring  the  contractor  into  line  with  the  terms  of  his  contract  before 
the  final  step  is  taken.  Imprudent  haste  to  annul  the  contract  is  almost 
certain  to  be  regretted,  and  every  legitimate  means  should  be  employed  to 
keep  the  contract  whole. 

If  stipulations  are  adopted  in  a  contract  providing  for  the  termination 
of  the  contract  or  for  employing  other  parties  to  complete  the  work,  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  th*e  parties  should  be  explicitly  defined.  These 
provisions  should  not  only  define  the  powers  of  the  parties  to  terminate  the 
contract,  but  should  carefully  and  fully  describe  *the  status  of  both  parties 
after  the  rescission,  their  rights,  the  damages  assessed,  and  the  use  and  ap- 
propriation of  the  plant,  etc.,  etc.  If  this  be  not  done  the  company  has  no 
protection  after  the  rescission  from  the  expensive  litigation  and  trouble 
which  almost  every  clause  of  the  contract  is  calculated  to  avoid.  The  situa- 
tion of  the  parties  after  rescission  is  that  of  the  contractor  having  done  work 
for  the  company  from  which  the  company  has  derived  benefit,  and  the  law 
implies  a  contract  to  pay  therefor  what  it  is  reasonably  worth,  i.e.,  what  a 
jury  may  consider  it  worth,  which  may  be  reasonable  and  may  be  otherwise. 

If  the  contractor  has  underestimated  the  cost  of  the  job  or  has  en- 
countered unexpected  difficulties,  it  may  be  expected  that  he  will  employ 
every  provocation  to  induce  the  company  to  terminate  or  rescind  the  con- 
tract. Every  device  will  be  resorted  to  on  his  part  to  save  himself  from 
loss,  such  as  inferior  materials,  poor  workmanship,  delays,  neglect  and  per- 
haps abandonment.  If  good  provisions  have  not  been  adopted  for  rescission, 
abandonment  by  the  contractor  may  be  better  for  the  company  than  for 
them  to  exercise  their  power  of  annulment. 

An  illustration  of  the  effect  of  a  rescission  of  a  contract  is  found  in  a 
case  in  which  a  certain  price  had  been  agreed  upon  for  excavations.  Hard- 
pan  was  met  and  the  contractor  claimed  extra  compensation  for  digging  it, 
which  was  allowed  on  a  quantum  meruit,  but  distinctly  on  the  ground  that 
the  contract  having  been  rescinded  the  contractor  was  not  limited  to  the 
price  fixed  therein,  nor  was  he  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  engineer,  but 
allowed  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the  work  done.* 

1  Trustees   of   Wab.  A  Erie   Canal  t>.         *  The  D.  &  H.  Canal  Co.  «.  Dubois,  15 
Bledsoe,  5  Inri.  188  [1854].  Wend.  87  [1885]. 
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738.  Provision  that  Owner  or  Engineer  may  Increase  Working  Force  to 
Insure  Completion  of  Work. — So  much  uncertainty,  trouble,  and  litigation 
comes  from  the  termination  and  rescission  of  a  construction  contract  under 
the  preceding  clauses  that  it  is  frequently  omitted,  and  instead  a  provision 
is  made  for  augmenting  the  contractor's  force  by  the  owner  or  company 
employing  more  mechanics,  animals,  and  machinery,  or  by  subletting  parts 
of  the  work  (such  parts  of  the  work  as  the  engineer  may  designate),  to 
other  contractors,  it  being  expressly  provided  that  the  cost  of  all  labor,  ma- 
terials, and  the  expense  of  subcontracting  shall  be  borne  by  the  contractor, 
and  may  be  retained  and  deducted  from  whatever  may  be  due  to  the  con- 
tractor; and  further  providing  that  all  the  stipulations  of  the  original  con- 
tract that  are  not  clearly  inconsistent  with  such  acts  shall  remain  in  force 
between  the  owner  and  contractor,  and,  furthermore,  that  he  will  not  in  any 
way,  nor  permit  his  employees,  to  interfere  with  or  molest  the  said  subcon- 
tractors and  employees  of  the  owner  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties. 

The  author  does  not  wish  to  commit  himself  to  the  recommendation  of 
this  clause  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other,  for  as  every  engineer  knows  there 
are  many  practical  difficulties  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  cover  by  contract 
clauses.  With  the  contractor  in  possession  of  the  works,  there  is  little  doubt 
but  that  he  would  be  able  to  put  many  obstacles  in  the  way  of  carrying 
out  such  a  programme.  A  practical  solution  of  the  difficulty  might  be  found 
in  the  incorporation  of  both  stipulations,  so  that  if  the  one  for  employing 
other  mechanics  or  subcontractors  failed,  the  owner  would  yet  have,  as  a  last 
resort,  the  annulment  of  the  contract. 

Without  such  a  clause  and  when  no  time  is  fixed  for  the  completion  of 
work,  it  seems  the  owner  is  not  entitled  to  credit  for  wages  voluntarily  paid 
to  another  to  do  part  of  the  work  the  contractor  had  agreed  to  do.1 

Some  cases  decided  under  the  clause  permitting  owner  to  employ  others 
to  complete  work  may  be  of  interest.  The  owner  must  exercise  his  power 
in  good  faith,  and  while  he  is  allowed  considerable  discretion  as  to  the 
manner  and  means  employed  to  finish  the  work,  yet  he  cannot  conduct  the 
work  in  an  extravagant  and  wasteful  manner.  If  he  has  been  careless  and 
reckless  in  completing  the  work  he  cannot  deduct  the  actual  cost  of  com- 
pletion from  what  is  due  the  contractor,  but  only  the  reasonable  cost.'  *  It 
has  been  held  that  the  owner  could  have  defective  work  done  by  the  con- 
tractor repaired  or  rebuilt,  and  the  cost  of  same  charged  to  him,*  even 
though  the  contractor  had  offered  to  make  good  the  defective  work.4  If 
the  contractor  has  provided  suitable  materials  which  are  specially  pre- 
prepared  for  the  works,  the  owner  is  in  duty  bound  to  use  them,  to  save  the 
contractor  the  loss  that  would  result  if  he  had  to  sell  them  at  a  loss/ 

1  Wngner  v.  Jennings  (Tex.),  27  S.  W.         *  Powers  v.  Yonkere,  114  N.  Y.  145, 
Rep.  888.  *  Clifford  v.  Richardson,  18  Vt.  620. 

*  Ttiutholt  t.  Ness.  35  Minn.  870.  '  WelU  «.  Bd.  of  Ed.,  78  Mich.  260. 

*8m  Sec.  781,  tupra. 
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If  the  contractor  has  abandoned  the  work  or  has  led  the  owner  to  believe 
that  he  has  withdrawn  from  his  contract  by  renouncing  it,  or  by  continuous 
breaches/  the  owner  need  not  wait  until  the  day  of  completion,  bat  may 
proceed  with  the  work,  or  get  others  to  complete  it,  and  still  have  his 
remedy  against  the  contractor.* 

739.  (Prior)  Notices  of  Intention  to  Terminate  Contract  or  to  Employ 
Other  Means  must  be  Given  as  the  Contract  Requires.* 

Clause:  "And  the  said  company  or  its  chief  engineer  shall  have 
power  to  annul  this  contract,  etc.,  if  he  shall  determine  so  to  do,  by  giving 
notice,  etc." 

If  the  contract  stipulates  for  certain  ceremonies,  such  as  a  notice  of 
intention  to  terminate  the  contract,  or  to  inaugurate  reforms,  or  if  the  con- 
tract require  a  certificate  by  the  engineer  setting  forth  the  default  of  the 
contractor,  etc.,  they  must  be  observed  and  carried  out  strictly,  as  required 
by  the  contract  terms,  or  the  attempt  to  annul  the  contract  will  fail,  and 
the  owner  find  that  he  himself  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  contract,  or  has 
waived  his  right  to  declare  the  contract  forfeited. 

The  ceremony  most  frequently  stipulated  is  that  of  notice  to  the  con- 
tractor of  the  intention  to  rescind  some  days  or  weeks  before  the  act  of 
rescission  is  exercised.1  This  notice  may  be  given  for  one  of  two  reasons: 
it  may  be  given  to  afford  the  contractor  an  opportunity  to  redeem  himself 
and  show  what  he  is  capable  of  doing,  or  it  may  be  given  to  allow  him  a 
short  time  in  which  to  finish  work  in  hand,  discharge  his  men,  and  care  for 
his  plant.  If  the  contract  stipulate  for  a  notice,  it  must  be  given,  and  the 
owner's  or  company's  rights  to  proceed  will  depend  upon  his  having  given 
the  required  notice  in  the  time  and  manner  provided.4  If  notice  is  not  re- 
quired by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  right  or  power  to  terminate  the 
contract  may  be  exercised  by  the  company  without  question  or  notice  to  the 
contractor/ 

A  provision  in  the  specifications  that  as  many  workmen  should  be 
employed  as  the  architect  should  approve,  and  which  also  authorized  the 
superintendent  to  continue  the  work  at  his  option,  was  held  to  be  con- 
trolled and  limited  by  another  provision  in  the  oontract  empowering  the 
owner  to  provide  labor  and  materials,  "  after  three  days'  notice  in  writing/' 
if  the  contractor  failed  to  supply  them  properly.6 

A  written  notice  of  an  election  to  terminate  forthwith  a  contract  which 
provided  that  it  could  be  ended  by  the  engineer  giving  "  at  least  ten  days' 

1  Wyckoil  t.  Taylor  (Sup.).  48  N.  Y.  States,  26  Ct.  of  CI.  182;  and  see  Selby 

•Supp.  81.  <>•  Hutchinson,  4  Oilm.   819;  Sanford  t>. 

•  Chamber  of  Com.  v.  Sollitt,  48  111.  519.  Emery,  84  111.  468;  Reynolds  v.  Nelson,  6 

«  Roderaer  v.  Gonder.  9  Gill.  (Md.)  288.  Wend.  20. 

4  Hall  v.  Bennett,  48  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  *  Henderson    Bdge.     Co.    v.    O'Connor 

802;  Bait.  &  O.  R.  Co.  t.  Stewart  (Md.),  (Ky.).  U8.W.  Rep.  18  [1889]. 

39  Atl.  Rep.  964;  Grant  v.  Savannah  Co..  (  Hall  «.  Bennett,  48  Super.  Ct.  (J.  A 

SI  Ga.   848  [1874];    Williams  «.    United  Sp.)  802  [1882]. 

*  See  Sec.  184,  eupra. 
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notice  "  does  not  terminate  the  contract  on  the  date  of  the  notice,  but  ten 
days  thereafter. 4  Therefore  it  was  held  that  the  engineer  giving  the  notice 
had  power  to  recall  it  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  [ten  days],  and 
that  it  was  proper  in  stating  the  case  to  allege  that  no  notice  was  given. 
But  it  seems  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  notice  after  the  contract  has  ceased 
to  be  operative  will  not  continue  it.*  The  service  of  notice  on  the  con- 
tractor does  not  of  itself  terminate  the  contract  so  as  to  relieve  the  con- 
tractor from  responsibility  for  the  proper  execution  of  work  already  done 
by  him/  and  on  the  other  hand,  a  failure  to  serve  notice  by  the  owner  of 
his  election  to  terminate  the  contract  does  not  conclusively  show  that  he 
did  not  so  elect.4  A  surety  is  not  released  because  after  the  contractors 
failed  to  complete  the  work,  and  the  requisite  notice  to  terminate  it  had  been 
given,  it  was  subsequently  recalled,  and  the  contractors  allowed  to  proceed 
with  the  work,  during  which  time  the  loss,  for  which  the  surety  was  held 
liable,  occurred.* 

When  a  subcontract  stipulated,  after  the  terms  of  the  principal  con- 
tract, that  for  certain  causes  the  chief  engineer  of  the  company  might,  on 
giving  written  notice  to  the  subcontractor,  declare  his  contract  forfeited, 
and  might  take  possession  of  the  works  and  complete  them  at  the  subcon- 
tractor's expense  and  for  his  benefit,  it  was  held  that  as  the  engineer  was  a 
stranger  to  the  contract  he  was  under  no  obligations  to  give  a  notice,  and 
that  a  written  notice  from  the  principal  contractor  to  his  subcontractor  was 
sufficient,  where  the  engineer  had  notified  both  that  the  work  was  not  ad- 
vancing satisfactorily/ 

The  question  as  to  what  constitutes  a  notice  of  the  determination  to 
annul  a  contract,  or  of  the  intention  to  employ  other  persons  to  continue 
the  work,  has  come  up  in  several  cases.  It  has  been  held  that  service  of  a 
notice  by  mailing  it  in  a  post-paid  envelope  raises  a  presumption  of  notice 
of  service.7  There  are  numerous  cases  that  distinguish  a  notice  required 
in  a  contract  from  what  is  required  when  commercial  paper  has  been  dis- 
honored. By  the  law  merchant  notice  of  a  protest  of  a  note  by  mail  is 
sufficient,  but  where  a  contract  provides  that  a  party  shall  be  notified  it 
is  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that  it  was  not  fulfilled  by  simply  mailing 
the  notice;  it  must  be  shown  that  it  was  actually  received/  A  written 
notice  left  at  the  contractor's  house  with  a  woman  of  mature  years,  who 
answered  the  door-bell,  has  been  held  sufficient  evidence  of  notice.** 

1  Gallo  t.  City  of  New  York  (Sup.).  44  E.  Rep.  069 

N.  Y.  Supp.  143.  •  Hendrie  v.  Canadian  B.  C,  49  Mich, 

•Patrick  t>.  R.  &  D.  R.  Co.,  93  N.  C.  401. 

442  H885].  '  Mayor  t>    Moore,  52  Hun  139  [1889]  ; 

1  Washburn  v.  Detinger,  76  Hun  (N.  Y.)  16  Amer.  &  Enfe.  Ency.  Law  826. 

141.  8  Carpenter  v.  Prov.  Wast    Ins.  Co.,  4 

♦Ogden  c.  Alexander  fN.  Y.  App.),  85  How.  (U.  8.).  185;Castner  c.  Farmers'  Mut* 

N.  E.  Rep.  688.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  50  Mich.  273. 

•  Smith  u.  Molleson  (N.  Y.  App.).  42  N.  •  Mayor  v.  Moore,  52  Hun  189  [1889]. 

*  See  Sec.  95,  tupra. 
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The  stipulation  for  notice  must  not  be  taken  as  a  necessary  requisite  to* 
the  dissolution  of  a  contract.  When  a  contract  reserves  the  power  to  the 
owner  to  dissolve  the  contract  at  any  time  upon  five  days'  notice,  the  con* 
tractor  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  work  done  and  in  addition  thereto  the 
sum  of  $3000  liquidated  damages,  proof  that  the  owner  directed  the  con- 
tractor to  discontinue  the  work  and  refused  to  allow  him  to  continue  was 
held  sufficient  to  show  a  dissolution  of  the  contract  without  the  five  days' 
notice  stipulated  for.1  Such  acta  on  the  part  of  the  owner  would  justify 
the  contractor  in  treating  the  contract  dissolved  without  a  clause  to  that, 
effect.*  When  a  building  contract  provided  that  if  the  contractors  should 
fail  to  perform  the  contract  in  any  particular  and  the  architect  should  so- 
specify,  the  owner  might  give  them  three  days'  notice  to  perform,  and/  on 
refusal,  the  owner  might  terminate  the  contract,  and  the  architect  having 
certified  that  the  work  was  not  being  done  according  to  the  contract,  the 
owner  notified  the  contractors  to  remove  their  labor  and  materials,  and  to. 
provide  such  materials  as  were  called  for  in  the  specifications,  and  that  he 
should  terminate  the  contract,  taking  from  them  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, the  owner  was  held  to  have  abandoned  the  contract.* 

The  direction  to  discontinue  the  work  must  amount  to  a  command,  for 
if  the  contractor  acquiesces  in  a  mere  request  by  the  owner  to  do  no  more 
work  for  a  time,  he  cannot  claim  a  breach  of  the  contract.* 

If  the  contract  provide  that  the  owner  may,  "on  the  certificate  of  the 
engineer,"  etc.,  take  the  work  away  from  the  contractor  and  complete  it  at 
his  cost,  etc.,  the  owner  is  not  authorized  to  charge  the  contractor  with  the 
cost  of  completion,  unless  the  architect  has  certified  to  the  contractor's 
failure,  refusal,  or  neglect,  as  required  by  the  contract.  The  fact  that  the- 
contractor  did  fail  to  complete  certain  work,  and  that  the  architect,  on 
complaint  of  the  owner's  superintendent,  and  on  information  from  him 
that  he  had  notified  the  contractor  to  proceed  with  the  work  by  a  certain, 
day,  had  directed  the  superintendent,  if  the  contractor  did  not  then  com- 
mence  the  work,  to  put  other  men  on  to  complete  the  work,  and  further- 
more that  the  architect  had  written  the  contractor  directing  him  to 
commence  the  work,  altogether  are  not  a  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract  requiring  a  certificate  of  failure,  refusal,  or  neglect.4 

740.  Provision  that  Work  may  be  Suspended  in  Whole  or  in  Fart  with- 
out Compensation  to  Contractor. 

Clause :  "  The  owner  [or  commissioner]  reserves  the  right  of  suspend- 
ing the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  work  herein  contracted  to  be  done,  if 

• 

1  Curnan  v.  Del.  & O.  R.  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  Y.  App),  86 N.  E.  Rep.  688. 
Hupp.  714;  $ee  West  v.  Suda  (Conn.),  86         •McGregor*.  Ross  Estate  (Mi  cb.),  60  N. 

All.  Rep.  1015  [1897].  W.  Rep.  88. 

*  Charlton  v.  Scorille  (Sup.),  22  N.  Y.         4  O'&eefe   v.    St.  Francis'  Church,    5?* 

Bupp.  888;  and  see  Ogden  t>.  Alexander  (N.  Conn.  551  [1891]. 

•  See  Sees.  681-684,  supra. 
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be  shall  deem  it  for  his  interests  [or  the  interests  of  the  company  or  city] 
so  to  do,  without  compensation  to  the  contractor  for  snch  suspension, 
other  than  extending  the  time  for  completing  the  work  as  much  as 
it  maj  have  been  delayed  by  such  suspension  ;  and  if  the  said  work 
shall  be  delayed  for  the  reason  that  the  party  of  the  first  part  does 
not  own,  or  has  not  obtained  possession  of,  the  land  on  which  the  same 
is  to  be  performed,  then,  and  in  that  case,  and  in  every  such  case,  the 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  be  entitled  to  so  much  additional  time 
wherein  to  perform  and  complete  this  contract  on  his  part,  as  the  said 
engineer  shall  certify  in  writing  to  be  just;  but  no  allowances,  by  way 
of  damages,  shall  be  made  for  such  delay." 


741.  Provision  that  Work  may  be  Delayed  or  Suspended  without  Lia- 
bility to  Contractor  for  Damages. 

Clause:  "The  contractors  shall,  without  recompense,  claim,  or  de- 
mand, delay  or  suspend  the  progress  of  the  works,  or  any  part  thereof, 
if,  and  when,  and  so  often  as  they  shall  be  so  required  by  the  engineer, 
and  for  such  time  or  times  as  may,  in  the  judgment  of  the  engineer,  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  or  advantages  of  the  undertaking,  and  shall 
whenever  directed  by  the  engineer,  and  upon  all  other  needful  occa- 
sions, at  the  contractors'  own  expense,  properly  cover  over  and  secure 
so  much  of  the  works  as  may  be  liable  to  sustain  injury  from  weather 
or  otherwise;  and  shall  at  all  times,  during  the  continuance  of  this  con- 
tract, and  forthwith  when  required,  properly  make  good  any  damage 
or  injury  which  such  works,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  sustain,  to  the 
full  satisfaction  of  the  engineer/' 

742.  Seasons  for  Such  a  Clause  Providing  for  Suspension  of  Works. — At 

times  it  is  necessary  to  have  clauses  of  suspension  or  revocation  in 
which  the  terms  of  the  settlement  shall  have  been  agreed  upon,  and  the 
damages  to  the  contractor  or  company  agreed  upon.  The  peculiar  nature 
of  the  work  or  the  unforeseen  difficulties  that  may  arise  often  requires  that 
provisions  be  made  for  the  abandonment  of  the  undertaking  entirely.  At 
times  difficulties  arise  that  render  the  further  progress  of  the  work  imprac- 
ticable or  unprofitable,  and  it  is  prudent  for  the  projectors  of  the  enterprise 
to  have  some  means  of  escape  from  the  many  obligations  they  have  assumed. 
This  they  may  do  without  being  involved  in  endless  litigation  by  taking 
proper  precautions  and  making  some  agreement  with  the  contractor  equit- 
able to  both  parties  by  which  the  contract  may  be  terminated.  It  should 
not  be  necessary  to  show  the  desirability  of  having  this  agreement  incorpo- 
rated in  the  original  contract  for  the  work.  The  great  loss  consequent  to  the 
failure  of  such  great  undertakings  is  enough  of  itself  to  dismay  capitalists, 
without  the  prospect  of  long  continued  and  ruinous  litigation. 

Some  of  the  risks  which  are  assumed  in  engineering  operations  are  those 
of  the  utter  failure  of  the  undertaking,  either  from  the  impracticability  of  the 
scheme,  as  from  obstacles  to  completion,  whether  from  natural  causes  or 
from  legal  obstacles,  failure  in  consequence  of  a  change  in  circumstances 
which  render  the  project  no  longer  a  profitable  undertaking,  or  difficulties 
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due  to  a  failure  of  funds  or  means  to  carry  the  enterprise  to  a  successful 
completion.  The  hold  that  a  contractor  has  upon  a  job  when  such  stipula- 
tions have  been  omitted  is  irresistible.  He  can  sit  still  and  almost  entirely 
neglect  the  work  and  forbid  the  company  from  proceeding  with  the  work  or 
from  in  any  way  interfering  to  disturb  the  peaceful  state  of  his  tyranny.  If 
the  company  does  the  work,  they  may  be  compelled  to  pay  for  it  a  second 
time  in  the  bills  of  the  contractor.  The  contractor  usually  has  a  stated  timo 
in  which  to  complete  the  work,  and  strictly  it  may  be  said  that  he  is  guilty  of 
no  breach  until  the  expiration  of  that  time.  Without  the  clauses  for  revo- 
cation or  to  take  the  work  into  its  own  hands,  the  company's  undertaking 
is  at  the  mercy  of  the  contractor,  for  whose  laches,  perhaps,  no  money  con- 
sideration can  compensate,  as,  for  example,  the  forfeiture  of  its  charter  or  ox 
concessions  by  the  government. 

When  a  contract  provides  that  the  suspension  of  the  work  by  the  owner 
shall  give  the  contractor  no  claims  for  damages  in  consequence  thereof,  a 
suspension  in  good  faith  by  the  owner  will  give  the  contractor  no  claims  to 
extra  compensation.1 

743.  Provision  that  Engineer  shall  Determine  what  is  Sue  Contractor 

for  Work  and  on  Account  of  Changes  and  Rescission  of  Contract. 

Clause :  "  When  the  work  shall  have  been  taken  out  of  the  hands  and 
control  of  the  contractor,  or  the  contract  shall  have  been  so  determined, 
or  so  soon  thereafter  as  the  engineer  may  think  convenient,  the  engineer 
shall  fix  and  determine,  either  ex  parte  or  by  or  after  reference  to  the 
parties,  or  either  of  them,  or  after  such  investigation  or  inquiries  as  he 
may  think  fitTto  make  or  institute,  and  shall  certify  what  amount  (if 
any)  was  at  the  time  of  taking  charge  of  the  work  or  of  the  determina- 
tion of  the  contract  reasonably  earned  by,  or  would  reasonably  accrue  to, 
the  contractor  in  respect  of  the  work  actually  done;  and  the  amount 
thereof,  after  allowing  for  all  sums  then  already  paid  to  the  contractor 
on  account,  shall  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  board,  without  interest, 
until  twelve  months  after  the  date  of  the  engineer's  certificate  of  the 
final  completion  of  the  works  as  herein  provided,  and  the  engineer  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  authorize,  by  his  certificate,  the  board  to  deduct  the 
damages,  losses,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  in  his  opinion,  incurred  by 
them,  in  consequence  of  the  premises,  or  to  which  they  may  be  put  or 
be  liable,  togetner  with  the  forfeiture  (if  any)  incurred  by  the  con*, 
tractor,  from  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  would  otherwise  be* 
come  due  and  owing  to  the  contractor;  and  in  case  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  defray  such  damages,  losses,  costs, 
charges,  expenses,  and  forfeitures,  then  the  contractor    shall  forthwith 
pay  the  deficiency  to  the  board,  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  board  to 
recover  the  same  from  the  contractor  by  action  at  law  or  otherwise; 
and  any  doubts,  disputes,  or  differences  arising  or  happening  with  re- 
spect to  the  determination  of  the  contract,  or  in  consequence  thereof, 
shall  be  settled  and  decided  as  hereinbefore  prescribed  with  respect  to 
any  other  doubts,  disputes,  or  differences  arising  or  happening  under 
the  contract." 

1  SdqII  v.  Brown,  71  HI.  184. 
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744.  Engineer  the  Sole  Judge  of  the  Damage  Suffered  by  the  Contract 
being  Rescinded  by  the  Owner. — The  above  clause  has  been  the  subject  of 
much  litigation  and  no  clause  in  a  construction  contract  is  more  necessary 
to  the  safe  and  successful  undertaking  of  a  large  work,  nor  more  capable  of 
•creating  hardships  for  the  contractor.  On  the  one  side  are  arrayed  the  in- 
terests and  investments  of  a  large  sum  of  money  by  the  company,  and  on 
the  other  the  value  of  a  large  manufacturing  plant  and,  perhaps,  extensive 
works  in  operation  to  supply  the  materials  and  manufactured  parts  of  a 
structure,  and  the  wages  and  sustenance  of  a  large  body  of  troublesome 
men.  On  the  part  of  the  company  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance, vital  per- 
haps to  the  success  of  the  enterprise,  that  the  work  shall  progress  at  the 
rate  that  shall  insure  completion  by  a  certain  time.  Franchises  and  grants 
may  have  been  made  whose  validity  may  depend  upon  the  completion  and 
operation  of  the  works  within  the  time  specified.  As  Chief  Justice  Chambers, 
of  Pennsylvania,  once  said:  "  The  failure  of  one  or  two  contractors  to  com- 
plete their  small  portions  of  the  whole  structure  might  suspend  the  use  of  a 
whole  line  of  a  railroad  or  a  canal,  with  all  its  advantages/ and  cause  detri- 
ment to  an  extent  that  the  contractor  could  not  indemnify  nor  repair. 

"  To  protect  companies  against  such  disappointments  and  failures  of  con- 
tractors, it  would  be  necessary  to  require  from  them  heavy  and  responsible 
security  for  the  faithful  and  prompt  performance  of  their  contracts,  in  the 
prosecution  of  their  work.  As  contractors  are  often  strangers  and  men  of 
moderate  means,  the  requirement  of  such  security  would  be  an  obstacle  that 
would  deprive  them  of  becoming  contractors  and  lessen  tHe  number  of  com- 
petitors for  the  construction  of  the  works.  This  is  obviated  by  substituting 
these  stipulations  and  provisions  in  the  place  of  personal  security,  not  attain- 
able, and  which  stipulations  are  intended  to  stimulate  the  contractor  to  a 
diligent  prosecution  of  the  work,  the  faithful  performance  of  his  contract, 
and  to  save  the  company  from  the  evils  of  delay,  from  expensive  and  harras- 
sing  litigation  that  would  retard  the  work  and  be  ruinous  to  both  parties/' ' 
Mr.  Wood,  in  his  Law  of  Railways,'  says:  "  The  time  within  which  works 
shall  be  built  is  often  fixed  in  the  charter,  and  the  manner  in  which  works 
shall  be  done  is  a  matter  of  great  public  concern,  as  the  safety  of  the  travel- 
ing public  who  pass  over  them  depends  upon  the  stability  and  excellence  of 
the  work.  For  this  reason  the  law  tolerates  and  enforces  provisions  that 
might  not  be  regarded  as  binding  in  the  case  of  ordinary  contracts.  It  is 
not  unusual  for  the  contract  to  impose  penalties  upon  the  contractor  for 
slight  deviations  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  or  to  reserve  to  the 
company  the  right  to  terminate  the  contract  for  slight  causes/' 

Some  of  these  provisions,  at  first  view,  may  seem  stringent,  arbitrary,  and 
without  the  mutuality  of  obligation  and  remedy  which  usually  characterize 
contracts,  but  they  exist  because  the  circumstances  of  the  work  necessitate 

1  Paunce  «.  Burke,  16  Pa.  St.  469  [1851].         •  2  Wood's  Law  of  Railroads  990,  996. 
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them.  The  reservation  of  the  power  to  annul  the  contract  is  often  rendered 
aecessasy  by  the  nature  of  the  work,  to  be  constructed,  and  the  relation  of 
the  parties  is  such  that  without  the  provision  the  contractor  would  never 
have  obtained  the  contract.  The  stipulation  is  required  in  place  of  security 
which  he  probably  oould  not  procure.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  com- 
pany would  agree  that  the  execution  of  their  contracts,  their  construction, 
and  any  disagreements  between  the  parties  during  the  progress  of  the  work 
should  be  left  open  to  innumerable  suits  at  law  and  to  the  determination  of 
juries  unacquainted  with  the  work  and  the  importance  of  such  contracts, 
and  to  be  subject  to  all  the  vexations,  expense,  and  delay  attending  such  liti* 
Ration.  Such  a  stipulation  of  forfeiture  under  the  adjudication  of  a  com- 
petent engineer  who  is  supervising  the  work  is  a  reasonable  provision  for 
securing  the  progress  of  the  work  and  a  limited  indemnity  to  the  company, 
of  a  reasonable  percentage,  may  be  reserved,  with  which  to  employ  other 
contractors  or  laborers  to  complete  the  unfinished  work  according  to  the 
contract.1 

This  rule  has  been  rigorously  followed  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania. 
The  courts  say  that  as  the  contractor  enters  into  a  contract  with  such  a 
stipulation,  and  it  is  in  his  power  to  be  relieved  from  them  by  the  due  and 
proper  performance  of  his  work  and  thus  entitle  him  on  its  completion  to  the 
whole  sum  payable  under  the  contract,  why  shall  the  law  undertake  to  make 
a  new  agreement  for  the  parties  which  they  did  not  intend  to  make  them* 
selves  ?  They  are  the  best  judges  of  the  amount  of  injury  to  be  sustained  by 
the  interruption  of  the  work  and  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  perform  his 
agreement,  an  injury  uncertain  and  incapable  of  estimation  and,  therefore,  a 
proper  subject  for  a  stipulated  reparation. 

An  agreement  that  in  case  the  contractor  shall  "  from  the  default  of  the 
company  be  prevented  from  pursuing  the  best  method  of  executing  the  con- 
tract, the  pecuniary  damage  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  thereof  shall 
be  certified  by  the  company's  engineer,  and,  on  his  certificate,  which  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties,  the  company  shall  make  the  con- 
tractor such  reasonable  compensation  as  by  said  certificate  may  be  fixed/' 
was  construed  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  in  case  of  pre- 
vention, their  engineer  should  make  a  certificate  of  damages.* 

When  a  contract  gives  a  company  or  its  engineer  the  right  to  terminate 
a  contract  for  cause,  and  specifies  the  manner  of  payment  and  expressly  de- 
fines the  rights  of  the  parties  on  the  happening  of  the  event,  the  law  can 
only  enforce  the  rights  under  the  contract  and  according  to  that  contract.1 
The  stipulation  may  be  severe  upon  the  contractor,  but  as  Justice  Woods, 
of  Ohio,  once  said : 4  "  They  were  by  no  means  forced  to  enter  into  the 

'    >  Faunce  v.  Burke,  16  Pa.  St  469  [1851].  Times  147  [1885]. 

'  Riindel  v.  Cheap.  &  Del.  Canal  Co.,  «  Eastern  v.  The  Pa.  &  O.  Canal  Co.,  1ft 

1  Harrington  (Del.)  233-822  [1888].  Ohio  79. 

*  Scott  v.  Corp'n  of  Liverpool,  81  Law 
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agreement;  it  was  voluntary  on  their  part,  and  if  the  company  or  its  engi- 
neer has  violated  neither  its  letter  nor  its  spirit,  it  b  difficult  to  see  what 
reason  the  contractor  has  for  complaint.  We  ait  here/'  said  he,  speaking 
of  himself  and  associates,  "  to  enforce  the  contracts  made  by  others,  but  we 
have  no  authority  to  impose  upon  them  obligations  to  which  they  never  have 
assented/9 

That  such  a  clause  is  valid  and  will  be  enforced  or  sustained  cannot  be 
doubted  if  the  power  has  been  exercised  honestly  and  in  good  faith.1 

When  the  contract  provides  that  the  certificate  of  the  architect  as  to 
the  cost  of  completing  the  building  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  the  cost 
thereof,  the  certificate  has  been  held  admissible  to  show  the  cost  of  com- 
pleting the  building,  as  against  persons  Beeking  to  enforce  mechanics'  liena 
for  material  furnished  the  contractor,  the  latter  having  defaulted  and  the 
owner  having  finished  the  building.' 

745.  Right  to  Determine  Damages  Resulting  from  Annulment  must  be 
Expressly  Reserved  to  Confer  Authority.— The  contract  must  contain  a 
reservation  of  express  authority  to  the  engineer  to  determine  the  damagea 
due  to  breach  of  the  company  or  his  estimate  of  the  damages  will  not  hold. 
A  general  power  to  determine  in  all  cases  every  question  which  could  or 
might  arise  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  work  or  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  contractor,  and  that  his  decision  should  be  final  and  without  appeal, 
does  not  embrace  a  claim  by  the  contractor  for  damages  resulting  from  hia 
being  denied  permission  to  proceed  with  the  execution  of  the  work/  * 

746.  Engineer's  Determination  to  Terminate  Contract  is  Final  if  Exer- 
cised in  Good  Faith. — If  the  exercise  of  power  be  left  to  the  judgment  and 
discretion  of  the  engineer  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  the  agreement 
provides  that  "  if  the  works  do  not  progress  so  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as 
required  by  the  company  or  its  engineer  it  or  he  shall  have  full  power  to 
enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  works  and  pay  whatever  men  that 
may  be  left  unpaid  and  may  set  to  work  whatever  number  of  men  it 
or  he  may  consider  necessary,  and  that  the  amount  so  paid  and  the  costs  of 
the  men  so  employed  should  be  deducted  from  any  moneys  that  might  be 
due  the  contractors/'  the  English  courts  hold  that  if  the  company  or  ita 
engineer  is  dissatisfied,  whether  with  or  without  sufficient  reason,  with  the 
progress  of  the  work,  it  or  he  has  the  absolute  and  unqualified  power  to  put 
an  end  to  the  contract  or  to  employ  additional  hands  and  get  the  work  done 

1  Faunce  t.  Burke.  16  Pa.  St.  460  [1851];  Corp'n  of  Liverpool.  31   Law  Times  147 

Baston  v.  Pa.  &  Ohio  Caual.  13  Ohio  79  [1858]  ;    Lantry  v.   City    of    New    York 

[1844];  Rossvnlley  t>.  City  of  New  Orleans,  (8up.)  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  874  [1897]. 

19  La  Ann.  7  [1867];  Leake's  Dip.  of  Con-  •  If  alone  t.  Mayfield  (Tex.),  36  8.  W. 

tracts  640,  and  English  cotes  cited;  Ran-  Rep.  US. 

del  v.  Chesapeake  &  De).  Canal,  1    Har-  '  Launman  v.  Younjge,  31  Pa.  St.  806;. 

rington  (Del),  238  £1838]:  Geiger  v.  The  Weeks  *.  O'Brien  (N.  Y.  App.).  3*  N.  & 

W.  Md  R.  Co.,  41  Md.  4  [1874];  Scott  v.  Rep.  185. 

*  See  Sec.  397,  supra. 
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as  the  contract  may  empower  and  so  long  as  the  company  and  its 
engineer  act  in  good  faith  and  Glider  an  honest  sense  of  dissatisfaction, 
although  it  may  be  ill-founded  and  unreasonable,  they  are  entitled  to  insist 
on  the  provision.  Like  the  many  other  stipulations  in  a  construction  con- 
tract by  which  disputes  are  left  to  the  determination  of  the  engineer,  the 
contractor  cannot  escape  their  binding  force  unless  he  can  allege  and  prove 
bad  faith;  it  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  that  the  company  was  unreasonable 
and  capricious. 

A  replication  by  a  contractor  that  "  the  works  did  proceed  as  rapidly 
and  satisfactorily  as  the  company  reasonably  and  properly  could  require, 
and  that  the  company  and  its  engineer  unreasonably,  improperly,  and 
capriciously  required  the  works  to  proceed  at  a  speed  inconsistent  with  all 
reasonableness  and  justice,"  was  held  to  be  no  answer  to  the  exercise  of 
power  conferred  by  the  contract  when  it  stopped  short  of  alleging  bad 
faith.1  On  the  other  hand,  the  engineer  may  not  act  upon  his  mere  arbi- 
trary discretion ;  he  must  act  in  good  faith.' 

Under  a  stipulation  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  board  to  terminate 
the  contract  and  take  possession  of  the  works  in  case  the  contractor  shtfuld 
not,  in  the  opinion  of  and  according  to  the  determination  of  the  architect,, 
exercise  due  diligence  and  make  such  progress  as  would  enable  the  works 
to  be  effectually  completed  at  the  time  contracted  for/'  was  held  to  entitle 
the  board  to  terminate  the  contract  and  take  possession  of  the  works  upon 
the  certificate  of  the  architect  that  the  contractor  had  failed  to  exercise  due 
diligence  and  make  due  progress,  even  though  he  had  been  prevented  from 
making  such  progress  by  delay  in  supplying  him  with  the  necessary  plan* 
and  in  defining  roads  which  had  to  be  made.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  and 
collusion  the  architect's  opinion  was  held  to  be  binding  and  conclusive  on 
the  contractor.1* 

747.  Mandamus  and  Injunction  when  Owner  is  about  to  Annul  Contract.— 
Following  the  same  principle,  a  court  of  equity  has  dismissed  a  bill  with  costs 
which  complained  of  undue  delay  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  in  awarding 
the  amount  earned  by  the  contractor  and  seeking  payment  for  what  was 
due,  but  which  did  not  establish  fraud  and  collusion.  The  construction 
and  operation  of  such  an  agreement  was  held  the  same  in  a  court  of  equity 
as  in  a  court  of  law.1 

An*  injunction  has  been  granted  to  restrain  a  company  from  bringing 


■  Btadhard  v.  Lee.  3  B  AS.  364  [1868] 
and  see  alto  Roberts  r.  Bury  Comin'rs 
LR5C.  P.  810;  P.,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  How 
ard,  13  How.  (U.  S.)  807;  Wndsworth  t 
Smith,  L.  R.  6  Q  B.  832;  Walker  t>.  Lon 


cord  Anvil  Min.  Co.  v.  Humble,  158  U.  8.. 
540. 

•  Roberts  r  Bury  Improvement  Co.,  8&- 
L.  J.  C.  P.  3f-7. 

*  Scott  t.  Liverpool  Corp'n,  5  Jur.  (N. 


don  AN. W.  Ry..  1  C.  P.  D.  518;  Pawley      8.)  105  [1860] ;  and  $ee  Garrett  v.  Barn- 
v.  TurubuU.  3  Giff.  70.  stead    etc.,  Ry.  Co ,  11  Jur.  fN.  8.)  591 1 

*  White  v.  Harrigan,  41  Minn.  414-  ae-      also  Munro  «.  W.  &  B.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Jut 


(N.  S.)  612. 
•  See  Sees.  41&-448,  tupra. 
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suit  against  a  contractor  to  recover  penalties  when  the  latter  has  alleged 
full  compliance  with  the  terms  of  his  contract  and  has  charged  fraud  to  the 
engineer  of  the  company.1 

If  a  contract  contains  a  provision  that  either  party  may  terminate  it 
upon  proper  notice,  whereupon  arbitrators  shall  be  appointed  to  determine 
the  terms  upon  which  the  contract  shall  be  rescinded  and  the  compensation 
to  be  awarded,  equity  will  not  entertain  a  bill  to  cancel  the  contract;  such 
bill  being  in  itself  a  violation  of  the  provision  for  arbitration.1 

An  allegation  by  the  contractor,  among  other  things,  that  the  works  had 
been  delayed  by  the  company's  orders ;  that  each  month's  work  had  been 
underestimated  by  the  engineer  by  order  of  the  company  ;  that  a  large  sum 
was  still  due  and  unpaid;  that  all  the  sums  that  had  been  certified  by  the 
engineer  had  not  been  paid,  and  charged  that  notice  of  an  intention  to  take 
possession  of  the  works  was  given  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
payment  of  sums  due  the  contractor,  and  of  ejecting  him  from  the  works 
in  order  to  procure  other  persons  to  finish  it  at  an  earlier  date  than  they  were 
bound  to  do  under  the  contract;  all  this,  but  especially  the  charge  of  fraud, 
was-  held  sufficient  to  entitle  the  contractor  to  a  hearing  in  equity  on  a  bill 
praying  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  what  was  due  him  and  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  company  from  taking  the  works  and  contractor's 
plant.8 

Under  a  contract  clause  making  it  lawful  for  the  company  to  employ 
other  persons  or  workmen,  either  by  contract,  measure,  or  value,  or  to 
otherwise  proceed  with  the  works,  etc.,  and  to  make  use  of  the  contractor's 
materials,  etc.,  the  company  discharged  the  contractor  and  attempted  to  take 
possession  of  the  works  and  set  other  persons  at  work.  The  contractor  and 
his  men  resisted,  and  collisions  occurred  between  the  workmen  of  the  two 
parties,  each  party  being  charged  with  impeding  the  operations  of  the  other, 
and  the  completion  of  the  work  was  thus  very  much  delayed.  On  petition 
of  the  company  the  court  restrained  the  contractor  from  continuing  on  the 
line  and  from  interfering  with  the  operations  of  the  company,  directed  an 
account  to  be  taken  of  what  was  due  the  contractor  for  work  and  materials 

m 

done,  without  regard  to  the  certificate  of  the  engineer,  and  directed  an  issue 
to  try  the  case  and  ascertain  whether  the  company  at  the  time  they  pro- 
ceeded to  enter  upon  the  works  and  remove  the  contractor  were  lawfully 
justified  in  so  doing,  reserving  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  contractor  to 
compensation  for  loss  of  profits,  as  well  as  other  questions  until  after  the 
trial  and  report.  This  decree  was  calculated  to  protect  the  legal  or  supposed 
legal  rights  of  the  owner,  and  to  preserve  to  the  contractor  the  substantial 
benefit  of  a  specific  performance.4 

1  Waring  v.  Manchester  Ry.  Co.,  7  Hare  »  Waring  v.  The  Manchester,  etc.,  Ry. 

482.  Co.,  2  Hall  ft  Twella  (Ch  )  239  [1850]. 

•  Young    Lock    Nut  Co.   v.   Brownley  «  The  E.  Laucnshire  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Hatters- 

Manufg.  Co.  (N.  J.  Ch.),  34  All.  Rep.  947.  ley.  8  Hare  72  [1849]. 
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Another  English  case  goes  so  far  as  to  hold  that  unfair  conduct  proved 
on  the  part  of  the  architect  will  be  sufficient  cause  for  a  court  of  equity  to 

give  relief  and  even  to  decree  payment  of  the  balance  due  the  contractor, 
to  declare  the  decisions  of  the  architect  not  binding,  and  to  release  the 
contractor  from  penalties  imposed.  .  The  declaration  in  this  case  alleged 
that  the  architect  exercised  the  powers  conferred  upon  him  in  an  arbitrary, 
capricious,  and  vexatious  manner,  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  completing  the 
works  according  to  his  contract.1  This  case  must  be  taken  as  out  of  sympa- 
thy with  the  other  English  cases  cited,  and  more  in  line  with  the  Ameri- 
can decisions. 

748.  American  and  English  Decisions  Compared.— Throughout  the 
American  decisions  one  cannot  help  noticing  the  democratic  spirit  which 
prevails  when  compared  with  the  stringent,  drastic,  conservative  policy  of 
the  English  courts.  The  American  courts  are  more  regardful  of  the  inter- 
ests and  weaknesses  of  contractors.  The  circumstances  under  which  a  con* 
tractor  enters  into  his  contract  and  assumes  the  obligations  of  his  contract, 
the  arbitrary  manner  in  which  these  stipulations  are  inserted,  and  the  fact 
that  the  contractor  usually  has  no  voice  whatever  in  the  selection  of  the 
language  of  the  contract,  and  no  choice,  if  he  will  get  the  work,  but  to  sign 
the  contract  as  prepared  for  him,  are  deserving  perhaps  of  some  considera- 
tion, and  are  enough  to  recommend  him  to  the  merciful  protection  of  the 
court.  It  may  be  even  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  could  not  be 
changed  if  the  contractor  did  urge  it  and  the  city  were  willing,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  contract  form  which  has  been  made  the  basis  of  proposal  for  public 
works  where  the  law  requires  that  the  contract  shall  be  let  to  the  lowest 
bidder.* 

The  education  of  contractors  is  usually  limited,  and  it  is  a  well-known 
fact  that  work  is  often  taken  by  men  who  cannot  understanding^  read  the 
contract  to  which  they  subscribe  their  marks  or  names.  It  is  not  strange, 
therefore,  that  our  courts  are  more  apprehensive  of  the  hardships  that  a 
contractor  is  subject  to,  and  more  apt  to  entertain  his  cause  than  are  the 
English  courts.  This  tendency  to  clemency  in  the  American  jurisprudence 
may  be  found  in  the  criminal  court  decisions,  in  cases  of  torts  in  general,  and 
seems  to  pervade  our  whole  system ;  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  from  any  over- 
zealous  desire  to  protect  individual  rights  so  much  as  from  a  desire  to  pro- 
mote justice  and  relieve  from  hardships. 

The  English  courts  have  always  exercised  the  most  zealous  protection  of 
individual  rights,  especially  of  property,  while  the  democratic  spirit  of  the 
American  courts  has  sacrificed  innumerable  property  rights  to  the  conven- 
ience and  comfort  of  the  public.  Easements  of  air  and  light,  rights  in 
streets  and  roads,  and  to  the  use  of  water  from  our  streams,  have  in  many 

»  Pawley  t>.  Turn  bull,  8  Gifford  70  [1861]. 
•  See  Sees.  165-159,  eupra. 
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instances  been  sacrificed  to  the  public  without  any  compensation  whatever. 
It  is  the  practice  of  English  courts  to  construe  contracts  strictly  according 
to  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  their  agreement,  and 
not  to  ascertain  what  is  just  and  right.  As  one  might  expect,  therefore,  we- 
find  the  halls  of  justice  open  to  the  contractor  for  causes  that  would  not  be 
listened  to  in  an  English  court. 

The  American  courts  have  not  always  followed  the  rigid  lines  laid  down 
in  the  English  oases  cited,  but  have  sought  somewhat  to  relieve  the  apparent 
hardships  with  which  the  rule  must  sometimes  burden  the  contractor.  As 
in  so  many  other  cases,  we  find  the  American  cases  tempered  with  charity — 
Justice,  as  it  were,  with  her  eyes  open  to  the  misfortunes  of  the  poor  con- 
tractor. An  early  Ohio  case  [1844]  held  that  whether  or  not  there  had  been 
a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion  conferred  by  the  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  company  or  its  engineer,  was  a  question  for  inquiry  and  proof  for  a 
court.1  A  later  case  held  that  the  power  to  declare  a  forfeiture  of  a  contract 
when  the  work  shall  not  make  such  progress  as  shall  insure  completion 
within  the  time  stipulated,  or  if  the  work  shall  be,  wholly  or  in  part, 
improperly  constructed,  is  not  an  arbitrary  one  to  be  exercised  capriciously, 
but  can  be  exercised  only  in  good  faith  and  for  a  reasonable  cause.*  In  an 
action  for  damages  by  the  contractor  for  wrongful  act  of  the  architect  in 
taking  possession  of  the  works,  the  issue  whether  the  contractor  has  fulfilled 
his  contract  and  if  the  architect  was  justified  in  taking  the  work  from  him, 
was  held  one  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  tried,  and  it  was  further  held  that 
the  decision  of  the  building  inspector  under  a  city  ordinance  was  not  con* 
elusive  as  to  the  rights  of  the  contractor  upon  the  trial  of  such  issue.1  It 
might  be  proper  to  6ay,  however,  that  the  clauses  of  the  American  contract* 
did  not  usually  contain  the  stiff  requirements  of  the  English  cases. 

The  proof  of  the  contractor's  declaration  that  the  exercise  of  the  engi- 
neer's power  in  annuling  his  contract  was  wrong,  devolves  upon  the  con- 
tractor who  makes  it.4 

•Eastern  v.  Pa.  &  Ohio  Canal  Co.,  18  *  White*.  Hanigan  (Minn.),  48  N.  W. 

Ohio  79  [1844].  Rep.  89  [1889]. 

*  City  of  Chicago  v.  Sexton,  115  111.  280  4  The  State  v.  McGuiley,  4  Ind.  7  [18521 
[1886]. 


CHAPTER   XXVII. 

PAYMENT.     PROGRESS  AND  FINAL  PAYMENTS.     PRELIMINARIES  TO 

PAYMENTS. 

PROOF  THAT  LABOR  AND  MATERIALS  ARE  PAID  FOR  AND  NO  LIENS  HAYS 
BEEN  FILED.  RELEASE  OF  LIENS  AND  OF  ALL  OLAIMS  REQUIRED  BEFORE 
FINAL   PAYMENT.       MANNER  OF  MAKING   PAYMENTS.       CONTRACT  SIGNED, 

SEALED,   WITNESSED,    AND   DELIVERED. 

750.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Furnish  Proof  that  all  Wages,  Mate- 
rials,  and  Supplies  are  Paid  For. 

Clause  :  "  In  the  event  of  the  contractor  failing  or  neglecting  for  two 
weeks  to  pay  the  wages  of  the  men  and  teams  employed  on  the  works, 
whether  on  account  of  default,  neglect,  insolvency,  or  otherwise,  the 
owner  or  board  of  public  works,  on  the  representation  of  the  engineer, 
reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  pay  all  such  wages  ascertained  to  be  due, 
and  to  deduct  the  amount  of  the  same  from  any  moneys  due  or  coming 
due  to  the  contractor,  on  this  or  any  other  contract;  but  it  is  distinctly 
understood  and  agreed  that  the  owner  or  city  assumes  no  obligation  nor 
in  any  way  undertakes  to  pay  such  wages  out  of  any  funds  due  or 
coming  due  to  the  contractor,  or  out  of  his  [its]  own  funds/ 
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751.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Furnish  Proof  that  All  Claims  for 
Xabor  and  Materials  are  Paid. 

Clause :  "And  the  said  contractor  further  agrees  that  he  will  furnish  to 
the  owner  or  company  or  to  his  [its]  engineer  satisfactory  proof  that  all 
labor  and  materials  employed  in  or  upon  the  works  have  been  paid  for 
in  full,  before  he  6hall  demand  any  estimates  or  payments  due  or  unpaid 
under  this  contract,  and  in  default  of  such  satisfactory  proof  he  further 
expressly  agrees  that  the  said  owner  or  company  may  retain  and  reserve 
from  the  amount  due  by  the  terms  of  this  contract,  a  sum  sufficient  to 
pay  all  such  claims  for  labor  and  materials  until  they  are  paid  and  satis- 
factory proof  of  that  fact  has  been  furnished." 

752.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Indemnify  City  from  All  Claims  for 
Xabor  and  Materials. 

Clause:  "The  said  contractor  further  agrees  that  he  will  indemnify 
and    save  harmless  said  owner   or  city  from  all  claims  against  saicl 

owner  or  city,  under  Chapter  ....   of  the  public  statutes  of  the 

State  of ,  and  any  laws  passed  since  the  public  stat- 
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the  work  under  one  contract,  could  not  obtain  a  lien  upon  a  balance  due  the 
same  contractor  under  another  contract.1 

Where  a  school  board  fails  to  require  the  contractor  to  give  the  statu- 
tory bond  for  the  payment  of  laborers  and  materialmen,  neither  notice 
nor  demand  is  necessary  to  the  cause  of  action  against  the  members 
thereof  thereby  accruing  to  the  laborer  or  materialman  for  labor  or  ma- 
terial furnished  in  the  construction  of  the  building.'  In  this  case  the 
members  of  the  school  board  became  personally  liable  to  the  contractor's 
creditors. 

A  provision  that,  at  completion  of  the  work,  the  balance  due  shall  be 
paid  the  contractor  on  his  receipting  for  the  same  in  full,  and  rendering 
clear  receipts  from  all  subcontractors,  employees,  and  materialmen  from  all 
liability  to  them,  was  held  to  exempt  the  company  from  liability  to  the  con- 
tractor for  damages  recoverable  against  him  by  a  subcontractor  for  breach 
of  the  subcontract,  consisting  in  the  delay  of  the  company  to  have  the 
road  surveyed.* 

When  the  contractor  has  covenanted  that  he  will  promptly  pay,  or  cause 
to  be  paid,  all  claims  for  materials  used  by  him  under  the  contract,  and  for 
all  labor  performed  in  the  construction  and  completion  of  a  structure,  a  fail- 
ure on  his  part  to  promptly  pay  such  claims,  or  cause  them  to  be  paid,  is  a 
breach  of  the  covenant.4 

A  bond  furnished  by  a  contractor  for  the  erection  of  works  and  which 
recites  that  he  "  shall  file  with  the  board  of  public  works  the  receipts  and 
claims  from  all  parties  furnishing  them  with  materials  and  labor/'  is  a 
promise  by  the  contractor  to  pay  for  all  labor  and  materials,  and  a  petition 
of  a  materialman  averring  that  the  contractor  owes  him  for  lumber  used 
in  the  structure,  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  a  breach  of  his  promise.'  An 
agreement  to  settle  with  all  holders  of  claims  does  not  require  the  contractor 
to  show  that  he  paid  all  claims  incurred  in  the  construction  of  the  works.' 
A  failure  to  pay  all  claims  entitles  the  owner  to  nominal  damages  only, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  he  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  bill.7 

When  the  contract  provides  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  final  payment 
that  there  shall  be  no  legal  claims  against  the  contractor  for  work  or  mate- 
rials furnished,  a  surety  on  the  bond  of  the  contractor  cannot  enforce  a  lien 
for  work  or  materials.8 

756.  Validity  of  Clause  in  Public  Contracts.— If  the  agreement  to  pay 
for  the  work  and  materials  has  been  made  subject  to  the  conditions  recited 

1  Quinlan    «.    Russell,    94    N.   Y.    860  *  Lyman  v.  City  of  Lincoln  (Neb.)  57  N. 

[1884].  W.  Rep.  581. 

*  Staffon  v.  Lyon  (Mich.),  68  N.W.  Rep.  •  Bradford  v.  Whitcomb  (Tex.),82  8.  W. 

151.  Rep.  571. 

•O'Connor  «.  Smith  (Tex.  8np.),  19  8.  '  Karr  t>.  Peter,  60  111.  App.  209. 

W.  Rep.  168.  8  Gannon's  Ex'rs  v.   Cent.   Presb.   Ch. 

4  Thompson  t>.  Coflman,    15  Oreg.   681  (Pa.  Sup.),  88  Atl.  Rep  1048. 
[1888]. 
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in  the  stipulations  given,  the  binding  effect  of  the  agreement  cannot  be 
doubted,  when  the  contract  is  between  individuals  or  private  corporations, 
but  when  the  government  or  a  public  institution,  as  a  city,  has  inserted  it  in 
its  contracts  for  public  improvements,  its  validity  has  been  questioned.  It 
has  been  argued  that  a  provision  in  a  contract  which  makes  payment  for 
work  dependent  upon  the  nonexistence  of  claims  against  the  contractor  is 
one  which  a  committee  or  board  has  no  authority  to  make,  and  that  it  is, 
therefore,  inoperative.  That  a  public  board  as  a  ^uim-corporation  has  only 
certain  powers  expressly  mentioned  and  defined  by  law,  and  that  among 
these  there  is  no  power  to  interpose  between  employers  or  purchasers  and 
the  persons  with  whom  they  deal  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  per- 
formance of  contract  obligations  which  the  employers  and  purchasers  have 
assumed.  That  the  contracts  of  a  city  must  be  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  conferred  on  it  by  law  and  for  municipal  purposes,  and  that  they 
can  take  nothing  from  the  general  sovereignty  except  what  is  expressly 
granted; '  that  municipal  bodies  are  not  philanthropic  or  charitable  institu- 
tions whose  province  it  is  to  act  as  collecting  agents  for  individuals  either 
•directly  or  indirectly. 

These  arguments  have  been  characterized  as  insurmountable  if  the 
agreement  had  been  the  subject  of  an  independent  agreement,  but  that 
when  incorporated  in  a  contract  for  public  works  to  prevent  the  attachment 
of  liens  or  other  claims  they  lost  their  force,  and  that  such  a  stipulation 
in  a  municipal  contract  was  not  ultra  vires.9  In  Missouri  it  has  been  held 
that  a  city  may  make  it  a  requirement  of  the  contract  and  a  condition  of 
the  bond  for  faithful  performance,  that  the  contractor  shall  "  pay  to  the 
proper  parties  all  amounts  due  for  material  and  labor"  employed  in  the 
performance  of  the  contract.1 

757.  Materialmen's  and  Laborers'  Rights  under  snoh  Stipulation. — A 
provision  that  the  city  may  retain  money  due  the  contractor  until  he  shall 
have  paid  his  laborers  gives  the  latter  no  rights  against  the  city  when  the 
contractor  has  been  paid  in  full.4  *  It  seems  that  they  may  have  an  action 
against  the  contractor's  surety  on  a  bond  that  provides  that  the  contractor 
shall  pay  all  claims  for.  labor  and  materials/  but  this  is  under  an  express 
statute.'    In  New  York  they  cannot  unless  there  was  an  intent  on  the  part 


1  See  Port  Huron  t>.  McCall,  40  Mich.  565-  4  Old  Dom.  G.  Co.  v  Dist.  of  Columbia, 

574.  20  Ct.  of  CI.  127;  Ritchie  0.  Dis  .  of  Oolura- 

*  Kniipp  9.  Swaney,  56  Mich.  845  1 1885];  bia,  18  Ct.  of  CI.  78;  and  $ee  Buffalo  Cem. 
see  Hamilton  v.  Gambell  (Oreg.),  48  Pac.  Co.  «.  McNaughton  (Sup.),  85  N.  Y. 
Hep.  438  [1897];  and  Bass  Fdy.  &  MWke.  Supp.  458 ;  Mansfield  «.  New  York  (Sup.), 
9.  Bd.  Com'ra  Parke  Co.   (Ind.),   82  N.  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  229. 

£.  Rep.  1125.  *  Baker  &  Co.  v.  Bryan,  64  Iowa  561. 

•  City  of  St    Louis  u.  Von  Phul  (Mo.  •  Iowa  McClains   Ann.  Code,   1888,  $ 
Supp.).  34  S.  W.  Rep.  848,  ovemtkng';  8757;  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  527. 
Pipe  Co.  v.  Thompson,  120  Mo.  221. 

*  See  Sec.  17.  tupra. 
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of  the  owner  or  city  to  take  the  bond  for  their  benefit  and  an  obligation  to 
them  which  would  create  a  privity  of  interest.1 

758.  Claims  of  Laborers  and  Materialmen  Disputed  by  Contractor. — 
•Some  complicated  conditions  must  sometimes  arise  under  these  stipulations 
when  the  claims  of  materialmen  are  disputed  by  the  contractor.  How  the 
owner,  city  or  company  is  to  determine  whether  the  claims  of  the  laborers 
or  materialmen  are  well  founded  or  legal,  and  if  they  can  determine  that 
question  on  their  own  responsibility.  One  can  imagine  a  materialman 
using  such  a  clause  for  all  it  is  worth  to  coerce  the  contractor  and  compel 
the  payment  of  a  disputed  claim,  especially  where  the  owner  and  claimant 
were  good  friends,  or  the  materialman  was  a  favorite  with  the  city 
officers. 

An  illustration  is  afforded  in  a  case  where  a  contractor  had  received 
money  under  a  contract  with  the  express  understanding  or  agreement  that 
it  should  be  applied  to  the  account  purchased  for  that  contract,  and  the 
contractor  p&id  the  money  to  the  materialman  without  any  particular  in- 
structions that  it  was  to  apply  on  that  particular  account.  The  material- 
man credited  the  contractor's  account  with  the  sum  paid,  which  account  in- 
cluded materials  furnished  upon  other  contracts.  The  court  held  that  under 
these  facts  the  law  would  apply  the  payment  to  the  oldest  items  of  the  con- 
tractor's account,  and  that  having  been  so  applied  by  the  materialman,  he 
could  not  be  compelled  to  change  the  application  simply  because  he  knew 
that  the  money  had  been  received  from  this  particular  contract,  that  if  the 
owner  would  have  secured  such  an  application  to  his  bill  of  materials  for 
his  house  then  he  should  have  given  the  materialman  notice  of  his  agree- 
ment with  the  contractor.9  If  the  contractor  have  a  general  account  with  a 
materialman,  which  includes  the  materials  used  on  a  certain  building  and 
the  contractor  makes  a  payment  "  on  account,"  stating  that  he  received  the 
money  from  the  owner  of  said  house,  it  seems  the  materialman  may 
apply  the  payment  to  the  general  account  or  to  bills  or  accounts  of  materials 
for  other  buildings,  and  his  lien  duly  filed  will  hold  against  other  sub- 
sequent liens.' 

Such  a  clause  must  necessarily  work  a  hardship  upon  the  contractor 
who  is  required  to  furnish  so  much  more  capital  to  carry  on  the  work,  in 
addition  to  furnishing  bonds  and  assuming  all  the  risks  of  the  undertaking, 
and  it,  therefore,  lessens  the  competition  for  the  work,  limiting  the  number 
of  contractors  to  those  who  have  abundant  means.  Of  course,  this  is  only 
one  side  of  the  case.  However,  in  a  suit  for  damages  in  a  large  sum  and 
for  balance  due  under  the  contract,  it  has  been  held  that  an  exception  that 

^ythfl.HingstonfSup.MSN.Y.  Bupp.  ■  Orr  v.  Nagle  (Sup.),  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 

653;  otfier  ca$e$  in  17  Anier.  &  Eug.  Ency.  879;  First  Presby.  Ch.  v.  Santy  (Knn*.)t  84 

Law  529.  Pac.  Rep.  974;  see  also  Say  re  Lumb.  Co.  «. 

*  Jefferson  v.  Church  of  St.  M.  (Miun.),  Union  Bank  (Colo.  A  pp.),  41  Pac.  Rep. 

48  N.  VV.  Rep.  74.  844. 
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the  contractor  could  not  demand  farther  payment  without  showing  that  all 
laborers,  subcontractors,  and  materialmen  had  been  paid,  and  that  no  liens 
had .  been  recorded  against  the  company,  was  not  well  taken  when  the  peti- 
tion of  the  contractor  alleged  that  what  is  doe,  if  anything,  is  due  to  such 
laborers,  etc.,  is  due  primarily  from  the  company,  and  that  the  contractor 
reserves  his  right  to  sue  for  it,  if  they  are  compelled  to  pay,  though  the 
company  could  bring  in  defense  any  rights  that  they  had  in  this  regard.1 
If  the  owner  wants  proof  that  materials  and  labor  are  paid  for  as  the  work 
proceeds  or  when  he  makes  progress  payment,  he  should  stipulate  for  them 
expressly.' 

759.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Protect  Work  and  Premises  from 
Liens. 

Clause:  "The  contractor  shall  save  and  keep  the  buildings  [or 
works]  referred  to  in  this  contract,  and  the  lands  on  which  they  are 
situated,  free  from  any  and  all  mechanics'  liens,  and  other  liens,  by 
reason  of  his  work,  or  of  any  materials  or  other  things  used  therein; 
and  if  the  contractor  fail  to  do  so,  the  owner  may  retain  sufficient  of 
the  contract  price  to  pay  the  same,  and  all  costs  by  reason  of  or  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  and  may  pay  said  lien  or  liens,  if  any,  and  costs,  and 
deduct  the  amount  thereof  from  the  contract  price,  or  any  part 
thereof  that  is  due  and  unpaid/' 

760.  Provision  that  Contractor  shall  Furnish  a  Certificate  from  Register 

of  Deeds  that  no  Liens  or  Claims  have  been  Filed. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  no 
payments  shall  be  due,  demanded,  or  claimed  under  this  contract,  until 
in  each  case  that  payments  are  provided  for,  the  contractor  shall  fur- 
nish a  certificate  from  the  register  of  deeds  where  liens  are  recorded, 
sigued,  and  sealed  by  said  register  that  he  has  carefully  examined  the 
records  in  his  office  and  finds  no  liens  or  claims  filed  against  the  said 
works  or  buildings  or  on  account  of  said  contractor,  nor  shall  there 
be  any  legal  or  lawful  claims  against  the  contractor  in  any  manner  or 
from  any  source  whatever  for  work  or  materials  furnisned  on  said- 
work  or  buildings." 

761.  Agreements  Inconsistent  with  Existence  of  Liens  is  a  Waiver  of 
the  Right  to  a  Lien.  —  Such  a  special  agreement  inconsistent  with  the  ex- 
istence of  lien  is  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  a  lien,  and  will  hold  against  the 
contractor  or  his  assignees.1  If  the  contractor  undertake  to  furnish  to  the 
owner  satisfactory  evidence  that  materials  furnished  are  fully  released  from 
all  liens  before  he  shall  receive  the  sums  due  on  final  payments,  it  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  a  recovery  under  the  contract.4  In  the  absence  of  such 
an  agreement  the  parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  for  work  and 

1  Fletcher  v.  New  Orleans  AN    E.  R.      v.  Rapp,  121  Pa.  8t  593  [1888];  Coulter  v. 
Co.  (La.).  19  Fed.  Rep.  731  [1884J.  Bd.  of  Ed.  63  N.  T.  865  [1875];  and  Ht 

*  Bemble,  Leavel  r.  Porter,  52  Mo.  App.      Erickson  «.  Brandt,  53  Minn.  10. 

682;  Bradford  t>.  Whitcomb  (Tex.),  32  8.  4  Fogg  t>.  Suburban  Rapid-Tnuidit  Co., 

W.  Rep.  571.  90  Hun  (N.  Y.)  274. 

•  Long  v.  Caffrey,  93  Pa.  St.'526;  8cheid 
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materials  under  and  with  reference  to  the  protection  that  the  lien  laws  af- 
ford.1 The  statutes  giving  mechanics  and  materialmen  a  lien  for  their 
work  and  labor  have  never  been  construed  to  forbid  such  any  agreement, 
and  it  will  be  upheld  if  the  contract  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy.* 

If  the  surety  covenants  that  no  lien  shall  accrue  against  the  works  it 
prevents  the  contractor  from  having  a  lien  unless  the  surety  is  discharged.* 

Under  a  clause  that  final  payment  shall  be  made  when  the  contractor 
furnished  satifactory  evidence  that  no  liens  or  unsatisfied  claims  existed  on 
the  work,  it  has  been  held  that  such  evidence  was  furnished  if  at  the  end 
of  the  limit  for  filing  liens  no  claims  were  filed  under  the  mechanics'  lien, 
law.4  A  covenant  against  liens  cannot,  it  seems,  be  construed  as  a  covenant 
to  pay  all  claims  incurred  to  erect  the  building/ 

762.  Contractor's  Covenant  Against  Liens  does  not  Bar  Materialmen 
and  Laborers  from  Filing  Liens. — Under  a  clause  which  provided  that  the  last 
payment  shall  not  be  due  nor  paid  until  the  contractor  shall  have  "furnished 
a  complete  release  of  liens,  or  until  the  contractor  shall  have  furnished  a 
certificate  from  the  registry  of  deed  that  no  liens  have  been  filed/'  the  con- 
tractor cannot  recover  the  amount  of  final  estimate  until  he  has  executed 
the  release;  and  an  attaching  creditor  has  no  greater  rights.'  A  common, 
law  court  has  no  right  to  make  its  judgment  against  the  owner  or  company 
operate  as  a  release  under  seal  by  the  contractor.' 

Such  a  clause  has  been  held  not  to  prevent  the  materialman  or  laborers 
from  filing  and  enforcing  a  lien  against  a  structure  upon  which  they  have 
worked  or  furnished  stuff.7  The  fact  that  the  contractor  has  covenanted 
that  he  will  not  suffer  any  lien  by  any  person  to  be  put  upon  the  building,, 
and  that  any  such  lien  until  it  is  removed  shall  preclude  any  claim  for  pay- 
ment under  the  contract,  and  that  the  last  installment  shall  not  be  payable 
till  a  release  of  all  claims  and  liens  for  work  and  materials  is  furnished  by 
the  contractor,  has  been  held  not  to  indicate  that  the  parties  intended  ab- 
solutely to  prevent  the  filing  of  any  lien,  and  that  it  would  not  therefore  pre- 
vent a  materialman  from  having  a  lien.*  A  waiver  by  the  subcontractors: 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  principal  contractor  to  a  lien.9  If  the  stipu- 
lation be  that  payment  shall  be  made  for  work  on  final  estimate  and  certifi- 


1 15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  104-5. 

9 15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eocy.  Law  105,  and 
$66  O'Connor  v.  Smith.  84  Tex.  282. 

1 15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  105;  and 
$66  Blythe  v.  Robinson  (Cal.),  37Pac.  Rep. 
904 

«  Wallis  Iron  Wks.  t>.  M.  P.  Assn.  (N. 
J.).  26  All.  Rep.  140  [1893];  and  $66  Mills 
9.  Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (Va.),  19  8.  E. 
Rep.  171  [1894];  Simonson  t>.  Grant.  86 
Minn.  489. 

1  Simonson  «.  Grant,  $upra. 

•  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  «.  McCullougb, 
12  Gratt.  (Va  )  595;  Baltimore  &  O  R.  Co. 


v.  Gallahue,  14  Gratt.  (Va  )  563. 

*  Cresswell  T.  Wks.  t>.  O'Brien  (Pa.),  27 
Atl.  Rep.  131;  All..  Coast  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Clement  (N  J.),  86  Atl.  Rep.  ^83. 

8  Cresswell  I.  Wks.  v.  O'Brien,  $upra ; 
Norton  t>.  Clark,  85  Me.  857;  Llovd  &  Co. 
v.  Kranse  (Pa.).  23  Atl.  Rep  602;  Gim- 
bert  v.  Heinsath,  11  OhioCir.  Ct.  Rep.  839, 
and  $66  Whittieru.  Wilbur,  48  Cal.  175;  but 
$66  also  Benedict  i.  Hood,  134  Pa.  St.  289, 
and  Scroeder  t>.  Garland,  134  Pa.  St.  277. 

9  Com tnou wealth  Tit.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ellis. 
(Com.  PI.),  5  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  38. 
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tjateof-en  engineer  approying  the  work,  and  a  showing  that  the  work  is 
free  from  all  liens,  and,  after  the  final  estimate  is  made  and  the  certificate 
procured,  the  contractor,  being  refused  payment,  files  his  lien,  the  fact  that 
subcontractors  subsequently  file  liens  for  work  will  not  defeat  the  contract- 
or's lien.1  A  subcontractor,  who  had  knowledge  when  he  undertook  the 
work  that  the  contractor  had  waived  his  rights  to  a  lien,  has  been  held  not 
entitled  to  a  lien.' 

The  allowance  of  a  lien  to  a  subcontractor  is  a  special  privilege,  and  it  is 
not  unreasonable  to  require  him  to  look  to  the  principal  contract  to  ascer- 
tain whether  it  is  such  as  to  justify  him  in  becoming  a  contractor  under  it. 
His  right  to  a  lien  depends  upon  the  contract  between  the  owner  and  the 
original  contractor,  and  it  is  his  privilege  to  inform  himself  about  the  terms 
of  the  original  contract,  and,  if  not  satisfied  with  them,  to  refuse  to  deal 
with  the  contractor.'  *  His  right  to  a  lien  is  not,  however,  affected  by  an 
agreement  between  the  owner  and  principal  contractor  subsequent  to  the  one 
under  which  he  began  work,  and  of  which  he  had  no  notice,  whereby  the 
principal  contractor  undertook  to  deliver  the  building  to  the  owner  free  of 
all  liens.4  The  contractor  may  be  part  owner  of  the  property,  if  the  contract 
is  in  good  faith,  and  does  not  mislead  and  defraud;  but  if  the  contractor 
be  the  sole  owner  of  the  property,  and  the  person  with  whom  he  contracts 
holds  the  property  in  her  name  merely  as  his  trustee,  the  covenant  against 
liens  is  of  no  effect.'  The  owner  cannot,  by  putting  himself  in  the  position 
of  a  contractor,  destroy  the  right  of  a  subcontractor  to  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty.* A  materialman  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  subcontractor.'  One  who 
supplies  a  contractor  with  brick  for  a  public  building  is  not  a  subcontractor, 
but  a  materialman,  and  hence  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  public  act  re- 
quiring a  contractor  on  a  public  building  to  furnish  a  bond  for  payment  for 
materials.4  A  person  contracting  to  furnish  material,  such  as  doors,  sashes, 
blind 8,  etc.,  for  a  building,  which,  instead  of  manufacturing  to  order,  he  pur- 
chased ready-made,  is  a  materialman  only.'  One  who  agrees  to  furnish 
certain  mantels,  tiles,  and  grates,  and  the  appurtenances  thereof,  and  to 
deliver  and  set  them  in  position,  has  been  held  a  materialman,  and  not  an 
original  contractor.1' 

The  fact  that  the  materials  are  furnished  upon  the  order  and  credit  of 

1  Ford  «.  Springer  Land  Assn.  (N.  M.),  Rep.  914. 

41  Pac.  Rep.  641.  *Owen  *.  Johnson  (Pa.),  84  Atl.  Rep. 

*  Bowen  «.  Aubrey,  22  Gal.  566.  549. 

*  Foster  v.  Swaback,  58  111.  App.  581;  'People  v.  Powers  (Mich.),  66  N.  W. 
Cote  *.  Shoen  (Super.  Ct.)f  88  W.  N.  C.  Rep.  215. 

382;    Knickerbocker  «."  Murphy,   59  111.  •  Staff  on  t  Lyon  (Mich.),  62  N.  W.  Rep. 

App.  89.  854  ;  but  *aMcKeet>.  Rapp  (Super.).  85  N. 

4  Cook  t>.  Williams  (Pa.  Sup.),  24  Atl.  Y.  Supp.  175. 

Rep.   746;  Schroeder  *.  Galland,  184  Pa.  *  Wilson  t>.   Hind  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep. 

St.   277,  dUtinguUhed ;  Cook  «.   Murphy  696. 

<Pa.).  24  Atl.  Rep.  WO,  followed.  »•  Bennett  v.  Davis  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep. 

•Ballman  v.  Heron  (Pa.  Sup.),  28  Atl.  684 

*»S*Sec.  764,  infra. 
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the  contractor,  and  not  on  the  credit  of  the  building  in  which  they  are  used, 
will  not  defeat  a  lien  on  the  building  for  such  materials/  nor  will  the  taking* 
by  the  materialman  of  an  assignment  of  all  the  contractor's  rights  under 
the  contract  with  the  owner,  and  under  other  contracts,  to  hold  as  security 
until  his  claim  was  paid,  destroy  his  lien.'  A  materialman  who  furnishes 
materials  for  a  particular  building  has  been  held  entitled  to  a  lien,  though 
they  were  not  used  in  such  building.'  If  the  work  has  been  abandoned  by 
the  contractor,  and  finished  by  the  owners,  an  assignee  of  the  final  payment 
to  become  due  the  contractor  cannot  recover  without  producing  such  certi- 
ficate.4 

Such  a  stipulation  requiring  a  certificate  that  no  liens  have  been  filed 
before  payment  can  be  demanded  under  the  contract  has  been  held  to  be  for 
the  protection  of  the  owner  and  not  for  the  persons  furnishing  materials  to 
the  contractor.'  Likewise  a  release  of  liens  executed  by  the  contractor  to  a 
mortgagee  of  the  premises,  who  had  refused  to  advance  more  money  for  the 
building  unless  their  lien  was  made  prior  to  that  of  the  contractors,  does  not 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  owners.' 

763.  Contractor  to  Execute  a  Release  of  All  Claims  or  Demands  before 
Final  Payment. — When  the  contract  provides  that  "  before  demanding  or 
upon  receiving  the  full  amount  of  the  final  estimate  made  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  contractor  shall  execute  a  release,  under  seal, 
from  all  claims  or  demands  whatsoever  growing  out  of  said  contract/'  the 
giving  of  such  a  release  is  a  condition  precedent  to  his  recovery,  if  the  esti- 
mate has  been  properly  made  out/  but  not  so  if  the  final  estimate  by  the 
engineer  were  fraudulently  made.  The  contractor  cannot  recover  the 
amount  of  his  final  estimate,  or  the  balance  due,  until  he  has  executed  the 
release,  and  his  attaching  creditors  have  no  greater  rights.  In  such  a  case 
the  common  law  court  has  no  authority  to  make  its  judgment  against  the 
company  or  owner" operate  as  a  release  under  seal  by  the  contractor.' 

There  must  be  no  fraud  or  misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  the  company. 
A  receipt  in  full  given  by  a  contractor  upon  the  representations  of  the  offi- 
cers of  the  company  that  the  engineer  had  decided  that  no  claims  for  extra 
work  were  to  be  allowed,  which  representation  was  false,  does  not  prevent 
the  contractor  from  suing  for  the  value  of  the  extra  work  several  years 
thereafter,  the  receipt  showing  that  he  had  received  only  what  he  was 
entitled  to  under  the  contract.' 

If  the  contractor  has  released  his  lien  on  the  agreement  of  the  owner  to 

1  Clark  v.  Huey    Ind.  App.),  40  N.  E.  915. 

Rep.  152.  6  Paulsen  v.  Manske  (111.),  18  N.  £.  Rep. 

•Taliaferro  t>.  Stevenson  (N.  J.  Err.  &  275[1889]. 

App.).  88  Atl.  Rep.  888.  7  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v  Polly  &  Co.,  14  Gratt. 

*Jonte  t>.  Gill  (Teno.  Ch.  App.),  89  8.  448. 

W.  Kep.  750.  "B.AO.R  Co.  v.  McCullough  (Va.),  12 

4  Bat  ea  v.  Trustees  (Sup.) ,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  Grat  t .  595  [  1 855] . 

951.  •McGrann  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R  Co, 

»  Hurd  v  Johnson  Co.,  84  N.  T.  Supp.  (Pa.),  2  Atl.  Rep.  872  [1885]. 


702      ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE.    [§  764. 

jmy  the  claim,  afterwards  reinstates  his  lien  because  of  the  refusal  of  the 
owner  to  make  the  payment,  he  thereby  abandons  the  agreement  with  the 
-owner,  and  cannot  afterwards  sue  on  it.' 

764.  Mechanics'  Liens  Laws  of  Different  States.— The  snbject  of  me- 
chanics' liens  is  an  important  one  to  erery  contractor,  builder,  and  owner, 
bnt  being  entirely  the  snbject  of  statute  law,  and  of  different  states,  it  will 
be  impossible  to  properly  treat  it  in  the  space  available  in  this  book.  There 
are  excellent  treatise  on  the  subject,*  and  the  reader  is  referred  to  those 
books  for  the  general  and  special  lien  laws.  The  subject  of  liens  that  will 
interest  architects  and  engineers  is  treated  in  another  chapter,  nnder  the 
general  subject  of  engineers'  and  architects'  employment,  f 

A  subcontractor  in  New  York  can  have  no  lien  for  work  done  under  a 
subcontract  for  the  contractor  when  nothing  is  due  the  principal  contractor 
under  the  contract;*  and  if  the  contractor  has  abandoned  the  work  before 
a  substantial  completion  of  the  structure  according  to  his  contract,  then 
nothing  is  due  him,  and  the  subcontractor  can  recover  nothing.' 

When  the  contract  expressly  provides  that  the  owner  may  complete  the 
work  in  the  case  of  the  contractor's  default,  and  deduct  the  expense  from 
the  contract  price,  failure  of  the  contractor  to  complete  the  work  does  not 
prevent  the  lien  of  a  subcontractor  from  attaching  to  the  balance  due  the 
contractor  after  the  owner's  completion  of  the  work;  and  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  owner  has  seen  fit  not  to  exercise  his  option,  and  not  to  do  what  he 
claims  the  contractor  refused  or  neglected  to  do,  where  the  expense  of  doing 
the  things  not  done  can  be  definitely  ascertained.4  In  Illinois  the  rights  of 
a  subcontractor  to  have  a  lien,  under  Chapter  82,  is  not  dependent  upon  the 
right  of  the  original  contractor  to  have  an  architect's  certificate/ 

765.  Contractor's  Bond  to  Pay  all  Claims  for  Materials  and  Labor  Fur- 
nished or  Used. — Another  means  of  protection  employed,  chiefly  by  munici- 
pal and  quasi-public  corporations,  to  insure  the  payment  of  claims  for  labor 
and  materials  employed  in  the  construction  of  works,  and  to  avoid  the  filing 
-of  liens  against  the  property,  is  to  require  the  contractor  to  furnish  a  bond 
that  he  will  deliver  the  works  to  the  owner  "free  from  all  claims  and  liens 
-ot  whatever  description,"  or  "  that  the  contractor  shall  pay  all  claims  for 
materials,  labor,  etc.,  and  produce  proper  receipts  therefor  to  the  owner  or 
his  engineer." 

'Cassldy  t>.  Aldbous,  27  N.  Y.  8.  267.  Trustees  Masonic  Hall  (Sup.),   27  N.  T. 

9  8emble.  McKee  v.  Rapp  (Super),  85  N.  Supp.  951 ;  Cook  v.  Williams  (Pa   Sup.). 

Y.  Supp.  175.  24  All.  Rep.  746. 

•Beeclier  v.  Shuback,  28  N.  Y.   Supp.  4Blakeslee  «.  Fisher  (Sup.),  21  N.  Y. 

"604 ;  eemble,  Sayre  Lumb.  Co.  «.   Union  Supp.  217 ;  accord.   Ogden  v.   Alexander 

Bank  (Colo.  App.),  41  Pnc.  R«;p.  844;  but  (N.  Y.  App.),  85  N.  E.  Rep.  688. 


s  caeee  in  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law         *  Brin  t>.  Larimer,  62  111.  App.  657. 
126-7  it  $eq.  ;    and  tee  contra.  Bates  v. 

*  Jones  on  Liens;    Phillips  on  Liens;    Overton  on  Liens;  Lloyd  on  Building  Con- 
tracts ;  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Enoy.  Law,  pp.  1-204  ;  Dillon's  Munic.  Corp'ns. 
t  See  Sect.  860-868,  infra.  }  See  Sec.  762,  eupra. 
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A  city  has  general  power  in  letting  contracts  for  public  improvements, 
and  without  an  express  statute  or  ordinance,  to  require  contractors  to  fur* 
ni8h  a  bond  to  secure  the  payment  of  materialmen  and  laborers.1  Some- 
times city  charters  require  that  a  bond  be  taken  for  the  security  of  laborers 
and  materialmen  when  contracts  are  let  for  public  improvements,  but  if  the 
officers  of  the  city  neglect  to  take  such  a  bond,  the  city  is  not  liable  to  such 
materialmen  and  laborers.' 

When  such  a  bond  has  been  required  and  it  is  evident  that  the  bond  was 
made  for  the  direct  and  primary  benefit  of  the  materialmen  or  laborers,  as 
when  it  recites  that  the  contractor  shall  pay  for  all  materials  and  labor  fur- 
nished him  in  executing  the  contract,'  it  is  held  in  some  courts  that  one 
who  has  furnished  labor  and  materials  to  the  contractor  may  sue  on  the 
bond.4  Such  materialman  cannot  sue  upon  a  bond  given  by  the  con- 
tractor for  the  faithful  performance  of  his  contract  unless  it  was  shown 
that  it  was  primarily  for  the  benefit  of  said  materialman.' 

The  materialmen  of  a  subcontractor  cannot  sue  upon  the  contractor's 
bond  which  guaranteed  the  faithful  performance  of  the  work  and  that  the 
contractor  should  pay  all  debts  incurred  by  him  in  the  prosecution  thereof.' 

Where  the  contract  reserves  the  right  to  withhold  a  part  of  the  money 
in  case  the  contractor  fails  to  pay  claims  for  material  and  labor,  the  con- 
tractor cannot,  by  an  assignment  of  moneys  so  withheld,  give  the  assignee 
any  standing  to  participate  in  the  fund  until  labor  and  material  claims 
have  been  paid/ 

Subcontractors  cannot  obtain  liens  in  excess  of  the  amount  which  the 
owner  has  agreed  to  pay  the  original  contractor;8  and  it  has  been  held 
that  the  owner  may  make  payments  to  the  principal  contractor  according  to 
the  contract,  although  he  knows  that  subcontractors  have  been  furnishing 
labor  and  materials,  and  have  not  been  paid  for  them,  and  without  any 
liability  to  such  subcontractors.  It  has  been  held  that  the  owner  may  pay 
the  principal  contractor  in  advance  of  the  engineer's  estimate  if  he  has  not 
paid  more  than  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  by  his  contract.' 

The  constitutionality  of  lien  laws  has  been  questioned  on  the  ground 
that  they  apply  to  a  special  class  of  contracts  and  place  a  burden  on  the 
owner  of  real  estate  that  is  not  borne  by  the  owner  of  any  other  class  of 
property,  and  for  the  additional  reason  that  they  deny  to  the  owner  of  real 


1  Lyman  *.  City  of  Lincoln  (Neb.),  57 
N.  W.  Rep.,  531;  Doll  9.  Crume  (Neb.),  59 
N.  W.  Rep.  806;  St.  Louis  9.  Von  Phul 
(Mo.  Sup.),  84  8.  W.  Rep.  848;  but  $ee  a 
dictum  in  Enapp  t».  Swaney,  56  Mich.  845 
T1885]. 

•  Ink  t>.  Duluth  (Minn.),  59  N.  W.  Rep. 
960.  but  MS  Staffon  «.  Lyon  (Mich.),  68  N. 

W.  Rep.  151.  -.*»«•« 

»  Doll  9.  Crume  (Neb.),  59  N.  W.  Rep. 

«  Doll  9.  Crume,  iupra;  Baker  9.  Bryan, 


64  Iowa  561. 

•  Parker  t>.  Jeffry  (Oreg.),  87  Pac.  Rep. 
712. 

•  Paurote  «.  State  (Ind.),  11  N.  E.  Rep. 
472.  790  [1887]. 

1  Greenville  Sav.  Bank  9.  Lawrence  (C. 
C.  A.),  76  Fed.  Rep.  545. 

•  Main  Street  Hotel  Co.  t>.  Horton  Hard 
ware  Co.  (Kan.  Sup.),  48  Pac.  Rep.  769. 

•  Epeneter  9.  Montgomery  Co.  (Iowa), 
67  N.  W.  Rep.  98;  Kauffmann  9  Cooper 
(Neb.),  65  N.  W.  Rep.  796. 
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property  the  right  to  enjoy  and  possess  property  and  contract  in  relation 
thereto,  regardless  of  any  police  regulation.1  The  lien  laws  are  usually 
upheld  by  the  courts.  Their  constitutionality  has  not  been  questioned  until 
quite  recently. 

766.  Liens  on  Public  Buildings.— Contractors  will  always  do  well  to 
remember  that  if  the  statute  in  respect  to  mechanic  liens  does  not  expressly - 
include  public  buildings,  they  can  have  no  lien  against  them,  and  it  haa 
even  been  held  that  a  grant  of  liens  against  "all  buildings"  did  not  include 
public  buildings  and  grounds.*  Public  property  of  every  description  can- 
not be  the  subject  of  a  mechanic's  or  builder's  lien  unless  the  statute 
expressly  so  provides.  It  is  by  implication  excepted  from  lien  statutes  aa 
much  as  from  general  tax  laws,  and  for  the  same  reasons.'  Public  property 
that  has  been  held  to  be  exempt  from  mechanic's  lien  includes  the  public 
buildings  and  lands  of  the  state,  counties,  towns,  and  cities,  such  as  court- 
houses, jails,  fire-bell  towers,  water-works,  bridges,  schoolhouses,  reform 
schools,  and  state  universities,  and  even  churches.4 

In  some  states  the  structures  of  quasi-public  corporations  are  exempt 
from  the  operation  of  the  mechanic-lien  law,  such  as  water- works  of  a  water 
company.  * 

767.  Contractor's  Possession  of  a  Building  for  Purposes  of  Construction  Is 
Hot  a  Tenancy. — When  a  contractor  finds  to  his  disappointment  that  he  is 
not  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  a  building  he  makes  a  mistake  in  trying  to  hold 
possession  of  it  until  his  work  and  materials  are  paid  for.  In  Wisconsin  a 
contractor,  having  possession  of  premises  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  and 
completing  a  structure  thereon,  cannot  exclude  the  owner  of  the  premisea 
without  being  liable  to  be  removed  and  fined.*  Ordinarily  wheti  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant  or  of  employer  and  employee  exists  between  the 
owner  of  premises  and  a  person  who  is  occupying  them,  and  the  possession 

1  Palmer  t>.  Tingle,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  «.  Freeholders,  89  N.  J.  Law  847;  Bd.  of 

708;  but  see  Gimbert  v.  Heinsath,  11  Ohio  Ed.  v.  Ncidenberger.  78  111.  58;  Loring  t. 

Cir.  Ct.  Rep    839;  and  Blair  Brick  Co.  «.  Small,  50  Towa 271;  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

Walz  (Com.  PI.),  1  Ohio  L.  D.  193,  contra.  Law  29;   Phillips'  Mechanics*    Liens  (2d 

•  Atascosa  Co.  ©.  Angus  (Tex.).  18  8.  W.  ed.],  §£  179 and  459;  Kneeltuid's Mechanics* 
Rep.  562  [1892];  Leonard  r.  Broo  lyn,  71  Liens,  §84. 

N  Y.  499;  Foster  v.  Fowler,  (50  Pa.  St.  27;  «  15  Amer.  <fc  Eur.  Eucy.  Law  29.  30; 

Guest  t?.  Water  Co.  (Pa.   Sup.),  21   All.  Loriug  v.   Small,    50   Iowa  271.   Ivridne*, 

Rep.  1001;  Board  t>.  Gillen.  59  Miss.  199;  Board  v.  8alt  L-ike  P    B.   Co.  (Utah).  44 

Secrist  v.  Board,  100  Ind.  59;   Faiout  v.  Pac.  Rep.  709,  school  buildings;  Louisville 

Board,  102  Ind.  224;  Board  t>.  O'Connor.  86  t>.  Leather  man  (Ky.),  35  8.  W.  Rep.  625. 

Ind.  581 ;  Whiting  u.  Story  Co.,  54  Iowa 81;  •  Phillips'  Mechanics*  Liens.  §  180;  Foe- 

Breneman  v.  Harvey.  70  la.  480;  Thomas  ter  «.  Fowler,  60  Pa.  St.   27;  Leonard  v. 

•.  School  Dist..  71  111.  284;  Hovey  «.  E.  City  of  Brooklyn,  71  N.  Y.  498:  Wilkinson 

Providence  (R.  I.),  20  At  1.  Rep.  205;  Dallas  t>.  Hoffman,  25  Fed.  Rep.  175,  and  note 

*.Loonie(Tex.),  18  S.  W  Rep.  726  [1892];  McNeal  Pipe  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Bullock 

Jones'  Liens,  §  1375;  Phillips'  Mech.  Liens  (Ala.).  88  Fed.  Rep.  565,  but  contra  in  Wis- 

8  179;  2  Dillon's  Munic.  Corpus  §577;  Mc-  cousin.  Oconto  Water  Co.  v. 'Nat.  Found. 

Gregor  v.  Cook  (Tex.   App.).    16  S.  W.  &  Pipe  Wk*.  (C.  C.  A.).  59  Fed   Rep.  19. 

Rep.  936.  •  City  of  P.  «.  Bell.  66  Wis.  827  [1886]; 

*  Knapp  t>.  Swaney,  56  Mich.  345  [1885];  see  St  Marys  Market  Co.  v.  New  Orleau* 
Poillon  t>.  Mayor,  etc.,  47  N.  Y.  666;  Bon-  (La.),  16  So.  Rep.  881. 

ion  «.  McDonough  Co.,  84  111.  884;  Frank 
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is  incident  to  the  service  or  employment,  the  relation  of  landlord  ..nd  ten- 
ant does  not  exist,  and  whether  or  not  the  relation  is  that  of  a  tenant  or  an 
employee  is  a  question  of  fact.1  * 

The  letting  of  a  contract  to  do  snch  shoring  "as  required  hy  law"  of 
the  walls  of  an  adjacent  building  is  not  a  direction  or  authority  to  the  con- 
tractor to  commit  a  trespass  on  adjacent  property,  nor  is  the  owner  liable 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  contractor's  entry  without  license  and  against  the 
protests  of  the  occupants.*  If  the  contractor  be  a  servant  then  the  owner 
may  be  held  liable "  for  nominal  damages  and  for  any  actual  and  conse- 
quential damages  naturally  caused  by  the  breaking  and  entering,  but  not 
for  larceny  committed  by  his  servants.* 

A  contractor  generally  has  no  lien  on  the  property  upon  which  he  has 
worked  for  damages  suffered  from  the  breach  of  his  contract.     His  lien  is 
confined  to  the  value  of  the  work  and  materials  he  has  actually  furnished.4 
768.  Burdens  Created  upon  Property  by  Unauthorized  Agents. — In  con- 
nection with  mechanic's  liens,  owners  and  companies  should  be  warned  of 
the  evil  consequences  of  the  acts  of  employees,  servants,  agents,  and  even 
of  contractors.    In  many  states  the  laws  are  such  that  the  owner's  agent, 
trustee,  contractor,  subcontractor,  engineer,  architect,  builder,  or  lessee,  or 
his  wife,  or  her  husband  may  render  the  property  of  their  principal  sub- 
ject to  a  mechanic's  lien  by  contract  for  labor  and  materials  furnished  on  it.* 
By  the  law  of  contracts  these  parties  could  not  bind  the  principal  or  owner 
by  their  promises  or  unauthorized  acts,  yet  under  the  lien  laws  the  property 
of  the  principal  is  made  liable  for  the  unauthorized  acts  of  his  agents  and 
even  of  strangers. f 

A  contractor  who  erected  a  building  under  a  contract  signed  by  a  num- 
ber of  individuals,  each  of  whom  signed  for  a  specific  sum,  binding  himself 
only  to  that  extent,  may,  after  the  subscribers  have  organized  into  a  corpora- 
tion, which  is  vested  with  the  title  to  the  property,  maintain  a  single  action 
to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  on  the  property  for  the  amount  of  the  unpaid 
subscription,  although  neither  the  corporation  nor  the  stockholders  who 
paid  their  subscriptions  are  bound  for  the  indebtedness.6 

769.  Provision  for  Progress  Certificates  and  Partial  Payments. 

Clause:  "In  order  to  enable  the  said  contractor  to  prosecute  the 
work  advantageously,  the  engineer  shall,  once  a  month,  on  or  about 

1 12  Atner.  &  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  664,  and  but  tee  People's  8.  L.  &  B.  Ass'n  p.  Spears 

com  collected.  (Ind.),   17  N.  E.  Rep.  570  [1W8];  and  see 

•  Ketcham  *.  Newman  (N.  Y.  App.),  36  Marshall  t>   Cohen  (Com.  PL).  32  N.  Y. 
N.  E.  Rep.  197.  8upp.  283,  which  he<i  that  there  need  be 

•  Searle  *.  Parke  (N.  H.),  84  Atl.  Rep.  no  contract;   and  Hankinson  v.  Yat  tine 
744.  (N.  Y.  App.).  46  N.  E.  Rep.  292. 

4  Morgan  v.  Taylor,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  920         •  Davis  &  Rankin  B!dg.  &  Manuf'gCoc 
[1889]  t>.  Vice  (Ind   App.),  48  N.  E.  Rep.  889. 

•  15  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.   Law  6&-70; 

*  See  Sees.  466,  469-470.  tupra.  f  &*  8ec.  88,  553,  872-880,  supra. 
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the  last  day  of  each  month,  make  an  estimate  in  writing  of  the  amount 
of  work  done  and  materials  delivered,  and  of  the  value  thereof,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  this  contract.  The  first  such  estimate  shall  he  of 
-  the  amount  or  quantity  and  value  of  the  work  done  and  materials  deliv- 
ered since  the  part . .  of  the  second  part  [contractor]  commenced  the 

performance  of  this  contract  on part;  and  every  subsequent 

estimate  (except  the  final  one)  shall  be  of  the  amount  or  quantity  and 
value  of  the  work  done  since  the  last  preceding  estimate  was  made. 
Such  estimates  of  amount  and  quantity  shall  not  be  required  to  be 
made  by  strict  measurement,  or  with  exactness;  but  they  may,  at  the 
option  of  said  engineer,  be  approximate  only.  Upon  each  such  esti- 
mate being  made,  and  not  until  then,  will  the  parties  of  the  first  part 
pay  to  the  part. .  of  the  second  part  80  to  90  per  cent,  of  such  esti- 
mated value;  and  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer,  the  part. . 
of  the  second  part  shall  have  completely  performed  the  contract  on 

part,  the  said  engineer  shall  so  certify,  in  writing,  to  the 

owner,  company,  or  commissioners;  and  in  his  certificate  shall  state, 
from  actual  measurements,  the  whole  amount  of  work  done  by  the  said 
part.,  of  the  second  part  [contractor],  and  also  the  value  of  such 
work  under  and  according  to  the  terms  of  this  contract;  and  on  the 
expiration  of  thirty  days  after  the  acceptance  by  said  owner,  company, 
or  commissioners  of  the  work  herein  agreed  to  be  done  by  the  part. . 
of  the  second  part,  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  will  nay  to  the 
said  part.,  of  the  second  part,  in  cash,  the  amount  remaining  after 
deducting  from  the  amount  or  value  contained  and  stated  in  the 
last  mentioned  certificate  all  such  sums  as  shall  theretofore  have  been 
paid  to  the  said  part . .  of  the  second  part  under  any  of  the  pro- 
visions in  this  contract  contained;  and  also  all  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money  as  by  the  terms  hereof  they  are  or  may  be  authorized  to 
reserve  or  retain;  provided  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  the  right  hereby  reserved  of  the  said  owner,  com- 
pany, or  commissioner  to  reject  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the 
aforesaid  estimate  should  the  certificate  be  found,  or  known  to  be, 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  or  otherwise  improperly 
given."  * 

770.  Provision  for  Failure  to  Make  Monthly  Payments. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  if  the 
above  payments  are  not  made  as  hereinbefore  provided  when  the  same 
shall  become  due  and  payable,  the  said  owner,  company,  or  city  shall 
be  liable  to  the  contractor  for  interest  on  the  same  at  the  legal  rate  so 
long  as  they  shall  remain  unpaid,  and  if  such  default  shall  continue 

for  a  period  of  more  than ,  days  the  contractor  may,  by  written 

notice  delivered  to  the  owner,  company,  or  city,  or  at  its  usual  place  of 
business,  terminate  this  contract,  f 

771.  Provision  that  Certificate  of  Engineer  or  Architect  shall  Be  a  Condi- 
tion Precedent  to  Partial  or  Final  Payments. 

Clause:  "That  the  following  conditions  as  to  payments  shall  be 
specially  observed  and  included  with  the  several  other  conditions  in 
this  specification  contained;  that  is  to  say,  provided  always  that  no 

*  See  Seca.  447-462,  eupra.  f  See  Sec.  686,  eupra. 
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sura  or  sum 8  of  money  shall  be  considered  to  be  due  and  owing,  nor 
shall  the  contractor  make  or  enforce  any  demand  whatsoever  upon  or 
against  the  board,  for,  or  on  account  of,  any  work  executed  by  him, 
unless  the  contractor  shall  have  delivered  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all 
times  within  one  week  from  the  expiration  of  the  month  on  which  the 
amount  of  work  then  claimed  for  has  been  performed,  a  true  and  proper 
claim  or  claims  in  such  form  as  the  engineer  may  direct,  nor  unless  the 
engineer  shall  have  certified  or  recommended  the  amount  to  be  paid  as 
such  installment  or  balance  to  the  contractor,  and  that  the  contractor  is 
reasonably  entitled  to  such  installment  or  balance  respectively;  nor 
shall  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  be  considered  payable  to  the  con- 
tractor until  the  expiration  of  seven  days  from  the  date  of  such  cer- 
tificate, nor  shall  any  omission  to  pay  the  amount  of  such  certificate  at 
the  time  the  same  shall  be  payable  be  held  or  deemed  to  vitiate  or  avoid 
the  contract.  Nor  shall  the  three  amounts  herein  provided  to  be  lastly 
paid  (that  is  to  say,  the  two  last  advances  to  be  made  and  the  final  bal- 
ance) be  considered  to  be  due  and  owing  at  the  times  above  stated, 
unless  that  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  completion,  delivery, 
and  acceptance,  as  aforesaid,  the  contractor  shall  have  delivered  to  the 
board  a  full  account  in  detail  of  all  claims  he  has  on  the  board  in 
respect  of  the  works;  and  that  the  engineer  shall  have  made  and  de- 
livered to  the  contractor  a  certificate  in  writing  of  the  correctness  of 
such  claims,  and  provided  also  that  the  engineer  shall  have  certified 
that  such  works  have  been  inspected  by  him  since  the  expiration  of 
the  said  period  of  three  months,  and  found  to  be  in  good  and  sub- 
stantial order;  and  that  the  contractor  has  duly  delivered  to  him  cer-, 

tificates  in  writing  from  the ,  and  other  proper 

authorities  that  all  works  or  matters  under  their  control  which  have 
been  in  any  way  interfered  with  have  been  properly  reinstated  and  made 
good,  and  all  expenses  and  demands  in  respect  thereof  paid  by  the  con- 
tractor, and  that  he  also  shall  have  certified  that  all  claims  and  demands 
which  have  been  made  for,  or  in  respect  to,  damage  or  loss  by,  from,  or 
in  consequence  of,  the  said  works,  have  been  satisfied  agreeably  to  this 
contract,  and  that  he  has  no  reason  to  believe  that  any  other  such  claim 
exists.  Provided  always  that  with  respect  to  any  disputed  or  unadjusted 
claim  or  claims  the  contractor  shall  not  be  entitled,  before  the  final  set- 
tlement of  the  contract,  to  any  payment,  on  account  or  otherwise, 
unless  and  until  the  engineer  shall  certify  the  correct  amount  of  such 
claim  or  claims,  nor  unless  and  until  the  contractor  shall  give  his 
receipt  in  discharge  thereof.  And,  provided  further,  that  no  certificate 
or  recommendation  or  payment  on  general  account  shall  betaken  to  be 
an  admission  of  the  due  performance  of  the  contract,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  of  the  accuracy  of  any  claim,  nor  shall  it  conclude  or  prej- 
udice the. power  of  the  engineer,  or  the  settlement  of  the  contract,  and 
the  determination  of  the  sum  or  sums  or  balance  of  money  to  be  paid  or 
received  from  the  contractor,  or  in  any  other  way  vary  or  affect  the 
contract  entered  into  by  the  contractor." 

772.  Engineer's  Certificate  should  be  Made  a  Condition  Precedent  to 
Owner's  Liability. — This  subject  has  been  carefully  and  fully  discussed  in 
Chapters  XII,  XIII,  Sees.  335-417,  to  which  the  reader  is  especially 
referred. 
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773.  Special  Provisions  as  to  Payments. 

Clause:  "Subject  to  the  conditions  in  this  contract  contained  thfr 
contractors  shall  be  paid  in  the  manner  following,  that  is  to  say : 
From  time  to  time  until  the  contractors  shall  have  executed  upon  the 
site  of  the  works,  permanent  work  to  the  full  value  of  $100,000,  the  con- 
tractors  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  85  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of  the- 
work  so  executed,  after  which,  and  from  time  to  time,  until  the  con- 
tractors shall  have  executed  upon  the  site  of  the  works  permanent  work 
to  the  full  value  of  (250,000,  the  contractors  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate 
of  90  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of  the  further  work  so  executed.  After 
permanent  work  to  the  full  value  of  1250,000  has  been  completed,  the- 
contractors  shall  from  time  to  time  be  paid  in  full  upon  the  value  of 
the  further  work  executed,  until  the  completion  of  the  whole  of  the- 
works.  The  above  payments  shall  be  made  only  upon  the  engineer's 
estimate  of  the  approximate  value  of  the  works  executed,  and  in  respect 
of  permanent  work  only,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  No  ad  vaneea 
shall  be  made  upon  plant,  but  the  engineer  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  certify 
from  time  to  time  for  advances  upon  materials  delivered  on  the  site  of 
the  works,  but  not  fixed,  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  60  per  cent,  of  hia 
estimate  of  the  value  of  such  materials.  Payments  shall  in  no  case  be 
made  at  more  frequent  than  monthly  intervals.  The  balance  of  th* 
moneys  payable  to  the  contractors  under  this  contract  shall  be  retained 
in  the  hands  of  the  board  of  public  works  and  paid  to  the  contractors  by 
installments,  that  is  to  say:  When  the  engineer's  certificate  of  comple- 
tion shall  have  been  given,  a  sum  equal  to  50  per  cent,  of  the  said  bal- 
ance shall  be  paid  to  the  contractors,  a  further  25  per  cent,  of  the  said 
balance  shall  be  paid  at  the  expirations  of  three  calendar  months  after 
the  said  certificate  of  completion,  and  the  remainder  of  the  said  balance 
shall  be  paid  to  the  contractors  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  calendar 
months  after  such  certificate  of  completion  as  aforesaid,  but  only  on 
condition  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  have  been  fulfilled." 

774.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Estimate  and  Certificate  shall  be  a  Condi- 
tion Precedent  to  any  Claim  of  Contractor  to  Payment. 

Clause:  "  It  is  expressly  agreed  by  the  parties  hereto  that  no  sum  or 
sums  of  money  shall  be  considered  to  be  due  or  owing,  nor  shall  the  con- 
tractor make  any  claim  against,  or  demand  upon,  the  said  corporation  for,, 
or  on  account  of,  any  work  executed  by  him  or  any  materials  furnished, 
nor  make  any  claims  whatsoever  growing  out  of,  or  resulting  from,  thia 
contract,  nor  on  account  of  any  extra  work,  nor  for  any  extra  work,  pros- 
pective profits,  damages  or  losses,  unless,  and  until,  the  said  engineer 
shall  have  estimated  and  certified  the  amount  thereof  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed, and  sworn  to,  and  shall  have  certified  that  the  work  has  been 
done  according  to  the  contract  and  specification,  and  that  the  contractor 
is  reasonably  entitled  to  such  installment  or  balance  thereof." 

775.  Provision  that  Engineer's  Estimate  and  Certificate  shall  Be  a  Condi- 
tion Preoedent  to  Payment  by  Owner. 

Clause:  "  The  said  part. .  of  the  second  part  further  agree. .  not  to 
demand  or  be  entitled  to  receive  payment  for  the  aforesaid  work,  or 
materials,  or  any  portion  thereof,  except  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  this 
agreement;  nor  unless  each  and  every  one  of  the  promises,  agreements. 
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stipulations,  terms,  and  conditions  herein  contained  to  be  performed, 
kept,  observed,  and  fulfilled  on  the  part  of  the  said  part . .  of  the  second 
part  has  been  so  faf  forth  performed, kept,  observed,  and  fulfilled;  and 
the  said  engineer  shall  have  given  his  certificate  to  that  eifect.  Where- 
upon the  said  owner,  company,  or  city  will,  within  thirty  days  after 
such  completion  and  the  delivery  of  such  certificate,  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid,  the  said  contractor,  in  cash,  the  moneys  then  due  to  the  said  con- 
tractor under  this  contract,  excepting  such  sums  as  may  be  lawfully 
retained  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  contract  hereinbefore  set 
forth." 

776.  Provision  that  Owner  will  Pay  on  Performance  of  Conditions  and 
Rendering  of  Engineer's  Certificate. 

Clause:  "That  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  and  agreements 
herein  contained  to  be  kept  and  performed  by  the  contractor,  the  owner, 
or  company,  hereby  agrees  to  pay  to  the  said  contractor  the  sum 

of dollars  ($ ),  upon  the  written  certificates  issued 

by  the  engineer  or  architect,  as  the  work  proceeds,  each  payment  not  to 
exceed  eighty-five  per  cent.  (85£)  of  the  value  of  the  materials  used  and 
labor  performed,  as  estimated  by  or  for  the  engineer  or  architect,  less 
the  total  amount  of  accrued  liens  as  disclosed  by  the  contractor's  affi- 
davit or  other  notice  required  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of ;  which 

said  certificate  shall  be  paid  immediately  upon  presentation;  and  a 
final  settlement  as  to  the  remainder  (and  all  extras,  if  any)  shall  be  had 
and  paid  within  forty  (40)  days  after  the  work  shall  have  been  com- 
pleted, and  provided  it  is  shown  to  be  free  from  all  claims,  liens,  and 
charges  whatsoever,  and  the  engineer  or  architect  shall  have  certified 
thereto  in  writing."  * 

777.  Provision  that  no  Payments  shall  be  Due  except  upon  the  Engineer's 
Certificate. 

Clause:  "Provided  always  that  no  money  shall  be  considered  to  be 
due  or  owing,  and  that  the  contractors  shall  not  make  any  claim  against, 
or  demand  upon,  the  company  for,  or  on  account  of,  any  work  executed 
or  materials  furnished  by  the  contractors,  unless  the  engineer  shall 
certify  £he  amount  due  therefor,  and  that  the  contractors  are  reasonably 
entitled  to  such  installment  and  balance  respectively,  nor  unless  such 
certificate  shall  have  been  presented  to  the  secretary  of  the  company; 
nor  shall  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  be  considered  payable  to  the 
contractors  until  the  expiration  of  seven  days  after  such  certificate  shall 
have  been  so  presented,  nor  shall  any  omission  to  pay  the  amount  of 
such  certificate,  at  the  time  the  same  shall  be  payable,  be  held  or  deemed 
to  vitiate  or  avoid  this  contract,  but  in  such  case  the  contractors  shall 
be  entitled  to  interest  thereon  at  and  after  the  day  it  is  due,  at  the  rate 
of  ten  (10)  per  cent,  per  annum  for  such  time  as  such  omission  shall 
continue." 

778.  Promise  to  Pay  Omitted. — If  the  promise  to  pay  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  has  been  omitted  from  the  contract,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  when 

*  Prom  World's  Columbian  Exposition  Construction  Contract,  with  slight  modifi- 
cations. 
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the  contract  under  seal  contains  mutual  covenants,  and  imposes  an  obliga- 
tion on  one  party,  to  pay  money  to  the  other,  but  contains  no  promise  to  pay 
it,  and  the  contract  having  been  performed  in  all  other  respects,  the  money 
may  be  recovered  in  an  action  of  assumpsit. ' 

These  cases  should  not,  however,  be  any  argument  or  excuse  for  not 
making  the  promise  an  express  term  of  the  contract  or  declaration.* 

779.  Provision  that  Progress  Certificates  shall  not  Prejudice  Bight  of 

Owner  or  City  to  Require  full  Performance  of  Contract. 

Clause :  "  Provided  always,  that  no  advance  or  partial  payments  shall 
be  taken  as  an  admission  of  the  due  performance  of  this  contract  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  of  the  accuracy  of  any  claim  or  of  any  amount  of  work 
performed,  or  in  any  way  limit  or  prejudice  the  power  of  the  said  engi- 
neer or  board  of  public  works  under  this  contract,  anything  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding."  f 

780.  Provision  Making  Final  Certificate  Conclusive  and  Binding  over 

Progress  Certificates. 

Clause:  "It  is  further  expressly  understood  and  agreed,  by. and  be- 
tween the  parties  hereto,  that  the  action  of  the  engineer,  by  which  the- 
said  contractor  is  to  be  bound  and  concluded  according  to  the  terms  of 
this  contract,  shall  be  that  evidenced  by  his  final  certificate;  all  prior 
partial  payments  or  progress  certificates  being  made  merely  upon  esti- 
mates, subject  to  the  correction  of  such  final  certificate;  which  final 
certificate  may  be  made  without  notice  to  the  contractor  thereof,  or  of 
the  measurements  upon  which  the  same  is  based/'  J 

781.  Provision  that  Architect's   Certificate   Given   During  Progress  of 

Work  shall  not  Prejudice  Final  Settlement. 

Clause:  "The  payments  made  from  time  to  time  to  the  builders,, 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  shall  be  held  to  be  payments  generally 
on  account  of  the  contract  sum,  and  the  certificates  of  the  architect,  on 
which  such  payments  are  based,  shall  be  held  to  have  been  given  only 
for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  sums  to  be  paid,  and  shall  not  in  any  way 
prejudice  the  said  owner  in  the  final  settlement  of  account,  in  case  it 
should  appear  that  too  much  had  been  paid  to  the  builders  during  the- 
progress  of  the  work." 

782.  Provision  for  Payment  at  a  Price  per  Unit  Measure. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  hereby  further  mutually  agreed,  that  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  will  perform  the  work  embraced  in  this  contract^ 
and  also  that  the  canal  commissioner  in  charge  will  pay,  out  of  the 
moneys  appropriated  therefor,  in  full  compensation  for  the  same,  the 
following  sii ms  at  the  following  rates,  upon  and  according  to  the  esti- 
mate of  the  engineer,  as  hereinbefore  provided: 

1  Varney  v.  Bradford,  86  Me.  510;  and  fatal  to  a  declaration,  which  alleged  the 

iee  Galveston  v.  Devlin  (Tex.),  19  S.  W.  execution  of  a  contract,  its  performance,. 

Rep.  895  [1892],  which  held  that  a  failure  acceptance  of  work,  and  the  amount  due. 
to  allege  a  promise  by  owner  to  pay  was  not 

•  8$6  Sees.  843-8  and  410-414,  iupra  f  He*  Sees.  443-448,  468-469,  iupra* 

X  866  Sees.  492-498,  *upra. 
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SCHEDULE  OF  PRICES. 


The  prices  above  specified  are  to  be  in  full  compensation  for  all 
materials  and  labor  required  to  put  the  same  into  the  work  herein  con- 
tracted for,  and  complete  the  whole  in  all  respects,  as  provided  in  this 
contract." 


783.  Provision  Fixing  Compensation  at  a  Price  per  Unit  of  Measure. 

Clause :  "  And  the  part . .  of  the  second  part  hereby  agree . .  tp  re- 
ceive the  following  prices  in  full  compensation  for  furnishing  all  the 
materials  and  labor,  and  for  performing  and  completing  all  the  work 
which  is  necessary  or  proper  to  be  furnished  or  performed,  in  order  to 
complete  the  entire  work  in  this  contract  described  and  specified,  and 
in  said  specifications  and  plans  described  and  shown,  to  wit: 

SCHEDULE   OF   PRICES. 


»1* 


784.  Provision  for  Payment  by  Schedule  of  Prices  —  Prices  to  Cover 

Everything. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  contractor  further  agrees  to  receive  the  fol- 
lowing prices  as  full  compensation  for  furnishing  all  the  materials,  and 
for  doing  all  the  work  contemplated  and  embraced  in  this  agreement; 
also  for  all  loss  or  damage  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  work  afore- 
said, or  from  the  action  of  the  elements,  or  from  any  unforseen  obstruc- 
tion or  difficulties  which  may  be  encountered  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
same;  and  for  all  risks  of  every  description  connected  with  the  work; 
also  for  all  expense  incurred  by,  or  in  conseouence  of,  the  suspension  or 
discontinuance  of  said  work  as  herein  specified,  and  for  well  and  faith- 
fully completing  the  work,  and  the  whole  therefor,  in  the  manner  of  and 
according  to  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  the  requirements  of  the 
engineer  under  them,  to  wit: 

Section  A.    Schedule  of  Pbices. 


» 


785.  Provision  for  Payment  after  Performance  of  All  Stipulations  in 

Manner  Described — Representatives  Named. 

Clause:  "In  consideration  of  the  full,  prompt,  and  faithful  perform- 
ance and  observance  of  the  foregoing  terms,  agreements,  and  specifica- 
tions, and  every  condition  and  stipulation  herein  contained,  the  party 

1  Jameson  v.  M'Innes,  15  Session  Cases  17  [1887]. 

*  By  the  Scotch  law  it  has  been  held  that  terms  of  offer  for  a  building  contract 
which,  with  acceptances,  were  held  to  constitute  a  contract  according  to  the  schedule 
rates  and  not  a  contract  for  a  lump  sum,  so  that  the  offerer  was  not  barred  by  an 
error  in  calculating  the  lump  sum  from  claiming  the  full  amount  brought  out  by  his  rates. 
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of  the  first  part  hereby  agrees  and  binds  himself  [themselves,]  his 
[their]  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns  [or  itself,  its  successors  and  assigns], 
to  pay,  and  the  party  of  the  second  part  hereby  agrees  and  binds  him- 
self, his  heir,  executors  and  assigns  to  receive  in  full  of  all  demands  for 

furnishing  all  the  labor,  tools,  machinery, dollars 

in  full  payment  for 


in  the  following  manner,  to  wit: 


99 


786.  Provision  that  All  Money  Due  to  Owner  may  be  Recovered  by 

Action  or  may  be  Retained  out  of  Moneys  Due  to  Contractor. 

Clause:  "All  moneys  payable  to  the  owner  or  company  by  the  con- 
tractor, under  any  stipulation  herein,  may  be  recovered  by  action,  or 
may  be  retained  ont  of  any  moneys  then  due  or  which  may  hereafter 
become  due  from  the  said  owner  or  company  to  the  contractor  under 
this  or  any  other  contract,  or  otherwise  howsoever;  and  the  engineer 
shall  have  full  power  to  withhold  his  certificate  for  payment  of  any 
money  to  the  contractor  after  circumstances  shall  have  arisen  which 
may  indicate  to  him  the  advisability  for  such  retention  as  aforesaid, 
though  the  sum  to  be  retained  may  be  unascertained  at  the  time  of 
such  withholding." 

787.  Provision  that  Final  Payment  shall  Operate  as  a  Release  of  All 
Claims  Against  the  Owner. 

Clause:  "And  the  said  contractor  hereby  further  agrees  that  the 
payment  of  the  final  amount  due  under  this  contract,  and  the  adjust- 
ment and  payment  of  the  bill  rendered  for  work  done  in  accordance 
with  any  alterations  of  the  same,  shall  release  the  owner,  company,  or 
city  from  any  and  all  claims  or  liability  on  account  of  work  performed 
under  said  contract  or  any  alteration  thereof." 

Where  the  contract  provides  that  upon  receiving  the  full  amount  of  the 
final  estimate,  made  out  agreeably  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  con- 
tractor shall  give  a  release  from  all  claims  or  demands  growing  out  of  such 
contract,  the  giving  of  such  a  release  is  a  condition  precedent  to  a  recovery, 
if  the  final  estimate  is  not  fraudulent.1 

788.  Provision  that  No  Payments  shall  be  Made  until  Works  are  Com- 
plete. 

Clause:  "And  it  is  further  agreed  that  no  payment  for,  work  done 
under  any  alteration  of  this  contract,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  made  until 
the  completion  of  the  whole  contract." 

789.  Provision  that  Payments  shall  be  Made  out  of  Public  Funds  and 
that  Public  Officers  Inour  no  Personal  Liability. 

Clause  :  "  The  payments  to  the  contractor  herein  described  to  be 
made  under  this  contract  shall  be  made  out  of  the  funds  specially 
raised,  subscribed,  or  appropriated  for  the  purpose,  and  which  are  un- 
der the  control  of  the  auditor,  comptroller,  or  treasurer  of  the  city, 

1  B  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Laffertys,  18  Gratt.  (Va.)  478  [1858];  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Polly,  14 
Gratt  (Va.)447. 
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county,  state,  or  association,  and  no  officer  or  member  of  the  committee, 
board,  or  commission  entrusted  with  the  direction  and  performance  of 
the  undertaking,  project,  or  works,  whether  or  not  a  party  to  this 
agreement,  assumes  to  be,  or  is,  personally  liable  to  the  contractor  in 
regard  thereto  in  any  way  whatsoever."  * 

When  work  is  to  be  paid  for  out  of  a  special  fund,  upon  vouchers  drawn 
by  a  board  of  public  works,  or  committee,  as  of  a  public  library  of  a  city,  the 
city  itself  is  not  liable  on  the  contract  made  by  such  a  committee.1  The 
general  fund  of  a  city  cannot  be  resorted  to  for  the  payment  of  warrants 
issued  for  public  improvements,  unless  the  right  to  create  the  special  fund 
against  which  such  warrants  were  drawn,  by  assessment  on  the  property  bene- 
fitted, has  been  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  city.'  Parties  seeking  payment 
from  bugeted  appropriations  are  restricted  to  such  appropriations,  and  have 
no  right  of  action  against  the  city  until  there  are  funds  to  the  credit  of 
such  appropriations.' 

A  contract  for  street  improvement  provided  that  the  contractor  should 
make  no  claim  against  the  city  in  any  event  except  for  the  collection  of  the 
special  assessments,  and  that  the  city  would  not  be  liable  in  any  event  be- 
cause of  their  invalidity,  or  failure  to  collect  the  same.  After  the  work 
was  done,  the  city  council,  by  resolution,  directed  all  proceedings  for  the 
collection  of  the  assessment  stayed,  and  the  assessment  was  not  collected 
for  at  least  one  year  after  it  should  have  been  collected;  it  was  held,  that  the 
contractor  was  not  entitled  to  collect  from  the  city  interest  on  the  assess- 
ments for  the  time  their  collection  was  delayed,  under  the  statute  providing 
for  interest  where  money  is  withheld  by  an  unreasonable  and  vexatious  de- 
lay of  payment.4  An  assessment  for  a  municipal  improvement  cannot  be 
made  after  the  city  has  paid  for  the  completed  work  out  of  its  general 
fund/ f 

AS   REGARDS   PAYMENT. 

The  matter  of  payment  is  one  that  can  scarcely  be  confined  to  a  section 
or  chapter.  Throughout  the  book  the  discussion  has  been  in  regard  to  lia- 
bility, recovery,  and  payment,  the  latter  subject  being  ever  recurring.  To 
attempt  to  detach  or  isolate  the  subject  would  be  to  invite  the  reader  to  go 
over  a  large  part  of  the  entire  book,  which  the  author  will  not  venture  to  do. 
Attention  is  invited  to  some  sections  where  payments  have  been  the  special 
text  of  a  section.  J 

1  Board  of  Public  Library  v.  Arnold,  60  So.  Rep.  986. 

111.  App.  828.  4  Virler  «.  Chicago  (111.  Sup.),  45  N.  E. 

1  Stephens  v.  Spokane  (Wash.),  45  Pac.  Rep.  790,  60111.  App.  595,  affirmed. 

Rep.  81.  i  Alford  v.  Citv  of  Dallas  (Tex.  Civ. 

1  Wadsworth  v   New  Orleans  (La.).  19  App.),  85  S.  W.  Rep.  816. 

*  fre  Sees.  80-42,  ivpra,  and  850-859.  infra.  +  8ee  Sees.  44-47. 

%  See  Sees.  7-9, 16,  58,  109,  112,  880-384,  407-410,  472-476,  560,  598-602,  674-680, 686. 
701,  750-768,  tupra.    For  provisions  in  regard  to  payments,  eee  Sees  769-789,  eupra. 
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790.  Provision  that  Notices  may  be  Sent  to  Contractor's  Place  of  Business 

Clause:  "Any  notice  or  other  communication  which  this  contract 
provides  may  be  given  or  made  to  the  contractor,  shall  be  deemed  to  bo 
well  and  sufficiently  given  or  made  if  the  same  be  served  on  the  con- 
tractor or  addressee  to  him  at  his  domicile  or  usual  place  of  business, 
or  at  the  place  where  the  work  hereby  contracted  for  is  to  be  or  is  be- 
ing carried  on,  or  it  may  be  left  post-paid  at  the  general  post-office,  in 
the  city  of ,  and  any  papers  so  addressed  and  left  poet- 
paid  at  the  said  post-office  shall,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  be  consid- 
ered to  be  and  to  have  been  legally  served  upon  the  said  contractor."* 

791.  Contract  Executed  in  Triplicate— What  it  Comprises. 

Clause:  "The  parties  hereto  agree  that  this  contract  shall  be  in 
writing  and  executed  in  triplicate,  one  of  which  triplicate  copies  shall 
be  kept  by  the  said  board,  one  be  delivered  to  the  auditor,  controller,. 

etc.,  of  the  city  of or  state  of ,  and  one  to  the  said 

contractor  ;  that  the  contract  shall  include  and  comprise  the  written 
articles  of  agreement,  the  plans  and  specifications  described  therein 
and  attached  thereto,  the  proposals,  estimate  of  the  contractor,  the 

schedule  of  prices  and  bond(s),  submitted  and  executed  day  of 

,  189 . . ,  in  connection  therewith." 

792.  Extent  of  Contract. 

Clause  :  "  This  contract  comprises  the  formation,  execution,  and 
completion  of  the  works  described  in  the  specification  in  the  first  sched- 
ule hereto  and  shown  and  described  by  the  plans  and  sections*  and  upon 
the  drawings,  and  further  set  out  in  the  proposal  and  bill  of  quantities 
referred  to  lierein  and  hereto  attached,  and  all  extra  work  which  may 
be  ordered  under  the  powers  herein  contained;  such  drawings  ana 
specification,  bill  of  quantities,  etc.,  are  to  be  considered  as  explanatory 
of  each  other  ;  and  should  anything  appear  in  the  one  that  is  not  de- 
scribed in  the  other,  no  advantage  shall  be  taken  of  any  such  omission." 

793.  Acknowledgment  by  Parties  that  Contract  has  been  Bead  before 
Executing  it. 

Clause :  "  It  is  further  agreed  and  admitted  that  the  parties  hereto 
have  carefully  read  and  considered  the  terms,  agreements,  and  stipula- 
tions of  this  contract  and  specifications,  and  have  studied  with  care  the 
plans  and  drawings  referred  to  therein  to  become  acquainted  and 
familiar  therewith,  and  have  executed,  signed,  and  delivered  the  same 
with  full  knowledge  of  their  contents,  import,  and  requirements." '  f 

794.  Contract  Executed  without  Beading  It. — The  law  never  requires  a 
person  to  execute  any  written  instrument  without  first  becoming  acquainted 

1  Ordinary  construction  contracts  are  not  writing,  as   required    by  (he   Biatute  of 

required  to  be  executed  in  writing  unless  Frauds.     Construction   or  working   cou- 

they  are  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    If  tracts  should  invariably  be  executed   in 

the  compensation  be  an  interest  in  lands,  writing,  for  reason  perfectly  evident  from 

or  the  contract  in  any  way  affects  or  con-  what  precedes. — Lloyd's  Law  of  Building 

veys  an  interest  in  land,  then  it  must  be  in  (2d  ed.),  §  3. 

*  See  Sees.  95,  185  tvpra.  f  See  Sees  98-111,  $upra. 
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with  its  contents.'  When  a  person  has  signed  a  written  contract,  the  law 
presumes  that  he  has  read  the  instrument  which  he  signed;1  and  if  a  con- 
tract has  been  voluntarily  signed  and  executed  with  full  means  of  learning 
its  contents,  there  being  no  misrepresentation  or  fraud,  it  cannot  be  avoided 
on  the  ground  of  negligence,  failure,  or  omission  to  read  it.'  This  rule 
was  applied  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  a  telegraphic  message  blank.4 

Where  a  person  who  can  read  signs  his  name  to  an  instrument,  he  is 
presumed  to  know  its  contents,  so  that,  if  he  attacks  the  instrument  for 
fraud,  asserting  that  it  does  not  contain  the  whole  contract,  or  contains 
more  than  the  contract,  the  burden  is  on  him  to  show  fraud.*  Fraud  is  never 
presumed,  but  must  be  clearly  proved,  in  order  to  entitle  a  party  to  relief 
on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  practiced  on  him/ 

The  signing  must  be  with  the  intent  to  execute  the  instrument  as  a 
contract  or  it  will  not  bind  the  parties/  As  where  a  person  induces  another 
to  sign  a  paper  containing  no  writing,  and  which  is  to  be  used  merely  as  a 
means  of  identifying  the  signer,  who  does  not  intend  to  execute  a  note  or 
contract  of  any  kind,  and  then  the  blanks  are  filled  out  so  as  to  make  the 
paper  a  note,  the  note  will  be  void  even  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent 
holder.8  The  person  signing  the  contract  must  not  be  guilty  of  negligence 
or  at  fault,  for  the  court  will  see  that  an  innocent  purchaser  who  has  ex- 
ercised every  reasonable  precaution  shall  not  suffer  by  the  fault  of  the 
maker.  It  has  been  held  that  the  signer  of  a  paper  with  unfilled  blanks  is 
not  iu  itself  negligence.8  A  contract  signed  and  delivered  leaving  blanks 
in  it  makes  the  party  receiving  the  contract  an  agent  to  fill  in  the  blanks  in 
the*  way  contemplated  by  the  maker.*  The  signing  of  a  writing  through 
mistake  as  to  its  contents  imposes  no  obligation  upon  the  signer.10 

Whether  a  person  who  has  signed  an  instrument  which  declares  that 
both  parties  have  read  it,  can  plead  that  he  did  not  read  it  or  that  he  did 
not  comprehend  it,  or  did  not  understand  it,  is  a  question;  there  is  no  rule 
in  equity  that  he  cannot  make  such  a  defense.  Certainly  the  defense  that 
he  did  not  read  it  nor  know  what  it  contained,  would  be  as  strong  as  in  any 
case.     If  he  has  not  been  guilty  of  neglect  or  carelessness  he  should  have 


1  Hazard  v.  Griswold,  21  Fed.  Rep.  178; 
Welter's  Appeal.  7  Ont.  (Pa.),  594. 

■  Cawpan  n.  Lafferty,  50  Mich.  114;  Foye 
t>.  Patch,  182  Mass  105;  Smith  v.  Monroe, 
84  N.  Y.  854;  accord,  Penn.  v.  Brashear, 
2  Mo.  App.  Rep.  1182;  Clark  v.  Pope,  70 
111.  128. 

*  Thompson  v.  Riggs,  6  D.  C.  99;  Bacon 
v.  Procter  (Com.  PL),  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  995; 
Chu  Pawn  v.  Irwin  (Sup.),  81  N.  \.  Supp. 
724;  Lumley  v.  Wabash  Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.), 
71  Fed.  Rep.  21 :  Kingman  A  Co.  v.  Reine- 
mer  (HI.),  46  N.  E.  Rep.  786  [1897]. 

*  Becker  t>.  Western  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  11 
Neb.  87  [1881];  and  taee*  cited. 

1  Robinson  o.  Donahoo  (Ga.),  25  S.  E. 


Rep.  491. 

•  Davidson  «.  Crosby  (Neb.),  68  N.  W. 
Rep.  388;  and  see  Bellinger  v.  Gillespie 
(N.  C),  24  S.  E.  Rep.  538;  and  Common- 
wealth v.  Julius  (Pa.),  24  Atl.  Rep.  21. 

1  Morrill  «.  Mill  Co..  10  Nev.  125;  Grier* 
son  v  Mason,  60  N.  Y.  894;  Armstrong  v. 
McGlue.  Addison  261;  but  see  Chu  Pawn  v. 
Irwin  (Sup.),  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  724. 

8  First  Nat  Bank  t>.  Zeims  (Iowa),  61  N. 
W.  Rep.  488. 

•  N.  E.  Loan  A  Trust  Co.  v.  Brown,  I 
Mo.  App.  Rep.  62. 

10  Picton  v.  Graham,  2  Dea.  592;  Miller 
o.  Gardner,  49  Iowa  284;  Schaper  «.  Grad< 
ner,  84  111.  603. 
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the  same  defense  whatever  the  contract  terms  may  be.  The  fact  that  it 
contains  a  statement  that  he  has  read  the  contract  would  have  no  force  if 
he  had  no  knowledge  of  such  stipulation.  To  avoid  the  question,  with  a 
party  who  is  illiterate  or  absent-minded,  he  may  be  asked  to  indorse  upon 
the  contract  a  declaration  that  he  has  read  the  contract,  or  that  his  attorney 
or  clerk  has  read  it  to  him. 

In  order  to  charge  one  who  can  neither  read  nor  write  with  liability  on 
a  written  instrument,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  contents  of  the  paper  were 
fairly  read  or  explained  to  him,  after  which  he  will  be  presumed  to  under- 
stand the  import  of  the  paper  which  he  signs. '  If  an  illiterate  man  have  a 
deed  falsely  read  to  him  and  he  then  seals  and  delivers  the  instrument,  it  is 
nevertheless  not  his  deed.'  Such  a  case  contains  a  declaration  of  fraudulent 
practice,  but  an  allegation  that  the  contract  was  signed  "in  the  haste  and 
excitement  of  the  court-room  and  does  not  contain  the  agreement  as  made" 
is  insufficient,  as  there  is  no  allegation  therein  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation, 
or  that  defendant  was  induced  by  any  parol  promise,  which  was  subsequently 
broken,  to  sign.' 

705.  What  Is  or  Is  Hot  a  Signature. — A  signature  consists  both  of  the 
act  of  writing  one's  name  and  of  the  intention  to  be  bound  by  the  contents 
of  the  instrument  which  he  signs.4  The  intention  to  be  bound  is  pre- 
sumed, and  the  signature  may  consist  of  the  subscribing  of  the  party's  name, 
or  the  initials  of  his  name,  or  by  any  mark,  if  made  to  show  his  intention 
to  be  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument.  A  cross  or  mark 
will  hold  even  though  the  party  could  write.*  The  Christian  name  alone 
has  been  held  a  sufficient  signature  to  a  will'/  The  middle  letter  is  not  an 
essential  part  of  a  man's  name,  and  its  omission  may  be  disregarded.7  At 
-common  law  a  man  may  lawfully  change  his  name,  and  he  is  bound  by  any 
contract  into  which  he  may  enter  by  his  adopted  or  reputed  name,  and  by 
his  known  or  recognized  name  he  may  sue  or  be  sued.8  So  a  contract 
entered  into  by  a  corporation  under  an  assumed  name  may  be  enforced  by 
either  of  the  parties,  and  the  identity  of  the  company  may  be  established 
by  the  ordinary  methods  of  proof.* 

The  signature  is  sufficient  if  it  is  made  by  another,  guiding  the  signers 
hand,  with  his  consent;10  and  if  it  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract that  it  be  in  writing,  one  of  the  parties  may,  on  request,  and  in  the 


1  Green  v.  Maloney  (Del.).  7  Houat.  22. 

*  Cole  v  Williams,  12  Neb.  440;  Webb 
v.  Corbin,  78  Ind.  403;  Suffern  t>.  Butler, 
36  E.  Green  220;  Sims  v  Bice,  67  111  88; 
8k  ym  v.  Weske  Cons.  Co.  (Cal ),  47  Ptic. 
Rep.  116;  Tram  hi  y  v  Richard,  130  Mass. 
259;  am  alto  North  v.  Williams  (Pa.),  18 
Atl.  Rep.  738  [18881;  and  Brown  v.  Eecles, 
U  Pn.  Super.  Ct.  192;  Woodbridge  •.  De 
Witt  (Neb.),  70  N.  W.  Rep.  506. 

«  Reilly  «?.  Daly  (Pa  ),  28  Atl.  R<p  498. 

4  See  Commonwealth  v.  Julius  (Pa.),  84 


Atl.  Rep.  21. 
5  22  Amer  &  Eug.  Eucy.  Law  781. 

•  Knox's  Estate,  181  Pa.  St.  220. 

1  Jackson  «.  Bims  (N.  T.).  9  The  Re- 
porter 751;  Allen  v.  Taylor,  26  Vt.  599 
[18541:  Riley  v.  Hicks  (Ga.).  4  8.  E.  Rep. 
178.  in  an  award. 

•  Linton  «.  First  Nat.  Bank,  10  Fed.  Rep. 
894  T 18821 

•  Marmet  Co.  9.  Archibald  (W.  Va.).  17 
8.  E.  Rep.  299. 

10  22  Amer.  A  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  781. 
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other's  presence,  affix  the  tatter's  signature  to  the  instrument/  or  it  may  be 
printed  with  his  sanction  and  consent." 

796.  Contract  Signed  by  One  Party  Only.— The  signatures  of  both  of 
two  parties  to  a  simple  contract  in  writing  are  not  essential  to  its  validity. 
If  one  of  them  signs  and  delivers  it,  and  the  other  accepts  it  and  acts  accord- 
ing to  its  terms,  it  then  becomes  a  binding  contract  on  both  parties.'  The 
acceptance  and  recording  of  the  contract  by  one  party  has  been  held  to 
complete  it,  though  he  did  not  sign  it.4  Such  a  contract,  though  signed  by 
but  one  party,  has  the  element  of  mutuality;  the  other  party  simply  has  no 
corresponding  evidence  of  the  contract,  which,  under  the  law,  is  enforceable 
only  when  "  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged."  *  If  there  be 
two  copies  of  the  contract,  one  signed  by  each  of  the  two  contracting 
parties,  it  is  binding  upon  both  to  the  same  extent  as  if  there  had  been  only 
one  copy  of  the  agreement  and  both  had  signed  it.6  If  the  contract  be  not 
signed  there  is  a  presumption  that  the  contract  was  abandoned,  to  overcome 
which  it  must  be  shown  that  the  owner,  not  signing,  authorized  or  encour- 
aged the  contractor  to  undertake  the  work/ 

A  written  contract,  signed  by  the  contractor  and  found  in  the  possession 
of  the  owner,  is  admissible  in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  although  it 
has  not  been  signed  by  him,  since  by  his  acceptance  of  it  the  contract  has 
become  binding  on  him.8  An  unsigned  building  contract,  with  a  bond 
executed  upon  the  back  of  it,  has  been  held  to  be  binding.9  The  fact  that 
the  contractor  did  not  sign  the  bond  conditioned  on  performance  of  the 
contract  will  not  relieve  the  sureties  thereon  from  liability.10  Where  the 
covenant  purported  to  be  made  between  two  contractors  by  name  and  a 
company,  and  only  one  of  the  contractors  signed  the  instrument,  and  the 
covenant  ran  between  the  party  of  the  first  part  and  the  party  of  the 
second  part,  it  was  proper  for  the  contractor  who  had  signed  on  the  first 
part  to  sue  alone,  because  the  covenant  inured  to  the  benefit  of  those  who 


1  Crow  v.  Carter  (Ind.  App.),  34  N.  E. 
Rep.  937;  Fitzpatrick  t>.  Eugard  (Pa.)  34 
All.  Rep.  803. 

»  22  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  782;  but 
see  Rayner  v.  Li  ui  borne,  2  C.  A  P.  124; 
and  Fare  brother  v.  Simmons,  5  B.  &  Aid. 
333,  which  held  that  the  owner  could  not 
subscribe  for  the  contractor  beneath  his 
mark. 

9  Muscatine  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Muscatine 
Lumb  Co.  (la.),  52  N.  W.  Rep.  108;  Vogel 
v.  Pekoe  (111.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  386;  Bui- 
winkle  t>.  Cramer  (S.  C).  3  S.  E.  Rep.  776 
[1887];  Reedy  v.  Smith,  42  Cal.  245. 
owner  had  paid  installments,  but  had  not 
signed;  Bloom  v  Hazzard  (Cal.),  37  Pac. 
Rep.  1037;  Fairbanks  v.  Meyers,  98  Ind. 
02  [1884 J;  Girard  L  Ins.  Co.  t.  Cooper,  51 
Fed  Rep.  JJ32;  and  gee  Meth  Epi*.  Parish 
t.  Cl-.rke,  74  Me.  110;  but  $ee  Keller  v. 
tthusdcll,  1  Nev.  491. 


4  Ind.  Nat.  Gas.  Co.  t.  Kibby  (Ind.).  85 
N.  E.  Rep.  392;  Bryson  v  Johnson  Co. 
(Mo.),  13  S.  W.  Rep.  239 

1  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co:  v.  Oliver 
(Ala.).  2  So.  Rep..  445  [1887];  Stone  v. 
Ren  nock,  31  Mo.  App.  544;  Buena  Vista 
Co.  v.  McCandlish  (Va.),  23  8.  E.  Rep, 
781. 

8  Morris  v.  McKee  (Ga.),  24  S.  E.  Rep. 
142. 

1  Keller  v  Blafsdell,  1  Nev.  491:  Burch 
r.  New  Lindell,  7  Mo.  App.  588;  Wood  v. 
Silcock,  50  L.  T.  251;  Preston  v.  Luck  L, 
R.,  25  Ch.  D.  497. 

•Rigdon  v.  Con  ley  (111),  80  N.  E.  Rep. 
1060;  31  111.  App.  630,  affirmed)  Stephens 
t.  Buffalo.  20  Barb.  332. 

•  Hayden  v.  Cook  (Neb  ).  52  N.  W.  Rep. 
165. 

10  Eureka  8.  Stone  Co.  v.  Long  (Wash.), 
89  Pac.  Rep.  446. 
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799.  Why  Is  Contract  in  Writing  1— Why  Signed,  Sealed,  and  Witnessed  f 

— Construction  or  building  contracts  are  usually  in  writing,  signed,  sealed 
and  witnessed.  They  are  sometimes  acknowledged  and  recorded,  if  the  laws 
or  ordinances  require  them  to  be  registered. 

They  are  in  writing  to  comply  with  the  Statutes  of  Frauds,  and  to  make 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  more  certain  and  more  easily  proved. '  *  They 
are  signed  to  evidence  mutual  assent  and  an  understanding  of  their  terms, 
and  the  signature  is  the  overt  act  which  signifies  the  undertaking  of  the 
obligations  set  forth  in  the  instrument,  f  They  are  sealed  to  make  the  con- 
tract an  instrument  of  a  higher  order  or  class  than  a  simple  agreement,  or 
to  create  what  is  called  a  specialty.  A  sealed  instrument  or  contract  imports 
a  consideration,  and  at  common  law  it  could  not  be  modified  by  parol,Jand 
in  some  places  a  contract  under  seal  is  given  priority  over  a  simple  contract, 
as  in  the  administration  of  the  personal  estates  of  a  decedent.1  Contracts 
executed  by  corporations  or  by  public  officers  should  be  sealed  by  the  cor- 
porate seal  of  the  company,  though  it  is  frequently  held  in  the  United 
States  that  a  corporation  may  enter  into  a  binding  contract  without  the  use 
of  its  seal."  All  conveyances  of  real  estates  should  be  by  sealed  instrument, 
as  is  usually  required  by  law. 

A  seal  may  be  a  drop  of  melted  wax  with  the  impression  of  a  carved 
stone  or  setting  of  a  ring,  or  with  the  impression  of  one's  thumb,  or  it  may 
be  a  mere  imitation  of  a  seal  in  the  shape  of  a  piece  of  colored  paper  pasted 
upon  the  instrument  and  pressed  into  place  with  the  thumb  or  finger.  In 
some  jurisdictions  it  may  be  a  stamp,  a  scroll,  or  a  blot  of  ink,  made  by  the 
signer  of  the  instrument  or  the  one  who  executes  it.  In  every  case  it  should 
either  be  put  upon  the  instrument  before  it  is  executed,  so  that  the  signer 
may  be  said  to  have  adopted  the  seal,  or  it  should  be  made  by  the  party  him- 
self. One  seal  may  be  adopted  by  several  signers,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  have  as  many  seals  as  there  are  signers  to  a  document.4 

The  object  of  having  the  execution  of  a  construction  contract  witnessed 
is  merely  to  make  it  more  certain  and  easier  of  proof.  It  is  not  necessary 
unless  it  includes  a  conveyance  of  real  property  or  it  is  necessary  to  have  it 
recorded.  If  the  parties  desire  the  contract  to  possess  all  the  qualities  of  a 
specialty  or  deed,  the  statutes  of  some  states  may  require  that  it  be 
witnessed.6  The  act  of  witnessing  the  execution  of  a  contract  should  be  at 
the  request  of  the  parties,  and  the  signing  should  be  in  their  presence.  The 
subscribing  witness  need  not  know  the  contents  of  the  instrument,  as  he 
attests  only  to  the  party's  signature.     If  he  cannot  write  he  may  make  his 

1  It  is  not  essential  to  their  validity  that  »  Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  &  Buildings 

tbey  shall  be  in  writing.     M.  &  N.  Sav.  7. 

Bank  v.  Dashiell,  25  Gratt.  616;  Holmes  v.  4  See  Amer.  <&  Eng.  Ency    Lnw.  Seals, 

Shands,  26  Miss.  630.  Vol.  21.  pp.  882,  914 

•  3  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency  Law  829.  *  1  Amer.  &  Eng  Ency.  Law  988. 

#  See  Sec.  105,  supra.        f  See  Sec.  89,  supra.         %  See  Sec.  561,  supra. 
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taking  effect.1  The  fact  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  verbal  contract  should 
he  reduced  to  writing,  and  that  the  contractor  said  unless  this  was  done  he 
would  not  do  the  work  by  the  job,  but  he  did  go  on  and  performed  a  large 
part  of  the  work  in  accordance  with  the  verbal  contract,  and  as  if  it  were 
reduced  to  writing,  as  agreed,  does  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  his  right  to 
bave  it  so  written,  nor  prevent  him  from  repudiating  the  entire  contract, 
and  charging  by  the  day  for  what  he  had  done.' 

Courts  have  refused  to  decree  specific  performance  of  a  preliminary 
building  agreement  when  it  was  entered  into  with  the  intention  of  execut- 
ing a  more  formal  and  complete  contract,  and  they  have  refused  damages 
for  nonperformance.'  A  preliminary  memorandum  signed  by  the  parties 
is  merged  in  a  subsequent  formal  contract  executed  by  them,  and  therefore 
is  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  what  the  agreement  was.  It  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  consideration.4 

Where  it  was  agreed,  after  arranging  the  terms  of  the  proposed  contract, 
that  the  contract  should  be  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties, 
«nd  afterwards  some  of  the  parties  refused  to  sign  the  writing  on  the 
ground  that  it  included  matters  not  agreed  on,  it  shows  that  the  minds  of 
the  parties  did  not  meet/  If  the  agreement  to  be  signed  by  several  persons 
as  parties  thereto  is  not  signed  by  all,  it  is  not  completely  executed  and  dees 
not  bind  any  of  the  parties.'  The  signature  and  seal  must  correspond  with 
parties  named  in  body  of  the  instrument.* 

798.  Execution  of  Contract— Signed,  Sealed,  Witnessed,  and  Delivered. 

Clause:  "  Ik  Witness  Whereof,  the  said owner,  commis- 
sioner, or  board  of  public  works  has  hereunto  set  his  [its]  hand  and 
seal  on  behalf  of  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  and  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part  hath  also  hereunto  set  his  hand  and  seal,  the  day  and 

J  ear  first  above  written;  and  the  said owner,  commissioner,  or 
oard  and  party  hereto  of  the  second  part  have  executed  this  agreement 
in  triplicate,  one  part  of  which  is  to  remain  with  said  commissioner 

or  engineer,  one  other  to  be  filed  with  the  comptroller  of  the 

,  and  the  third  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  party  hereto  of 

the  second  part,  the  day  and  date  herein  first  above  written. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  presence  of 

[Seal.]  

Owner,  Commissioner,  or  Board  of  Public  Works. 

[Seal.]  

Contractor." 

1  Oohn  «.  Plumer  (Wis.),  60  N.  W.  Rep.  *  Wells  «.  Wells.  (Sup.),  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 

1000.  886:  see  Cable  «  Foley,  45  Minn.  421. 

•  Paige  v.  Tbe  Pullerton  Woolen  Co. ,  27  'Bryant  «.   Ondrak  (Sup.),  84  N.  Y. 
Vt.  485  [18541.  Supp.    884;    and    see    Highland    Co.    •. 

•  Wood  o.  Silcock,  82  W.  R.  845  [1884],  Rhoades.  26  Ohio  St.  411. 

50  L.  T.  251.  *  Barber  v  Bui  rows,  51  Cal  404. 

*  See  Sees.  29-82,  91,  and  97,  supra. 
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CHAPTEB    XXVIII. 
ENGAGEMENT  OR  EMPLOYMENT  OF  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT. 

PERFORMANCE   OF  SERVICE,   TERM   OF  SERVICE,    DISMISSAL  OB  DI80HARG1, 

AND   EXTRA  WORK. 

800.  Contract  of  Employment. — A  contract  of  employment  must  contain 
all  the  essentials  of  a  contract,  just  the  same  as  all  other  contracts.  It  can 
not  be  terminated,  except  for  good  cause,  until  the  term  of  service  has 
expired.  If  the  employment  be  for  a  year,  a  month,  or  a  day,  it  cannot  be 
terminated  before  the  year,  month,  or  day  has  expired,  without  sufficient 
reason  for  the  act.  If  no  term  of  service  has  been  agreed  upon,  the  employee 
may  be  discharged  at  any  time;  or  even  ejected  by  force,  if  necessary.1 

801.  Term  of  Service. — If  the  service  is  to  continue  so  long  as  the 
employer  is  satisfied,  he  may  dismiss  the  employee  at  any  time  and  without 
giving  any  reason,'  and  a  contract  for  a  year,  unless  sooner  terminated,  does 
not  mean  that  either  party  can  terminate  the  service  without  just  cause.' 

A  contract  to  give  an  employee  steady  and  permanent  employment  is  not 
void  as  against  public  policy,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  that  the 
employee  is  not  able  or  competent  to  do  such  work  as  the  employer  may  be 
in  a  position  to  give  him.4  So  if  an  employer,  in  settling  with  an  employee 
for  injures,  agree  to  employ  him  at  a  certain  salary  for  life,  or  during  his 
ability  and  disposition  to  perform  the  duties  required,  he  will  be  liable  for 
prospective  damages  if  he  discharge  the  employee/ 

1  De  Briar  t>.  Mint  urn,  1  Cal.  450  ;  Niag-  111.  App.  226;  Daveny  «.  Shattuck,  9  Daly 

ara  F.  Ins.  Co.  t>.  Wliittaker.  21  Wis.  829;  fN.  Y.)  66. 

Donaldson  «.  Williams,  1  Cr  &  M.  345;  *De  Briar  «.  Minturn,  supra;  Niagara 

Mackay  «.  Ford,  29  L  J.  Ex.  404  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Whittaker,  supra. 

•Spring  t>.  Anson ia  Clock  Co.,   24  Hun  4Penna.  R  Co.  v.  Dolan  (Ind.  App.),  83 

(N.   Y.)  175;  Glyn  t>.   Miner,  27  N.  Y.  N.  E.  Rep.  802. 

Bupp.  841;  Evans  «.  Bennett,  7  Wis.  404;  "Brighton  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry. 

Alexis  Stoneware  Mfg.  Co.  «.  Young,  59  Co.  (Mich.),  61  N.  W.  Rep.  550;  70  N.  W. 
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A  contract  of  employment  for  an  indefinite  period  may  be  terminated  any 
time  by  either  party/  and  one  for  not  more  than  six  months,  or  not  to  exceed 
-six  months,  is  for  an  indefinite  period/ 

An  agreement  to  employ  a  person  permanently  is  nothing  more  than  em- 
ployment to  continue  indefinitely,  or  until  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties,  for 
«ome  good  reason,  desires  to  sever  the  relation  of  employer  and  employee.1 
An  agreement  "  to  come  to  the  permanent  service  of  a  company "  would 
probably  receive  the  same  construction.  A  contract  of  employment  at  cer- 
tain wages,  so  long  as  the  works  of  the  employer  are  kept  running  or  until 
the  employee  shall  see  fit  to  quit,  is  not  void  for  uncertainty.4 

The  compromise  of  a  disputed  claim  for  personal  injuries  to  an  employee 
is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  railroad  company's  agreement  to  retain 
«uch  employee  at  a  specified  salary  during  his  natural  life,  or  his  ability  to 
do  the  work,  though  the  continuance  of  the  service  be  optional  with  the 
•employee.* 

If  the  terms  of  employment  adopt  a  certain  length  of  time,  as  a  month, 
or  a  year,  for  the  estimation  of  wages,  it  raises  a  strong  presumption  that  the 
term  of  service  was  for  the  period  mentioned.    Therefore  a  contract  at 

% per  year  is  presumably  for  a  year;  at  amonthly  rate,  for  a  month; 'but 

the  presumption  is  not  conclusive  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence.  It  alone, 
will  not  fix  the  period.7  Such  a  contract  is  incomplete  and  ambiguous,  and 
parol  evidence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  the  situation  of  the  parties 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  etc.,  may  be  admitted  to  assist  the  court 
in  interpreting  its  meaning.*  Contracts  for  a  year's  employment,  to  begin 
at  some  day  in  the  future,  which  cannot  be  completed  within  a  year  are 
void  and  worthless  unless  they  are  in  writing,  not  being  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. f 

A  contract  of  employment,  at  a  salary  per  year  and  a  certain  share  in  the 
net  profits  of  a  firm,  does  not  make  the  engineer  a  partner  in  the  firm.8 

Under  an  employment  for*  an  indefinite  period  at  a  specified  sum  per 
month,  which  service  continued  for  a  number  of  years  without  interruption, 
the  contract  is  continuous,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  begin  to 
run  until  service  ends.*    The  terms  of  a  yearly  contract  for  services  will  be 

Rep  433:  Penna.  R.  Co.  v.  Dolan,  suprn  ;  (Mich.).  71  N.  W.  Rep.  148  [18971. 

and  nee  Pierce  v.  Tenu.   C.  I.  &  R.  Co.  •  Kellogg  t>.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  (Wis.),  69 

(Aln.).  19  So.  Rep.  22.  N.  W  Rep.  862;  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 

1  Greenburg  v.  Early,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  Lnw  762. 

1009.  M4  Amer.   «fc  Eng.    Ency.    Law    762; 

*  Campbell  o.  Jimenes,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  Fuller  v.  Peninsular,   etc.,  Wks.   (Mich.), 

351.  69  N.  W.  Rep    492;  Haney  v.  Caldwell, 

'Lord  v.  Goldberg  (Cal  ),  22  Pac.  Rep.  85  Ark.  156:  Martin   *.  N.   Y.  Life  Ins. 

1126;  Caring  v.   Carr  (Mass.),   46  N.  E.  Co.  (App.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  416. 

Rep  117.  •  Porter  v.  Curtis  (Iowa),  65  N.  W.  Rep. 

4  Carter  White  Ld.  Co. «.  Kinlin  (Neb.),  824. 

<W  N.  W.  Rep.  586.  •  Ah  How  «.  Purth  (Wash.),  48  Pac. 

68tearns  «.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  Rep.  689. 

*See  8ecs.  124-125,  Parol  Evidence,  eupra. 
t  See  Statute  of  Frauds,  Sec.  105,  iupra. 
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presumed  to  continue  from  year  to  year,  so  long  as  the  employment  lasts, 
unless  the  contrary  is  shown ;  and  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  evidence  to 
show  a  change  in  the  terms  of  employment,  proof  of  the  original  contract 
will  limit  the  right  of  recovery  to  the  yearly  salary  at  the  original  rate.1 

802.  Dismissal  or  Discharge  of  an  Employee.— Mr.  Smith,  in  his  work  on 
Master  and  Servant,  has  named  the  following  causes  which  may  justify  the 
discharge  of  a  servant  before  his  term  of  service  has  expired  :  (1)  Willful 
disobedience  of  any  lawful  order  of  the  master.  (2)  Gross  moral  misconduct, 
whether  pecuniary  or  otherwise.  (3)  Habitual  negligence  in  business  or 
conduct  calculated  seriously  to  injure  the  master's  business.  (4)  Incom- 
petence or  permanent  disability.  For  convenience  the  author  will  adopt 
the  same  order  of  treatment. 

803.  Willful  Disobedience  of  Any  Lawful  Order  of  the  Employer.— It  must 
not  be  taken  that  every  breach  of  discipline  or  discourtesy  can  be  made  an 
excuse  for  discharging  an  employee.  If  the  employer  is  unreasonable  in 
his  orders  or  commands,  the  employee  is  not  bound  to  obey  them,  but  lie 
must  be  sure  that  they  are  unreasonable.  A  refusal  to  work  at  one's  trade 
on  Sunday,'  or  to  work  at  unseasonable  hours/  when  the  circumstances  or 
nature  of  the  work  does  not  make  it  necessary  or  reasonable  to  so  work ;  or 
disobedience  of  orders  in  matters  not  material  to  the  employment/  or  that 
involves  no  serious  consequences  and  which  is  not  willful,  in  the  sense  of 
being  perverse,  insubordinate,  or  unreasonable,  which  question  is  for  a 
jury;*  or  slight  discourtesies,  hasty  words,  and  occasional  exhibitions  of 
irritation,  or  even  ill-temper,  especially  where  there  are  many  petty  causes 
of  annoyance  and  irritation  in  the  business/  or  where  the  employer  exhibits 
impatience  and  irritation  toward  the  employee  without  just  cause/  is  not 
sufficient  cause  for  discharging  the  employee. 

If  the  servant  is  disrespectful  in  his  conduct/  or  his  deportment  and 
disposition  are  such  as  to  injure  the  custom  and  business  of  the  employer, 
or  he  is  insubordinate  and  ignores  his  employer's  feelings  and  proper  au- 
thority/ or  he  uses  obscene  and  improper  language  while  attending  to  his 
duties,  especially  when  the  owner  does  not  use  such  language/'  or  his  con- 
duct towards  agents  sent  by  his  employer  to  inspect  his  work  is  rude  and 
reprehensible/1  the  employer  will  be  justified  in  discharging  the  employee. 

It  is  not  a  breach  of  a  traveling  salesman's  contract  for  him  to  go  to  a 


1  Mears  f.  O'Donoghue,  68  111.  App.  345. 

*  Jacquot «.  Bourra,  7  Dowl.  848. 

*  Koplitz  «.  Powell,  56  Wis.  671. 

4  Hamilton  v  Lowe  (Ind.),  48  N.  E. 
Kep.  878. 

1  Cases  collected,  14  Amer.  A  Eng. 
Ency.  Law  789 ;  see  Pape  v.  Lathrop 
(Ind.  App.),  46  N.  E.  Rep.  154. 

*  Leatherby  v.  Odell  (N.  C),  7  Fed. 
Rep.  042. 


'  Forsyth  v.  Hastings,  27  Vt.  646  [18601; 
Weaver  «.  Halsey,  1  111.  App.  558;  14 
Am.  &  Eog.  Ency.  Law  789. 

*  Railey  v.  Lanahan,  84  La.  Ann.  426. 

•  Leatherby  t>.  Odell,  7  Fed.  Rep.  642. 

10  Weaver  v.  Halsey,  1  111.  App.  558;  14 
Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  789. 

11  Lalande  v.  Aldiich  (La.),  6  So.  Rep. 
28  [1889]. 


§  804.]  ENGINEER'S  AND  ARCHITECT  8  EMPLOYMENT. 


725 


place  off  his  route  to  spend  Sunday  with  his  family,  where  it  does  not 
■seriously  interfere  with  his  compliance  with  his  contract.1 

When  the  employer  claims  that  the  employee's  misconduct  has  caused  a 
diminution  in  his  business,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  decrease  was  caused 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  rumors  affecting  the  employer's  character  and  con- 
duct.' The  refusal  of  a  traveling  salesman  to  obey  the  orders  of  his 
employer  requiring  him  to  report  by  letter  daily  has  been  held  sufficient 
excuse  for  his  discharge.1  It  seems  a  city  salesman  may  properly  refuse  to 
go  into  another  state  to  sell  goods,  nothing  having  been  said  at  the  time  of 
his  employment  as  to  the  place  he  should  work.4 

804.  Gross  Moral  Misconduct,  Pecuniary  or  Otherwise. — In  any  position 
it  is  probable  that  a  criminal  act  would  be  sufficient  to  warrant  an  employer 
in  getting  rid  of  a  servant,  and  without  paying  him  his  wages,  too.*  Thiev- 
ing, stealing,  or  embezzling  the  master's  property  has  frequently  been  held 
a  good  cause  for  immediate  dismissal,8  without  notice,  even  though  notice 
was  required  by  the  contract  of  employment,7  and  without  paying  him  any 
wages; 8  but  in  the  absence  of  deception,  concealment  of  facts,  or  fraud,  by 
which  the  employee  has  induced  the  employer  to  hire  him,  it  seems  that 
dishonest  and  fraudulent  conduct  with  a  former  employer  will  not  be  a 
ground  for  dismissal,*  although  the  discovery  that  the  employee  is  a 
drunkard  will  warrant  the  master  in  repudiating  a  contract  of  employment 
before  the  term  of  service  has  begun.10  Robbing  a  third  party,11  fraudulent 
conduct  towards  the  employer,1*  taking  bribes  from  subordinates  to  obtain 
favors/*  or  accepting  gratuities  for  conniving  at  a  breach  of  regulations 
which  he  was  to  enforce;  M  or  unchaste  and  licentious  conduct  in  a  domes- 
tic servant,  or  in  connection  with  the  duties  of  one's  service  in  any 
capacity,1*  each  and  all  have  been  held  sufficient  cause  for  dismissal. 

The  question  whether  a  servant  was  rightfully  discharged  must  depend 
upon  the  nature  of  the  services  which  he  was  engaged  to  perform,  and  his 
dismissal  must  be  in  some  way  connected  with  the  duties  of  that  service.1* 
Drunkenness  has  been  held  a  justifiable  cause  for  discharge,17  if  it  is  a 
habit,1*  but  not  unless  the  duties  of  the  service  are  affected  thereby.1*    Tat- 


1  Milligan  v.  Sligh  Fur.  Co.  (Mich.),  70 
N.  W.  Rep.  183. 

*  Vinson  e.  Kelly  (Ga.),  26  8.  E.  Rep. 
690. 

*  McCain  v.  Desnoyers,  2  Mo.  App.  Rep. 
896. 

4  Be  trim  an  r.  Marvin,  59  111.  App.  440. 

*  14  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law  788. 

*  Brown  v.  Croft.   6  C.  &  P.  16,  note; 
Libuart  v.  Wood,  1  Watts  &  8.  265. 

1  Smith's  Master  and  Servant  148. 

*  Cunningham  v.  Foublanque,  6  C.  & 
P.  49. 

*  Andrews  v.  Garstin,  81  L.  J.  C.  P.  15. 
10  Nolan  v.  Thompson,  11  Daly  (N.  Y.) 

814;  Jo  nson  v.  Gorman,  30  Ga.  612. 


11  Libhart  v.  Woods,  1  Watts  &  S.  265; 
Trotman  v.  Dunn,  4  Camp.  211. 

"  Singer  t>.  McCormick,  4  Watts  &  8. 
265-266;  Horton  «.  McMurlry,  5  Hurst  & 
N.  667. 

11  Engel  9.  Schooherr,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
417. 

14  Bogg  v.  Pearse,  10  C.  B.  584. 

15  Smith's  Master  and  Servant  148,  and 
eases  died;  Drayton  «.  Reid,  5  Duly  (N. 
Y.)442. 

16 14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  789. 
11  Smiths  Master  and  Servant  144. 
19  Cases  in  14  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
788 
"  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  78a 
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tling  or  disclosing  to  others  the  employer's  business  and  secrets/  or  disclos- 
ing the  accounts  of  one  company  to  another/  or  revealing  professional 
secrets  of  the  employer/  or  the  act  of  advising  or  inducing  co-employee* 
or  apprentices  to  quit  the  master's  service/  or  the  act  of  plundering  or 
poaching  on  the  premises  on  which  a  workman  is  at  work/  is,  each  and  any, 
a  good  reason,  for  the  employer  to  discharge  the  employee. 

Claiming  to  be  a  partner  and  thus  denying  that  one  is  an  employee/ 
or  seeking  to  secure  the  patronage  of  the  employer's  clients  or  patrons  to 
himself/  or  entering  into  negotiations  for  carrying  on  the  same  business  aa 
the  employer  is  engaged  in/  will  justify  the  employer  in  terminating  the 
employment  forthwith.  The  same  was  held  when  the  employee  engaged 
in  a  business  or  calling  the  tendency  of  which  was  to  injure  the  employer's 
business/  and  when  he  dealt  with  certain  merchants  or  tradesmen  named 
by  his  employer." 

The  right  to  discharge  an  employee,  if  at  any  time  the  employer  "  feel 
satisfied  that  the  employee  is  incompetent/'  must  be  exercised  in  good 
faith.11  His  dissatisfaction  must  be  genuine."  If  the  employer  admits  the- 
contract  of  employment,  the  burden  is  on  him  to  show  cause  for  discharge.1* 

An  employee  may  have  a  right  of  action  against  a  third  person  who 
maliciously  procures  his  discharge,  though  the  employer  violates  no  legal 
duty  in  discharging  him."  Railway  companies,  combining  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  employment  by  each  other  of  discharged  employees,  are  liable 
to  a  discharged  employee  who  is  prevented  by  them  from  procuring  em- 
ployment." A  "  boycott"  by  the  members  of  trades  unions  or  assemblies  is. 
unlawful,  and  may  be  enjoined  by  a  court  of  equity.1- 

805.  Habitual  Negligence,17  or  Conduct  Calculated  to  Injure  Master's. 
Business  " — This  heading  opens  the  broad  question  of  "What  is  attention 
to  business?"  which  cannot  be  answered  generally,  but  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  case.  It  has  been  held  that  the  absence  of  an 
overseer  of  a  plantation  for  one  day  (presumably  without  good  excuse),  war- 


1  Beeston  v.  Caller,  2  C.  A  P.  607;  Dray- 
ton v.  Reid,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.)  442;  Green  v. 
Brooks  (Cal.),  22  Pac  Rep.  849;  Fillieul 
«.  Armstrong,  7  A.  &  E.  567. 

•  The  East  Anglian  By.  Co.  v.  Lythgoe, 
2  L.  M.  &  P.  221;  and  tee  Davenport  «. 
Hulme  (Super.).  82  N.  Y.  Supp  808. 

•  Mercer  v.  Whall,  5  Q.  B.  447. 

4  Turner  v  Robinson,  5  B.  &  Ad.  789. 

I  Read  v.  Dunsmore,  9  C.  &  P.  588. 

•  Amor  9.  Fearon,  9  A.  &  E.  548. 
'  Mercer  t.  Whall,  5  Q.  B.  447. 

•  Hobson  t».  Cowley,  27  L.  J  Exc.  206. 

9  M*my  ouee,  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Eucy, 
Law  789. 

10  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  790. 

II  Smith  t>.  Robson  (N.  Y.  App.),  42  N. 
E.  Rep.  677. 


11  Crawford  v.  Mail  and  Express  Pub. 
Co.  (Sup.),  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  825;  but  $e& 
Alexis  S.  Mfg.  Co.  c.  Young,  59  III.  App. 

226. 

«■  Mulligan  v.  Sligh  Fur.  Co.  (Mich  ).  70 
N.  W.  Rep.  183  [1897]  As  to  nieaniug  of 
"  incompatibility  "  and  "  un suitableness." 
see  Gray  c.  Sheppard  (N.  Y.  App),  41  N. 
E.  Rep.  500. 

14  Daunerberg  v.  Ashley.  10  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  Rep.  558. 

15  Mattison  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry. 
Co.  (Com.  PI.).  2  Ohio  N.  P.  276. 

,#  Oxley  Stave  Co.  «.  Coopers'  Inter- 
national Union  of  North  America  (C.  C.)» 
72  Fed.  Rep.  695. 

11  Newman  v.  Reagan,  68  Ga.  765;  Calla 
v.  Brouncker,  4  C.  &  P  518. 
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ranted  his  discharge/  and  surely  the  position  of  an  engineer  as  superin- 
tendent or  chief  inspector  of  large  works  would  be  regarded  of  equal  im- 
portance.* The  absence  of  a  teacher  for  two  days  after  vacation,  no  injury 
haying  been  shown  to  result,  will  not  justify  his  discharge." 

Illness  for  considerable  time  will  release  the  employer  from  his  con- 
tract of  employment.4  The  sickness  of  a  timekeeper  for  fifteen  days,  to- 
gether with  the  fact  that  he  did  not  keep  the  employees'  time  correctly,  it* 
sufficient  cause  for  dismissal;  *  and  imprisonment  for  two  weeks  was  held 
sufficient  cause/  Under  a  contract  of  employment  for  a  term  of  ten  years 
it  was  held  that  the  employee  might  recover  his  wages  for  a  period  of  six 
months,  during  which  he  was  too  ill  to  attend  to  his  duties,  the  company 
not  having  rescinded  the  contract,  but  having  allowed  it  to  remain  in  force 
and  the  employee  to  return  to  his  work  under  it  when  he  was  sufficiently 
recovered/  The  same  was  held  of  a  doorkeeper  to  the  finance  department 
of  New  York  City,  who  was  absent  two  years.*  A  public  officer  on  a  fixed 
salary  cannot  be  deprived  thereof  when  his  absence  on  account  "of  sickness 
has  been  permitted.  Long  continued  sickness  may  be  a  cause  for  removal 
from  office,  but  until  removed  he  is  entitled  to  his  salary.* 

When  a  person  is  employed  to  perform  certain  duties  it  is  presumed 
that  he  will  attend  to  them  personally.  If  the  servant  delegates  such  duties 
to  another  without  notice  to  his  employer  it  will  justify  his  discharge.1* 
Such  contracts  include  those  for  the  services  of  engineers,  architects,  law- 
yers, physicians,  playwrights,  opera-singers,  and  even  domestic  servants. 
The  contracts  cannot  be  transferred  nor  assigned,  nor  can  the  services  be 
delegated."  If  a  servant  becomes  disabled  from  performing  the  duties  of 
his  employment,  the  contract  is  thereby  dissolved,  and  an  agreement  to 
pay  the  servant  his  wages  if  he  would  resign  his  employment  is  without 
consideration.1* 

806.  Incompetence  or  Incapacity. — As  described  in  previous  sections,* 
an  employee  is  responsible  for  any  misrepresentations  as  to  his  capacity,  ex- 
perience, skill,  or  training ;  and  having  made  such  representations,  either 
expressed  or  implied,  he  is  responsible  for  any  damages  due  to  the  want  of 
such  skill  and  capacity.  So,  too,  such  misrepresentations  may  be  a  good 
ground  for  dismissing  an  employee."  If  the  employee  be  unskillful  or  in- 
competent in  the  duties  or  work  he  has  undertaken  to  perform,  then  he  has 


1  Ford  v.  Danks,  16  La.  Ann.  119;  and 
$ee  Shaver  v.  In  graham,  58  Mich.  649;  and 
Drayton  «.  Reid,  5  Daly  (NY.)  442;  Shoe- 
maker t>  Acker  (Ca1.)t  48  Pac.  Rep.  62. 

See  Wehrli  t>.  Rehwoldt,  107  111.  60. 

Filleul  v.  Armstrong,  7  A.  A  B.  557. 

14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  790. 

Miller©.  Oidier.  86 La.  Ann.  201. 

Leopold  t>.  Salkey,  89  Ills.  418. 

Cuckson  v.  Stones,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  25. 


•  Devlin  v.  Mayor,  41  Hun  (N.  T.)  281. 
f  O'Leary  «.  Bd.  of  Ed..  98  N.  T.  541. 

10  Stanton  t>.  Bell,  2  Hawks  (N.  C.)  145r 
Wise  v.  Wilson,  1  C.  &  K.  662. 

11  14  Amer.    &    Eng.   Ency.    Law   787; 
Smith's  Master  and  Servant  152. 

»  Prior  v.  Flagler  (Com.  PL),  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  152. 
"  Austee  9.  Ober,  26  Mo.  App.  665. 


*  See  Sees.  256-257,  supra. 
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not  fulfilled  his  contract,  and  the  employer  will  be  justified  in  terminating 
the  contract.1  Yet  unskillful ness  on  the  part  of  an  employee  does  not  pre- 
vent him  from  recovering  the  real  value  of  his  services.* 

The  inability  or  incapacity  of  an  engineer  to  conduct  operations  or  carry 
the  work  imposed  upon  him  may  not  arise  alone  from  his  want  of  skill  or 
training,  but  from  the  quantity  of  the  work  or  the  burdens  imposed*  upon 
him.  It  was  therefore  held  that  when  an  engineer  of  a  single  bureau  of  the 
department  of  public  works  of  a  great  city  had  allowed  himself  to  be 
loaded  with  all  the  work  of  the  department,  and  in  the  performance  of  the 
added  duties  he  developed  a  want  of  skill  or  ability  as  an  engineer  or  an 
insufficient  and  slack  control,  it  was  sufficient  ground  for  removing  him 
from  office;  that  while  he  might  lawfully  have  declined  the  added  duties  im- 
posed by  the  action  of  the  chief  of  the  department,  yet  having  assented  and 
assumed  them,  he  could  be  held  responsible  for  their  proper  performance.* 

807.  Condonation  of  Employee's  Offense. — If  an  employee  has  been  absent 
from  his  duties  or  work,  or  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  some  breach  of  his  con- 
tract,4 or  he  has  indulged  in  hasty  words  or  exhibitions  of  temper,  and  the 
employer  has  retained  the  employee  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  he  cannot 
thereafter  complain  nor  make  that  instance  a  ground  for  his  subsequent 
discharge.*  If  the  employee  has  been  guilty  of  tortious  or  negligent  acts,  it 
seems  that  may  warrant  a  subsequent  discharge.*  Retention  of  service  and 
payment  of  wages  without  protest,  after  knowledge  of  defective  work  done 
by  an  employee,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  dis- 
charge him,  or  deduct  from  his  wages  on  that  account/  It  seems  that  the 
keeping  of  an  employee  whose  skill  aud  work  was  not  equal  to  that  con- 
tracted for  until  the  busy  season  was  over,  it  being  very  difficult  to  secure  a 
competent  substitute,  is  not  of  itself  a  condonation.  What  amounts  to  a  con- 
donation of  a  servant's  offence  is  a  question  for  a  jury.*  The  keeping  of  an 
employee  after  his  work  has  become  unsatisfactory  is  not  a  condonation  of 
the  acts  causing  dissatisfaction,  when  the  contract  provides  that  the  employee 
may  be  discharged  whenever  his  work  proves  unsatisfactory.*  A  person 
cannot,  by  a  decree  of  court,  be  compelled  to  retain  another  in  his  service.1* 

808.  What  Is  a  Discharge. — What  amounts  to  a  discharge  of  an  em- 
ployee is  not  always  clear.  It  has  been  held  that  a  request  or  demand  for 
the  employee's  resignation  amounts  to  a  discharge.11    A  letter  to  a  railroad 


1  Leatherberry  t.  Odell,  7  Fed.  Rep. 
641;  flarmer  t>.  Cornelius,  28  L.  J.  C.  P. 
85:  Jenkins  v.  Bet  ham,  15  C.  B.  188. 

9  Cases,  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
781 

•People  «.  Campbell  82  N.  Y.  247 
[t880]. 

*  14  Amer  A  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  778-791. 

*  Hamilton  v.  Love  (Ind.)t  48  X.  E.  Rep. 
878 

*  Stoddard  t>.  Tread  well,  20  Cal.  294. 


I  Tickler  v.  Audrae  Mfg.  Co.  (Wis.),  7C 
N.  W.  Rep.  292. 

•  McMurray  •.  Boyd  (Ark),  25  8.  W. 
Rep.  505;  Leatherberry  «.  Odell  (N.  C),  7 
Fed.  Rep.  642. 

•  Alexis  St.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Young,  59  III. 
App.  226. 

10  Reid  Ice  Cream  Co.  *.  Stephens,  62 
111.  App.  884. 

II  Jones  v.  Graham,  etc.,  Co..  51  Mich. 
589. 
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superintendent  informing  him  that  another  had  been  instructed  to  superm* 
tend  everything,  and  adding,  "I  presume  you  will  prefer  to  retire  by  means 
of  resignation.  It  is  hereby  understood  that  the  same  is  accepted,  and  you 
will  please  telegraph  me  of  its  transmission.  Please  confer  with  M.,  the 
V.  P.,  in  turning  over  the  papers  in  the  superintendent's  office,"  was  held  to 
operate  as  a  positive  and  preemptory  dismissal ;  and  a  letter  of  resignation 
written  in  obedience  or  at  the  suggestion  of  the  employer  does  not  change 
its  character  or  construction  or  show  that  he  voluntarily  resigned,  nor  can 
such  a  letter  be  construed  as  an  acquiescence  in  his  dismissal.1  The  dismissal 
or  discharge  must  be  in  such  terms  that  there  is  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of 
the  employee  as  to  the  intention  of  the  employer  to  terminate  the  service. 
When  a  letter  asking  an  employee  "to  turn  over  his  desk  and  papers  to 
another  employee,"  and  information  next  day,  when  he  offered  to  go  to 
work,  that  there  was  nothing  for  him  to  do;  and  a  subsequent  offer  of  other 
and  different  work  than  was  originally  agreed  upon;  it  was  held  a  question 
for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the  employee  had  been  discharged.* 

An  employee,  in  answer  to  a  letter  of  his  employer  discharging  him,  first 
wrote  that  he  accepted  "your  ultimatum,"  and  subsequently  wrote  that  he 
■did  not  thereby  mean  to  release  his  employer  from  liability  for  salary  due  for 
the  unexpired  term  of  his  employment,  but  to  merely  concede  the  right  of 
his  employer  to  discharge  him;  it  was  held  that  the  letters  were  insufficient 
to  release  the  employer  from  an  existing  entire  contract  of  employment.' 

It  seems  that  an  editor  performing  such  services  as  his  employer  directs 
-cannot  complain  because  a  part  of  the  paper  is  taken  from  his  control ;  *  and 
that  a  discharged  employee  who  is  idle  may  be  recalled  to  do  work  which  he 
undertook  under  his  contract  of  service,  and  without  restoring  him  to  his 
former  office  or  position.5  He  need  not  return  at  reduced  wages,  and  his 
refusal  to  accept  less  pay  than  that  agreed  upon  in  the  contract  will  not  prej- 
udice his  right  to  recover,  nor  reduce  the  amount  of  his  recovery.* 

809.  Duty  of  Discharged  Employee  to  Seek  Other  Employment.-— When 
an  employee  has  been  discharged  the  law  imposes  upon  him  the  duty  of 
making  reasonable  efforts  to  secure  other  employment;  but  extraordinary 
diligence  is  not  required.5  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  employer  to  show  that 
the  employee  could  have  obtained  other  employment  or  that  it  was  offered  to 
him;  and  then  it  is  necessary  for  the  employee  to  excuse  himself  for  not 
accepting,  by  some  just  and  proper  reason  for  refusing  the  offer.  If  he  does 
not,  then  the  amount  that  he  did  earn  or  might  have  earned  between  his 
discharge  and  the  commencement  of  his  suit  will  be  deducted  from  the  wages 
or  damages  recovered.5 

1  The  Cumberland  &  Pa.  R.  R.  Co.  t>.  *  Lathrop  v.  Visitor  Ptg.  Co.  (R.  I.),  80 

Slack,  45  Md.  161  [1876];  «nd  ne  Ptnet  t>.  All.  Rep.  964. 

Montague  (Mich.),  61  N.  W.  Rep.  876.  •  14  Amer.  A  Eng.  Eucy.  Law  795-7. 

*  Klaw  v.  Enrich  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  773.  •  Roseu'erg«r  v.  Pacific  Coast  Ry.  Co. 

•  Martin  v.  Ne  v  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  (N.  (Cal),  43  Pac.  Rep.  968;  14  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Y.  App.),  42  N.  E.  Rep.  416.  Ency.  Law  795-7. 
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A  person  who  has  been  wrongfully  discharged  is  bound  only  to  seek  like- 
employment  to  prevent  damages  being  reduced  by  his  remaining  idle.1  The 
service  offered  must  be  of  equal  grade,  and  the  fact  that  the  pay  is  greater  in 
the  service  that  offers  itself  makes  no  difference."  He  need  not  visit  other 
communities  in  quest  for  work/  and  if  he  does,  it  seems  he  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  his  expenses  in  seeking  other  employment,  though  his  earnings  in 
such  other  employment  are  charged  in  reduction  of  his  damage.'  If  he  has 
failed  to  secure  work  and  devotes  himself  in  the  meantime  to  work  of  his 
own,  its  value  cannot  be  deducted  from  what  is  due  him  under  his  claim.4.  In 
an  action  for  damages  for  wrongful  discharge,  the  employee  need  show  only 
readiness  and  willingness  to  render  the  services,  and  an  honest  effort  to- 
obtain  other  employment,  an  actual  offer  to  perform  being  unnecessary;  *  h& 
need  not  allege  inability  to  earn  anything  during  such  time  as  he  was  idle/ 

A  servant  wrongfully  discharged  has  his  option  to  sue  at  once  for  his 
damages,  or  to  wait  till  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  employment;  and  the 
damages  recoverable  are  the  amount  of  his  wages,  at  the  contract  price,  to- 
the  date  of  the  trial,  where  that  takes  place  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term,  less  whatever  sum  it  is  shown  that  he  has  earued,  or  might  reasonably 
have  earned,  since  his  discharge.7  He  is  entitled  to  recover  wages  up  to  the 
time  of  the  trial  of  the  action  only,  and  not  to  the  time  the  contract  of  em- 
ployment would  have  expired,9  because  the  amount  of  wages  agreed  to  be 
paid  for  the  unexpired  term  is  prima  facie  the  measure  of  damages/ 
When  a  person  who  had  contracted  to  do  certain  work  for  $1500  was  dis- 
charged before  he  had  completed  the  work,  and  after  he  had  been  paid  $500, 
a  verdict  for  $2250,  in  an  action  by  him  for  breach  of  contract,  is  excessive.1* 

If  the  compensation  of  the  employee  was  not  agreed  upon,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  services  performed."  If  the  employment 
be  at  a  stated  price  for  a  longer  term  than  is  allowed  by  the  statute  of  frauds,, 
and  the  employee  is  discharged  without  canse  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period  of  employment,  he  is  not  limited  in  his  recovery  to  the  price  fixed  by 
the  contract,  but  may  recover  what  his  services  are  really  worth.™  * 


1  Fuchs  d.  Koeruer  (N.  Y.),  The  Reptr. 
Feb.  1  [1888];  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 
Vol.  5,  p.  85,  and  Vol.  14,  pp  795-7. 

*  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  796; 
Briscoe  v  Litt  (Sup  ).  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  908; 
Chisholm  v.  Bankers  Life  Assur.  Co. 
(Mich.),  70  N.  W.  Rep.  415  [18971. 

*  Tickler  v.  Andrae  Mfg  Co.  (Wis.),  70 
N.  W.  Rep.  292;  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  796. 

4  Stone  v.  Vimont,  7  Mo.  App.  277; 
Harrington  v.  Gies,  45  Mich.  874;  14  Amer. 
&  Eng.  Ency.  Law  796. 

6  McMullan  v.  Dickinson  Co.  (Minn.),  65 
N.  W.  Rep.  661. 

1  Hamilton  t>.  Love  (Ind.  Sup  ),  43  N.  E. 
Rep.   878;  and  see  Pape  t>.  Lathrop  (Ind. 


App.).  46  N.  E.  Rep.  154. 

T  Hamilton  v.  Love  (Iud.  Sup.),  48  N.  E. 
Rep.  873;  Efron  ft.  Clayton  (Tex.).  85  8. 
W.  Rep.  424. 

8  Zendcr  v.  Serger-Toothill  Co.  (Sup.K 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  846. 

9  Hamilton  t>.  Love  (Ind.  Sup.),  43  N  E. 
Rep.  873;  Babcock  c.  Appleton  Mfg.  Co. 
(Wis),  67  N.  W  Rep.  88;  Worth  injrton  •. 
Oak  A  H.  P.  Imp.  Co.  (Iowa),  69  N.  W, 
Rep.  258. 

10  Missouri  Iron  Wks.  «.  Rivers  Arch. 
Co  ,  59  111.  App.  545. 

11  Howard  v.  Gobel,  62  111.  App.  497. 

19  Schanzenbach  «.  Brough,  58  111.  App. 
526 


•  8ee  Sec.  90,  tupra. 
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If  the  employee  sue  for  damages  he  can  recover  only  such  damages  as  he 
has  actually  sustained  by  the  discharge,  and  not  the  agreed  price  for  full 
performance.1  One  properly  sues  on  his  contract  of  employment  for  his, 
salary,  rather  than  for  damages  for  breach  thereof,  where  he  has  not  been 
discharged,  and  has  held  himself  in  readiness,  though  he  has  rendered  no. 
services,  because  no  work  has  been  offered  him.* 

810.  Ho  Recovery  for  Extra  Work,  Unlets  so  Agreed. — When  a  person  is 
employed  as  an  agent  at  a  fixed  rate  and  additional  duties  are  imposed  and 
his  powers  enlarged  without  any  stipulation  that  he  is  to  receive  additional 
compensation,  the  agent  or  employee  cannot  recover  extra  wages  for  his. 
additional  services.*  It  is  a  general  rule  that  voluntary  performance  of 
extra  work  by  a  servant  does  not  entitle  him  to  extra  pay.  If  he  gets  extra, 
pay  for  his  extra  work  it  must  be  under  an  express  agreement  to  that 
effect.4 

It  has  been  so  held  when  the  statute  law  makes  eight  hours  a  day's, 
work.  The  fact  that  an  employee  works  ten  or  twelve  hours  a  day  when 
hired  by  the  day  does  not  entitle  him  to  recover  for  the  two  hours  extra 
time  each  day,  unless  it  was  expressly  so  agreed  in  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment/ A  contractor  who  is  to  complete  a  building  according  to  certain 
specifications  and  a  plan  annexed,  as  explanatory  thereof  for  a  fixed  amount, 
cannot,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement,  recover  for  extra  services  in. 
preparing  the  plan.*  * 

811.  Employment  of  Engineer  or  Architect  in  a  Professional  Capacity.7 — 
A  contract  of  employment  of  an  engineer  or  architect  or  a  so-called  engage- 
ment of  his  services  does  not  differ  from  any  other  contract  of  employment 
if  the  contract  is  expressed  and  its  terms  fully  understood,  but  this  is  not 
often  the  case.  The  whole  transaction  between  the  engineer  or  architect 
and  his  employer  frequently  is  embodied  in  a  few  words,  or  a  mere  verbal 
instruction  to  "make  some  sketches,"  or  "I  should  like  to  see- 
your  suggestions  on  paper/'  followed  by  similar  directions  to  "ga 
ahead  "  with  the  plans  or  even  with  the  building.'  Such  contracts  for  ser- 
vices are  not  unlike  the  engagement  of  a  physician  or  an  attorney,  with 
which  all  are  familiar,  and  the  duties  that  may  be  required  under  such  an  em- 
ployment must  depend  largely  upon  the  established  and  universal  custom 


1  William  Parr  Co.  v.  Kimebrough(Ky.), 
84  8.  W.  Rep.  528. 

*  Stone  v.  Bancroft  (Cal.),  44  Pac.  Rep. 
1069. 

As  to  Recovery  for  Services  when  term  of 
service  has  not  been  completed,  Remedies 
of  Servants,  and  Breach  or  Abandonment 
by  Servant,  §ee  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  775.  779. 

*  Morean  v.  Dumagene,  20  La.  Ann.  280 
[18681;  Carrere  v.  Dun.  18  Misc.  Rep.  18 
[1896];  Chamberlain  v.  Kansas  City  (Mo.), 


28   S.  W.    Rep.    745.    Superintendent   of 
Building*. 

4  14  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  772;  and 
see  Forster  v.  Green  (Mich.).  69  N.  W.  Rep. 
647;  Voorhees  v.  Combs  (N.  J.),  4  Vr.  494. 

1  Averill  *.  United  States.  14  Ct.  of  CI. 
200;  and  eee  People  v.  Beck  (N.  Y.  App.), 
89  N.  E.  Rep.  80. 

*  Mans  9.  Hernandez  (Ln.),  19  So.  Rep. 
269;  but  (e  Dull  «.  Bramhall,  48111.  864. 

1  See  Emden's  Law  of  Building,  chap.. 


*  See  Sees.  659-567,  tupra,  and  825,  infra. 
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and  usage.  Physicians  are  called  upon  or  called  in  to  advise  in  reference  to 
a  patient's  treatment,  or  an  attorney  with  respect  to  a  point  of  law,  and  the 
law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  patient  or  client  to  pay  what  the 
•services  are  reasonably  worth,1  and  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  physician 
or  lawyer  to  furnish  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill  and  care  in  the  administra- 
tion of  his  duties  and  functions,  such  as  is  ordinarily  possessed  by  members 
of  his  profession ;  *  and  to  furnish  the  attendance  and  services  usual  in  the 
practice  of  his  profession. 

The  engagement  of  an  engineer  or  architect  would  come  under  the  same 
rule  or  principle  if  his  duties  were  undefined.  They  would  depend  upon  the 
practice  of  the  profession  as  established  by  custom  and  good  usage.  The 
-duties  of  an  engineer  or  architect  are  largely  determined  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  for  the  erection  of  the  structure  and  works,  as  well  as  by  the 
contract  of  employment.  It  is  there  that  they  are  set  out  and  defined  with 
great  particularity,  and  when  they  have  been  so  described  either  in  the  con- 
tract of  employment  or  in  the  contract  for  the  work,  it  is  not  a  question  of 
what  proper  skill  and  care  he  should  exercise,  but  what  amount  of  care  and 
•skill  he  has  bound  himself  thereby  to  bestow  upon  the  works.*  The  duties 
required  are  to  be  determined  from  the  contract  of  employment  and  what  is 
required  by  the  construction  contract,  and  if  these  fail  to  define  them,  by 
evidence  of  the  general  usage  of  engineer  and  architects.  The  intention  of 
the  parties  as  evidenced  by  all  these  will  control.4 

812.  What  Constitutes  *n  Employment  of  an  Engineer  or  Architect?— 
This  is  Often  a  Difficult  Question.* — When  they  are  invited  to  submit  plans 
in  competition  with  others  for  approval  and  adoption,  or  to  contend  for 
prizes  offered  for  the  best  plans  to  be  determined  by  judges,  or  to  make  bids 
-according  to  plans  furnished,  subject  to  acceptance  by  a  board  or  committee 
of  public  works,  and  plans  have  been  accepted  provisionally  or  in  part,  or 
special  ingenious  features  been  copied  or  pirated  while  under  examination  for 
comparison,  or  by  permission  of  the  examiners  or  board  of  control,  then  the 
questions  of  employment  and  remuneration  arise. 

When  an  architect  prepares  plans  upon  the  terms  that  he  shall  be 
employed  to  carry  them  out  if  approved,  it  seems  he  has  no  claims  for  his 
services  if  they  are  disapproved.'  When  an  architect  prepared  plans  for  a 
jail  building,  which  plans  were  accepted  conditionally,  provided  that  a  bid 
should  be  received  from  some  reliable  party  for  the  building  of  the  jail,  and 


viii;  English;  Roscoe's  Digest  of  Building 
Cases  (2d  ed.)  1-10,  English;  Lloyd's  Law 
of  Building,  chap,  ii ;  Clark's  Architect, 
etc. ,  Before  the  Law,  chaps,  i  and  ii ;  29 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  875-890.  See 
Kutts  v.  Pelby,  20  Pick.  (Muss.)  65;  and 
Driscoll  v.  School  Dist.,  61  Iowa  426. 

1  Nourry  t>.  Lord,  3  N.  Y.  App.  892. 

»  Utley  v.  Burns,  70  111.  162  [1878];  and 
*ee  Marcotte  v.  Beau  pre,  15  Minn.  152. 

•  Vigeaut  i?.  Scully,  20  Bmd.  487  [1886J. 


4  Vigeant  r.  Scully,  20  Brad.  487:  tee 
Giluiau  v.  Stevens,  54  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
197. 

•Kutts  v.  Pelby,  20  Pick.  65  [1888]. 

•  Moffat  v.  Dickson.  13  C.  B.  584  [1858]; 
Moffat  v.  Laurie,  15  C.  B  583;  Leake's 
Digest  of  Contracts  640-641;  Ada  St.  M.  E. 
Ch.  t>.  Garnsey,  66  111.  132;  Addison  on 
Contracts  678;  but  see  Walsh  v.  St.  Louis 
Exposition,  90  Mo.  459,  16  Mo.  App.  502. 
affirmed. 
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the  board  of  supervisors  refused  to  open  any  of  the  bids  received,  and 
rejected  plaintiff's  plans  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  improper 
acts  in  getting  his  plans  provisionally  accepted,  it  was  held  that  it  was. 
within  the  discretion  of  the  board  to  refuse  to  open  or  accept  any  of  the 
bids  based  upon  plaintiff's  plans  and  that,  the  condition  upon  which  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  compensation  never  having  happened,  he  could  not. 
recover;1  but  upon  appeal  it  was  held  that  the  plans  had  been  adopted 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover.*  The 
word  "  received  "  as  used  was  held  not  to  include  the  acceptance  of  a  bid.1 
Au  invitation  to  architects  to  submit  competitive  designs  of  a  building,, 
giving  the  location  of  the  site  and  a  general  description  of  the  building 
which  it  proposes  to  erect,  the  designs  to  be  passed  upon  by  a  board  of 
expert  examiners,  the  author  of  the  design  accepted  to  be  employed  to  com- 
plete a  full  set  of  plans,  gives  no  claim  for  services  unless  the  plans  are  ac- 
cepted;4 and  when  it  was  further  stipulated  that  no  award  need  be  made* 
by  the  examining  board  if  they  should  deem  none  of  the  designs  worthy,  it 
was  held  that  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  society  whether  the  examiners 
should  examine  the  designs  each  separately  for  himself  or  together  as  a 
board;  aud,  further,  that  the  society  might,  after  taking  the  opinions  of  the* 
examiners,  ignore  their  action  and  erect  such  a  building  as  it  chose/ 

For  plans  and  specifications  submitted  with  their  bids  for  work,  the 
engineers  or  architects  get  nothing  for  their  plans  and  trouble  if  their  bids 
are  not  accepted;"  and  the  same  is  true  if  his  pay  depends  upon  the  happen- 
ing of  an  event  that  never  comes  to  pass,  such  as  "  the  forming  of  a  club/' 
or  that  the  "plans  are  adopted,"  or  that  "we  decide  to  build," T  or  "  the> 
sale  of  land  for  building  purposes,"  notwithstanding  the  contract  contains  a 
provision  that  "  in  the  event  of  the  architect's  services  being  dispensed  with 
at  any  time,  he  should  be  remunerated  for  the  time,  trouble,  and  expense- 
he  had  been  put  to  in  making  the  said  preparations/'  he  not  having 
offered  to  prove  that  his  services  had  been  dispensed  with.8  If  an  architect 
voluntarily  draws  plans  with  the  hope  or  expectation  of  being  employed  a& 
architect  and  superintendent,  he  cannot  recover  if  not  employed.  There 
must  be  a  contract  of  employment  either  expressed  or  implied.* 

When  a  committee  had  been  authorized  by  a  resolution  of  a  board  of 


1  Hall  v.  County  of  Los  Angeles  (Cal.), 
18  Pjic.  Rep.  854. 

•  Hall  v.  Los  Angeles,  74  Cal.  602  [1888]. 

*  Hall  v.  Los  Angeles,  iupra. 

«  Moffat  t>.  Dickson,  22  L.  J.  C  P.  265 
[18581. 

1  Donaldson  v.  Detroit  Museum  of  Art 
(Micb.)  40  N.  W.  Rep.  88  [1888].  A  just 
rule,  perhaps,  in  Inw.  but  it  affords  uo 
protection  to  the  architectural  profession, 
from  whom  a  society  could  secure  many 
desiirns  and  practical  hints  and  beautiful 
features  for  a  structure  for  the  mere  nom- 


inal cost  of  advertising. 

*  Woods'  Master  and  Servant  (2d  e<l.> 
108. 

1  Romeyn   v.  Sickles,    108   N.   Y.    650 
f 18881 
•Moffatt  v.  Laurie.  15  C.  B.  582  T 1855.] 

•  Allen  v.  Bowman.  7  Mo.  App.  29;  Nel- 
son «.  Spooner,  2  P.  &  P.  618;  Moffatt  r* 
Dickson.  18  C.  B.  548:  Smithmeyer  t>. 
United  States,  147  U.  S.  842;  Tillev  v. 
Cook  Co..  108  U.  S.  155;  and  He  Chicago 
v.  Tilley,  103  U.  S.  146;  Dunton  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 1  Bradw.  861. 
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•directors  of  a  school  district  to  procure  plans  for  a  school-house  and  present 
•the  same  .at  the  next  regular  meeting,  and  the  committee  called  on  an 
•architect  and  said,  "We  have  come  to  select  plans  for  a  school-house/'  and 
they  selected  one  and  gave  directions  to  make  some  changes,  asked  the 
architect  to  meet  the  board,  and  expressed  themselves  suited,  and  that  they 
■did  not  care  to  look  further;  it  was  decided  that  clearly  the  architect  was 
employed  to  prepare  plans,  and  that  his  amount  of  recovery  should  be  de- 
termined by  the  jury,  that  the  fact  that  the  plans  were  returned  to  the 
•architect  and  not  used  did  not  alter  the  case;  and  that  though  it  was  fur? 
ther  claimed  that  there  existed  a  universal  custom  among  architects  to  pre- 
pare and  furnish  plans  for  buildings  and  take  their  chances  of  the  same 
being  approved  or  adopted  before  they  were  entitled  to  compensation,  yet 
the  custom  not  being  proved,  the  architect  was  allowed  to  recover.1  Where 
plans  have  been  submitted,  by  direction  of  a  landowner,  by  an  architect, 
who  afterwards  took  them  away,  the  taking  of  the  plans  was  held  not  to 
be  of  itself  an  admission  that  the  services  were  wholly  voluntary  and  with- 
out any  idea  of  compensation.9  When  an  architect  at  the  request  of  a  pro- 
prietor prepared  plans  for  a  theater,  drew  a  sketch  of  a  front  which  was 
presented  to  and  kept  by  the  proprietor  for  a  week,  who,  being  pleased 
with  it,  directed  the  architect  to  make  the  plans,  and  the  proprietor  directs 
his  master-builder  to  call  on  the  architect  and  make  an  estimate  of  its  cost, 
which  he  did,  keeping  the  plans  for  a  week,  and  afterwards  the  proprietor 
having  decided  not  to  build  refused  to  pay  for  the  plans,  it  was  held  that 
there  had  been  a  proper  delivery  of  the  plans  and  that  the  architect  was 
entitled  to  compensation  for  his  services.* 

If  one  of  the  several  plans  drawn  for  a  church  building  be  accepted  on 
condition  that  the  building  could  be  built  for  a  certain  sum,  and  it  is 
-ascertained  that  it  cannot  be  built  for  such  sum  and  the  plans  are  rejected, 
there  is  a  failure  to  show  any  promise  to  pay  for  the  plans,  and  the  archi- 
tect is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  making  the  plans.4  A  propositon  to  cer- 
tain architects  which  has  been  made  for  plans  and  specifications  of  a  certain 
proposed  building  under  the  terms  of  which  each  architect  shall  receive  a 
-definite  sum,  irrespective  of  merit,  and  this  further  clause,  "That  the 
architect  who  is  successful  shall  not  receive  the  compensation  named,  but 
he  shall  be  engaged  as  architect  and  superintendent  and  shall  be  paid,  etc.;" 
the  architect  whose  plans  were  accepted  as  the  most  meritorious  of  all  has  a 
right  of  action  for  refusal  to  employ  him  as  architect  and  superintendent/ 

If  one  proposes  to  erect  a  building  and  employes  an  architect  by  con- 
tract in  writing  to  draw  up  plans  and  specifications,  superintend  the  work 

1  Driseoll  «.  The  Ind.  School  Diet.,  64  Spooner.  2  F.  &  F.  613. 

Iowa  426  [1883].  «  Ada  St.  M.  £.  Cb.  v.  Garnsey,  66  111. 

9  Nciirry  «.  Lord,  2  Keyes  617  [1866].  182  [1872];  Marsh  v.  Astoria,  etc.,  27  Ills. 

■  Kutts  v.  Pelby,  20  Pick.  65  [1888];  and  421. 

tee  Sbipman  t>.  State,  42  Wis.  377;  Mar-  B  Walsh  v.  St.  Louis  Ex.  &  Mus.  Hall 

■cotte  v.  Beaupre,  15  Minn.  152;  Nelson  v.  Assn.,  90  Mo.  459  [1886]. 
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and  audit  claims,  he  cannot  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  building  was 
not  to  be  erected,  and  the  architect  not  to  be  paid  unless  a  loan  could  be 
procured  for  that  purpose.  The  fact  that  he  was  to  be  paid  in  install- 
ments, one  when  the  drawings  were  made  and  the  balance  at  specified 
stages  of  the  work,  it  not  appearing  that  the  first  payment  was  intended  as 
the  price  of  the  drawings  did  not  make  the  contract  divisible,  and  though 
the  employer  failed  to  build,  the  contract  price  was  held  to  be  entire,  and 
the  value  of  the  archtect's  services  constituted  the  measure  of  damages.1 
When,  however,  the  contract  was  to  pay  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  of  the 
estimated  cost  for  the  preparation  of  the  plans,  and  the  payment  of  three 
per  cent,  and  five  per  cent,  were  contingent  engagements  to  be  performed 
after  the  plans  were  prepared,  the  contract  was  held  divisible,  and  the 
architect  having  been  discharged  after  the  prepartion  of  the  plans,  he  was 
allowed  to  recover  the  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  only.* 

Under  a  contract  to  furnish  the  necessary  drawings,  specifications,  and 
details  for  a  certain  percentage  on  the  total  cost  of  the  structure,  the  archi- 
tect, after  furnishing  the  drawings,  etc.,  is  not  limited,  in  case  his  employ- 
ment is  terminated  before  the  building  is  completed,  to  a  recovery  of  the 
percentage  on  the  cost  of  the  building  in  so  far  as  it  was  at  the  time  com- 
pleted.' 

813.  What  Is  a  Performance  of  a  Contract  of  Service  ?  —  An  architect 
was  held  to  have  complied  with  his  contract  to  furnish  plans  and  specifica- 
tions for  a  building  to  cost  $10,000  when  he  had  furnished  plans,  etc.,  for 
a  building  that  would  cost  $16,000,  at  the  same  time  making  proposals 
to  reduce  the  cost  in  certain  respects,  making  the  plans  to  apply  to  a  build- 
ing that  would  not  cost  more  than  $10,000.'  Plans  and  estimates  of  a 
building  to  cost  $102,000,  exclusive  of  architect's  and  superintendent's  fees, 
the  latter  of  which  would  have  been  five  per  cent,  if  the  architect  had  the 
superintendence,  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  a  contract  to 
prepare  plans  and  estimates  of  a  building  to  cost  about  $100,000,  and  the 
opinion  was  further  expressed  that  plans  for  a  building  to  cost  $100,000, 
would  not  satisfy  a  contract  for  a  building  to  cost  not  more  than  $75,000, 
nor  does  it  necessarily  follow  that  it  would  be  satisfied  by  plans  for  a  build- 
ing to  cost  any  sum  between  $75,000  and  $100,000/ 

When  a  contract  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  stipu- 
lated that  the  architect  should  have  said  plans  and  specifications  drawn  in 
a  good  and  sufficient  manner,  to  be  altered  and  changed  in  such  manner  as 
the  board  of  commissioners  might,  at  any  time,  deem  proper  and  best,  and 
that  the  said  architect  should  make,  alter,  and  change  the  same  plans  until 

1  Marquis  v.  Lauretson  (la.),  40  N.  W.      962:  and  see  Scott  t>.  Mnier,  56  Mich.  514; 
Rep.  73  [18881.  Chicago  t>.  Tilley,  18  Otto  146;  Lambert 

*  Ebdy  c.   McGowan,   Roscoe's    Digest      9.  San  ford,  55  Conn.  437. 

Bldg.  Cases  134;  and  see  Clark's  Architect,  *  Smith  v.  Dickey,  74  Tex.  61  [1889];  see 

etc  .  before  the  Law,  clmp.  viii  Nelson  v.  Spooner,  2  F.  &  F.  618. 

*  Havens  c.  Donahue  (Cal.),  43Pac.  Rep. 
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the  said  board  of  commissioners  should  be  satisfied,  it  was  held  the  request 
to  make  changes  should  come  from  the  board  acting  officially  and  not  from 
individual  members  acting  in  their  private  capacity.1  * 

When  a  premium  has  been  offered  for  plans,  which  have  been  adopted 
and  the  promised  compensation  been  paid  to  the  architect,  it  was  held  he 
could  collect  no  more,  notwithstanding  a  usage  among  architects  to  super- 
intend the  building  of  their  designs  at  five  per  cent.;  that  when  there  is  no- 
contract  expressed  or  implied,  usage  or  custou  cannot  make  one.*  A  reso- 
lution passed  by  a  board  of  public  works,  which  has  supervision  of  the 
superintendent  of  buildings,  to  the  effect  that  C,  superintendent  of  build- 
ings, shall  be  architect  of  the  City  Hall,  and  shall  have  supervision  of  the 
construction  thereof,  was  held  not  to  constitute  a  contract  of  employment 
of  C,  as  supervising  architect,  authorizing  a  recovery  by  him  for  his  ser- 
vices ae  such  in  addition  to  his  salary.'  In  a  case  where  an  architect  had 
been  regularly  employed  to  make  plans  and  designs  for  a  building,  evidence 
was  received  to  prove  a  custom  that  the  employment  carried  with  it  au  en- 
gagement to  superintend  its  construction.4 

814.  Recovery  for  Services  Rendered.— -The  obligation  of  paying  for  the 
drawings  of  an  architect  usually  rests  upon  the  employer,  and  not  upon  the 
mechanic  who  executes  the  work.  If  an  owner  has  requested  an  architect 
to  furnish  a  design,  and  paid  him  for  it,  but  did  not  employ  him  to  prepare 
drawings  and  would  not  pay  him  for  them,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the 
owner  was  not  liable  was  not  sufficient  to  charge  the  builder.  The  builder 
not  having  made  any  prior  request  for  plans,  nor  any  subsequent  promise  to 
pay  for  them,  could  not  be  charged  with  the  obligation  of  paying  for  them.6 
The  same  question  of  responsibility  arises  in  the  employment  of  engineers 
when  called  upon  to  stake  out  work.  In  engineering  work,  generally,  the 
obligation  to  pay  rests  upon  the  person  who  requested  the  work  to  be  done,* 
unless  it  is  work  that  properly  belongs  to  the  engineer  by  his  contract  with 
company  or  by  the  contract  between  his  company  and  the  contractor. 

Where  an  architect  performs  work  and  labor  upon  a  building  on  the  joint 
employment  of  two  persons,  an  action  will  be  against  them  jointly,  although 
no  partnership  exists  between  them  in  either  the  land  or  building.  Such 
joint  employment  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances,  as  when  both  the 
defendants  have  given  directions  as  to  the  work,  its  character,  and  mode  of 
execution;  and  when  one  denies  his  liability,  his  promises  to  pay  certain, 
bills  relating  to  the  construction  of  the  building,  the  indorsements  by  him  of 
notes  therefor,  his  ownership  of  the  land  and  ultimately  of  the  building,  and 

1  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Bunting (Ind.),  12  8.   W.  745;  and  see  Walsh  t>.   St.   Louis 

N.  E.  Rep.  151  [18871.  Exposition,  101  Mo.  584. 

•  Tilley  v.  Co.  of  Cook,  108  U.  8.  955  4  Wilson  •.  Bnuuiau,  80  III.  498  [1875]. 
[18801.    Compare  First  Uuit.  8oc.t>  Faulk-  'Webb  v.   School,  8  Phila.   (Pa.)    125 
ner.  91  U.  8.  415.  [1858]. 

*  Chamberlain  t>.  Kansas  City  (Mo.),  28 

*  See  Sees.  39  and  555,  $upra. 
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his  uniting  in  the  examination  of  accounts  of  the  architects  and  in  settling 
the  balance  due,  are  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  judgment.1 

A  custom  to  charge  a  percentage  of  the  architect's  own  .estimate  of  the 
cost,  it  seems,  cannot  be  resorted  to  to  determine  an  architect's  compensation 
for  preparing  preliminary  sketches  not  accepted.  Such  a  custom  was  held 
unreasonable  and  preposterous.3  Such  services,  unless  volunteered,  should 
be  paid  for,  if  at  all,  according  to  the  time  spent  upon  them,  or  according 
to  such  understanding  as  could  be  fairly  implied  from  circumstances,"  and 
not  according  to  the  schedule  of  charges  of  the  American  Institute  of  Archi- 
tects, especially  when  the  architect  has  accepted  a  salary.4 

If  the  compensation  is  agreed  upon  as  a  percentage  of  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  buildings,  the  architect  may  recover  on  the  reasonable  cost,  according 
to  his  plans  and  specifications,  and  bids  made  by  third  persons  may  be  used 
to  show  what  is  a  reasonable  cost/  The  architect  is  a  competent  witness  in 
his  own  behalf  upon  the  question  of  the  value  of  his  labor  in  drawing  plans/ 
as  are  other  architects.  * 

The  employment  of  engineers  is  often  equally  perplexing.  Frequently 
they  are  called  upon  to  render  advice  or  services  by  officers  of  corporation, 
whose  authority  is  questionable,  and  if  the  advice  or  services  turns  out  to  be 
unnecessary,  unprofitable,  or  expensive,  the  company  sometimes  seek  to 
avoid  paying  for  it.  A  letter  from  a  secretary  of  a  provisional  committee 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  projecting  a  railway  and  signed  by  him,  to  an 
engineer  conveying  a  record  of  minutes  of  a  meeting  of  the  committee,  that 
it  was  resolved  that  B.  (the  engineer)  be  requested  to  accept  the  office  of 
"  joint  engineer  to  the  line/'  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  as  evidence  of  the 
engineer's  employment,  as  were  the  minutes  themselves,  not  being  signed  by 
the  chairman,  and  no  proof  being  offered  that  there  was  a  meeting  on  thai 
day,  or  who  was  present.7 

If  an  engineer  is  called  and  consulted  with  regard  to  works,  and  his  plans 
and  estimates  have  been  adopted  by  the  board  of  directors  of  a  company,  hi* 
employment  may  be  said  to  have  been  proved,  without  any  formal  contract. 
The  fact  that  he  was  recommended  to  the  company,  and  its  officers  set  him 


1  Beach  v.  Raymond,  2  E.  D.  S.  (N.  Y.) 
496[1854]. 

•Tilly  v.  Cook,  13  Otto  155;  Lloyd's  Law 
of  Buildiug,  etc.,  11,  citing  Eddy  v.  Mc- 
Gowau,  not  reported ;  but  see  Knight  v. 
Norris,  18  Minn.  473  ;  Irving  v.  Morrison, 
37  C.  P.  (Upper  Canada)  242  ;  and  Mulli- 
gan v  Mulligan,  18  Lh.  Ann.  20,  contra. 

1  Scott  v.  Maier.  56  Mich.  554  [1885]; 
semble,  Marcotte  u.  Beau  pre,  15  Minn.  152; 
Dull  v.  Bramhall,  49  111.  864,  what  is  rea- 
sonable; Lloyd's  Law  of  Building  (2d 
ed.),  §  8. 

4  Smiibmeyer  t.  United  States,  147  U.  S. 


342 ;  but  see  Oilman  v.  Steveus,  54  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)197. 

•  Lambert  v.  San  ford,  55  Conn.  487 
[1887]  ;  and  see  Boeder  v.  Bensberg,  6  Mo. 
App.  445;  Shipmau  v.  State.  43  Wis.  381;. 
Irving  v.  Morrison,  27  U.  C.  C.  P.  242; 
Maack  v.  Schneider,  51  Mo.  App.  92. 
Agreements  are  sometimes  made  forbid- 
ding or  preventing  any  extra  charges. 
Baltimore  Ceui  Co.  v.  Coburn,  7  Md.  202;. 
Abbott  v.  Gatch,  18  Md.  814. 

1  Nourry  v.  Lord,  2  Keyes  R.  617  [18661. 

'  Rennie  v.  Wynn,  4  Ezch.  691  [1849]. 


*  8ee8ec.  891,  infra. 
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at  work,  if  the  company  had  the  benefit  of  his  services  knowingly,  they  an 
liable  to  him  for  their  value.1 

So  it  has  been  held  that  an  engineer  is  entitled  to  recover  for  services  and 
advances  rendered,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  company's  engi- 
neer and  attorney,  and  which  were  essential  in  preparing  to  construct  a  rail- 
road, and  for  drawings  procured  and  paid  for  by  him,  and  approved  by  the 
company's  president.' 

When  an  engineer  was  assured  by  a  company's  engineer  that  he  would  be 
made  a  subcontractor  and  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  contractor,  and  he 
received  a  notice  of  the  approval  of  this  arrangement  by  the  board  of  direc- 
tors, through  the  attorney  of  the  company,  it  was  held  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  for  his  services  and  expenditures  on  the  company's  refusal  to  award 
him  the  contract.  The  fact  that  the  engineer  and  attorney  were  not  duly 
appointed  by  the  company,  until  the  meeting  when  the  directors  approved 
of  the  arrangement  of  subrogation,  did  not  alter  the  case,  for  the  engineer 
and  attorney  represented  and  acted  with  the  anthority  of  the  company." 

Under  a  charge  for  services,  an  engineer  may  prove  and  recover  for  ser- 
vices whether  performed  by  himself  or  an  assistant,or  by  both,  unless  it  appears 
by  the  nature  of  the  terms  of  the  employment  that  the  personal  services  of 
that  particular  engineer  were  contracted  for  and  no  other  person  could  under 
the  agreement  fill  his  place;  he  may  under  an  allegation  of  services  performed 
*  by  him  prove  that  they  were  performed  by  another  person  under  him.' 

The  employment  of  an  engineer  to  survey  and  establish  a  railroad  line 
clothes  him  with  authority  to  employ  subordinates  and  assistants  for  the 
purpose  on  behalf  of  the  railroad  company,  and  such  assistants  are  the  ser- 
vants of  the  company.4 

■  Moline  W.  P.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  '  Leet  v.  Wilson.  24  Cal.  898  [18641. 

26  III.  90  [18611.  '  Gil  lis  «.  Duluth,  etc.,  R.   Co.  (Minn.), 

•  Wilson  «.  Kin?*  Co.  El.  R.  Co.,  21  N.  25  N.  W.  Rep.  608  ;  New  Orleans,  etc., 

S.  Rep.  1016  [1889].  R.  Co.  v.  Reese,  61  Miss.  681. 


CHAPTER  XXIX 

PROPERTY  OP  ENGINEERS  OR  ARCHITECTS  IN  DESIGNS  AND 

INVENTIONS. 

OWNERSHIP     OF     PLANS,     SPECIFICATIONS,    AND     DRAWING8.        CORPOREAL 

» 

AND   INCORPOREAL   PROPERTY   RIGHTS. 

815.  Ownership  of  Plans,  Drawings,  and  Designs.*— It  is  customary  for 
■engineers  and  architects  to  retain  the  ownership  of  their  plans  by  a  special 
agreement  with  their  employers  to  that  effect.  In  the  absence  of  such  an 
agreement  or  understanding,  it  has  been  held  that  the  employer  is  entitled 
to  keep  them  when  he  has  paid  the  architect  a  reasonable  remuneration  for 
his  services.  A  custom  to  the  contrary  was  adjudged  "  unreasonable,  im- 
possible, and  suicidal."  In  this  case  the  architect's  services  had  been  dis- 
pensed with  before  the  building  was  completed,  and  the  judge  compared  it 
to  an  attorney  refusing  to  deliver  up  the  papers  of  his  case  to  his  client 
because  his  employment  was  determined.1  The  French  courts  have  also 
given  the  owner  the  right  to  the  plans  when  he  had  paid  for  them,  or  had 
recompensed  the  architect  or  engineer.* 

Whether  the  same  rule  would  be  held  as  to  the  ownership  of  plans  after 
the  building  was  completed  is  doubtful;  and  it  is  equally  dubious  that  a 
client  can  demand  the  papers  and  documents  prepared  by  an  attorney  in 
conducting  his  case  after  the  trial  is  concluded.  It  is  certain  that  it  is  the 
universal  practice  of  architects  to  take  or  retain  their  plans,  both  in  Eng- 
land and  the  United  States,  when  the  structure  has  been  completed. 

Alabama  affords  a  case  where  an  architect  who  took  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications away  from  an  unfinished  building  was  prosecuted  by  the  builder 
for  larceny  [stealing].  It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  that  the  builder 
was  entitled  to  the  use  and  possession  of  the  plans  during  the  construction 
of  the  building  and  that  he  might  have  a  special  property  in  them,  the  in- 
vasion of  which  would  be  a  trespass,  even  though  under  the  contract  the 
ownership  of  the  plans  was  in  the  architect.  To  constitute  larceny  the 
wrongful  taking  must  have  been  secret  or  fraudulent,  and  done  with  felonious 
intent  to  convert  the  property  to  the  taker's  own  use  and  to  deprive  the 

1  Ebdy  v.  McGowan,  Ct.  of  Exch.,  Nov.      Architect,  etc..  Before  the  Law  129. 
17,1870,  The  Timet;  s.  c  , Roscoe's  Digest         *  Dalloz  1871,  2,  88;  1849.  2,  171. 
-of  Building  Oases  184;   and  see  Clark's 

*  See  Bees.  249,  25$,  tupra. 
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owner  of  his  property.  If  taken  openly  in  the  presence  of  the  owner,  or 
in  the  presence  of  other  persons  known  to  him,  the  taking  and  carrying 
away  would  be  a  mere  civil  tort.  Here  the  architect  committed  a  trespass 
when  he  took  the  plans  away  from  the  builder  without  his  consent,  after  an 
unconditional  delivery  of  them  to  him.1 

This  case  further  held  that  the  architect  might  show  the  existence  of  a 
uuivereal  custom  among  architects  and  builders  to  the  effect  that  the  plans- 
and  specifications  belonged  to  the  architect  by  whom  they  were  made.9 
When  plans  are  submitted  in  competition  for  a  cash  prize,  it  has  been  held 
that  those  plans  which  were  awarded  the  prize  became  the  property  of  the 
party  inviting  the  competition  upon  tendering  the  amount  of  the  prize 
offered.*  When  competitive  plans  are  sent  by  a  common  carrier  to  the 
parties  inviting  competition  and  their  delivery  is  delayed  until  after  the 
time  specified,  owing  to  the  negligence  of  the  carrier's  employees,  the 
damages  to  be  assessed  is  the  value  of  the  architect's  chances  in  getting  the 
prizes,  and  not  the  value  of  the  time  and  labor  expended  in  making  said, 
plans  aud  specifications.  To  recover  anything  more  than  nominal  damages 
the  architect  should  show  that  there  was  some  probability  of  his  plans  being 
adopted.4  A  later  Massachusetts  case  held  that  when  plans,  delivered  to  an 
express  company,  had  been  lost  in  transit,  the  damages  were  the  value- 
of  the  plans  to  the  person  to  whom  they  were  sent,  not  their  immediate 
value,  as  that  would  include  damages  for  the  delay  in  building  the  structure, 
which  could  not  be  given.  The  fact  that  the  plans  had  a  special  value  to- 
the  architect  which  could  not  be  purchased,  and  that  he  had  other  contracts 
and  had  undertaken  other  work  in  expectation  of  having  these  plans  for  im- 
mediate use,  cannot  be  considered.  The  measure  of  damages  was  held  to  be 
the  reasonable  cost  of  new  plans  and  any  other  expenses  reasonably  incurred 
in  procuring  new  ones.* 

816.  Incorporeal  Property  in  Architectural  and  Engineering  Designs.— 
Copyright  and  Patent-right.— However  doubtful  the  ownership  of  the 
plans  themselves  may  be — i.  e.,  the  corporeal  embody  men  t  of  the  design,  or 
the  paper  or  cloth  which  bears  or  conveys  the  conceptive  ideas  and  designs 
of  the  engineer  or  architect — it  cannot  be  doubted  that  any  use  of  his  plans 
without  his  permission,  such  as  copying  them  or  reproducing  them,  or  even 
building  from  them,  would  be  a  tort  to  the  architect's  natural  property  in 
his  own  creations,  as  much  as  the  copying  of  an  artist's  painting  or  the 
modeling  of  a  sculptor's  work   of  art.    The  one  is  the  creation  of  an 

■ 

1  Lumsford  «.   Dietrich,    86    Ala.    250  860;  but  tee  Watson  v.  Ambergate,  15  Jur. 

[1888] ;  see  alto  Marcotte  «.  Beaupre,  15  448. 

Minu.  152.  •  Mather  «.   American    Exp.    Co.,    188 

'  Lumaford    v.    Dietrich.    86  Ala.    350  Mass.  55  [1884],  citing  Hadley  v.  Baxen- 

[1888];  but  see  Til  ley  t>.  Cook  Co.,  108  U.  dale,  9  Ex.  841;  Green  *.  Boston  &LR. 

8.  162.  Co.,  128  Mass.  221 ;  and  $ee  Clark's  Ar- 

1  Walsh  t>.  St.  Louis  Exp'n,  101  Mo.  584.  chitect,  etc.,  Before  the  Law,  26. 

4  Adams  Exp.  Co.  t.  Egbert,  86  Pa.  St. 
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•engineers  or  architect's  cultivated  taste  and  training,  the  other  perhaps  of 
an  artist's  perception,  taste,  and  genius.1 

Both  are  works  of  art,  and  one  should  be  protected  as  much  as  the 
•other.  Surely  not  because  the  one  is  the  more  vulgar,  for  the  law  protects 
from  publication  or  reproduction  the  most  insignificant  sketch,  picture- 
-card, and  every  manuscript  book  or  personal  letter  written.  An  architect's 
plans  are  his  own  creation,  and  one  can  have  no  better  rights  or  claims  to 
a  property  in  a  thing  than  that  which  owes  its  existence  to  his  own  creative 
genius. 

This  property,  however,  is  vested  by  law  in  him  only  so  long  as  he  re- 
tains possession  and  control  over  his  incorporeal  creation.  If  the  artist 
•sell  his  picture  or  the  author  his  book,  or  either  makes  a  profitable  use  of 
it,  such  a  use  as  it  was  designed  for  or  intended,  he  may  lose  that  inherent 
and  exclusive  right  to  his  own  creation,  and  it  becomes  the  common  property 
of  a  jealous  and  selfish  public*  An  author  may  give  away  a  copy  of  his 
manuscript,*  he  may  send  it  aB  a  communication  to  another,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  letter  to  a  friend/  he  may  permit  a  copy  to  be  made,*  he  may  lecture 
from  it  in  public  or  in  the  class-room/  he  may  have  it  printed  and  distrib- 
ute copies  among  his  friends  or  an  association,  if  it  be  expressly  understood 
and  agreed  that  their  use  shall  be  restricted  and  that  they  are  not  to  be 
sold,  and  that  the  act  of  distribution  is  not  a  publication/  A  consignment 
of  a  lot  of  books  to  a  bookseller,  with  orders  not  to  sell  until  a  certain  date, 
is  not  a  publication  until  sold,  after  that  date."  Nor  is  the  delivery  of 
•copies  of  a  report  to  the  state,  without  any  distribution  thereof,  a  publica- 
tion/   The  sale  of  a  book  is  prima  facie  a  publication/0 

The  artist  may  exhibit  his  picture  in  a  public  salon  "  without  losing  his 
exclusive  right  to  multiply  copies,  publish  it,  or  his  exclusive  right  to  a 
copyright.  If  he  publishes  work  or  sells  copies  of  it  without  first  securing 
a  copyright  from  the  government,  his  sole  right  to  an  exclusive  enjoyment 
of  the  fruits  of  his  labors  is  gone.  He  should  first  secure  the  protection 
of  the  government  in  whose  territory  he  expects  to  sell  it/1 

The  same  holds  with  regard  to  all  intellectual  productions  which  have 


1 N.  E.  Monumental  Co.  v.  Johnson 
<Pa.),  23  Atl.  Rep.  974. 

*  Accord,  Holmes  v.  Donohue  (C.  C),  77 
Fed.  Rep.  179. 

*  Queeusbury  v.  Shebbare,  2  Eden  829; 
Blum  «.  Patten,  2  Paine  (U.  8.)  893,  a 
map. 

4  Pope  v.  Curie,  2  Atk.  842 ;  Thompson 
«.  Stanhope,  Ambler  787;  American  com* 
Hied,  4  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  151, 
note. 

6  Forrester  «.  Waller,  2  Eden  828;  Bart- 
lett  v.  Crittenden,  5  McLean  (U.  S  )  82. 

*  Caird  v.  Sime  (Eng.).  12  App.  Cas.  826, 
8  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  843  [1887];  Miller  Ap- 


peal. 107  Pa.  St.  221  [18841 ;  Abermthy 
t>.  Hutchinson,  1  H.  &  T.  28;  Nichols  v. 
Pitman,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  374 

I  Jewelers'   Merc.    Agcy.   v.    Jewelers' 
Wkly.  Pub.  Co.,  82  N.  T.  Supp.  41;  bvt 
tee  Rigney  t>.  Dulton  (C.  C),  77  Fed.  Rep 
176. 

8  Wall  v.  Gordon,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S  (N. 
Y.)349. 

•  Myers  v.  Callahan,  5  Fed.  Rep.  726. 

10  Baker*.  Taylor.  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
82;  Riirney  v.  Dutton,  eupra. 

II  Werckmeister  v.  Springer  L.  Co.  (C. 
C).  68  Fed.  Rep.  808. 

19  Rigney  v.  Dutton,  tupra. 
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been  made  the  subject  of  statutory  copyrights,  including  maps,  charts/ 
musical  compositions,  engravings,  photographs/  paintings,  works  of  sculp- 
ture, etc.;  in  short,  all  productions  of  literature,  the  drama,'  music,  and 
art,  and  even  the  letters  a  man  has  written,  are  within  the  protection  of  the 
law,  whether  of  literature,  art,  or  science,  if  such  work  is  unpublished^  and 
kept  for  his  private  use  or  pleasure.  That  his  rights  are  absolute  cannot 
be  disputed.4  Nobody  has  a  right  to  publish  them,  to  multiply  copies  of 
them,  without  permission  of  the  author  or  artist  who  first  wrote,  painted,, 
draughted,  modeled,  or  made  them;  in  short,  created  them/  The  passage 
by  Congress  of  the  copyright  statutes  has  not  abrogated  the  common-law 
right  of  an  author  to  his  unpublished  manuscript." 

What  will  constitute  a  publication  of  a  piece  of  statuary,  a  monumental 
design,  a  triumphal  arch*pr  an  artistic  structure,  as  an  art  building,  or  even 
an  apartment  house,  has  not  been  decided.  It  has  been  said  that  any  profit- 
able use  for  which  the  work  was  intended  would  amount  to  a  publication, 
and  the  opinion  has  been  judicially  expressed  that  pieces  of  statuary  which 
decorated  public  squares  and  other  like  places  are  published  by  being  so 
publicly  exhibited.1  A  gateway,  a  monument,  or  an  architectural  edifice 
would  be  subject  to  the  same  line  of  reasoning. 

It  had  also  been  intimated  that  the  public  exhibition  of  a  picture  would 
be  a  publication,  but  a  recent  case  has  decided  that  the  exhibition  of  a  paint- 
ing in  a  public  salon,  or  the  printing  in  the  salon  catalogue  of  a  crayon  sketch 
of  the  same  painting,  did  not  amount  to  such  a  publication  of  it  as  to  work 
a  forfeiture  of  the  right  ^to  a  copyright,  unless  the  general  public  was  per- 
mitted to  take  copies  of  it.8  In  any  case,  it  is  a  question  of  intention  of  the 
author  whether  or  not  he  has  parted  with  his  original  rights  in  the  crea- 
tion.* 

Whether  a  copyright  would  be  granted  upon  an  architectural  or  engi- 
neering structure  as  a  work  of  art  has  never,  it  is  believed,  been  decided ; 
but  so  far  as  principle  is  concerned,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  it 
should  not  be  given  protection  as  well  as  a  painting  or  a  piece  of  statuary, 
Indeed,  in  some  cases  it  would  be  difficult  to  draw  the  line  between  the  sub- 
ject of  art  entitled  to  protection  and  the  edifice  which  would  not  be  pro- 
tected.  That  section  of  the  English  copyright  act  which  gives  protection 
to  statuary  mentions  only  the  human  body  and  its  parts  and  dress,  and  the 
figures  of  animals,  which  would  not  include  ordinary  decorations  of  wood 
and  stone  as  applied  to  architectural  structures. 

1  Rees  v.  Pettizer,  75  111.  475.  Fed.  Rep.  196. 

'  Falkc.  Donaldson  (C.  C),  57  Fed.  Rep.  '  Turner  v.  Robinson,  10  Irish  Cb.  516 

82.  [I860]:  Copinger's  Law  of  Copyright  882, 

*  Arnnson  v.  Baker  (N.  J.),  12  All.  Rep.  888. 

177  [1888].  8  Werckmeister  v.  Springer  Lithograph 

♦Drone's  Law  of  Copyright  174;  Press  Co.   (C.   C).   68  Fed.   Rep.   808;  but  u* 

Pub.  Co.  v.  Monroe  (C.  C.  A.),  78  Fed.  contra.  Pierce  &  B.  Mfg.  Co    t>.  Weick- 

Rep.  196.  meister  (C.  C.  A.),  72  Fed.  Rep.  54. 

*  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  148-150.  'Prof.  Langdell  in  his  lectures  at  Har~ 

*  Press  Pub.  Co.  v.  Monroe  (C.  C.  A.),  78  vard;  wmW*,  Pope  v.  Curie,  2  Atk  840. 
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817.  Sights  of  a  Purchaser  to  Incorporeal  Creations.— If  one  par- 
chases  the  copyright  of  a  picture  with  the  picture,  he  holds  the  picture  free 
from  any  interference,  and  with  the  perfect  right  to  deal  with  it  as  he 
pleases.  If,  however,  he  buys  the  picture  simply  as  a  picture,  or  the  author 
or  artist  has  reserved  the  right  of  reproduction,  the  purchaser  will  then 
have  the  gratification  and  delight  derived  from  its  contemplation,  but  he 
cannot  make  copies  or  engravings  from  it,  or  use  it  for  a  different  purpose 
from  that  for  which  the  artist  sold  it; l  the  purchaser,  in  such  a  case,  is  not 
a  proprietor  within  the  meaning  of  the  copyright  law.  The  author  or  artist 
retains  his  right  to  a  copyright. 

An  architect  or  engineer  should  have  the  same  property  in  his  own  crea- 
tions, whether  they  be  the  drawings  themselves,  an  artistic  design  of  a 
column,  or  a  structure  such  as  a  building,  an  arch,  or  even  a  bridge.  In 
America  it  has  been  held  that  a  draughtsman  or  designer  has  such  property 
in  a  model  or  plan  of  his  own  composition  as  to  be  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  for  the  unauthorized  use  of  such,  although  no  letters  patent  or  copy- 
right had  been  secured.' 

818.  Copyright  of  Plans  and  Drawings. — Whether  the  plans  or  draw- 
ings of  a  building  may  be  copyrighted  does  not  seem  to  be  perfectly  well 
settled.  In  point  of  justice  and  sound  public  policy,  no  good  reason  exists 
why  an  architect's  plans  should  not  be  protected  by  copyright.  Copinger, 
in  his  work  on  Law  of  Copyright,  is  authority  for  the  statement  that  in  the 
English  act  the  word  drawing  includes  architectural  design.'  Drone,  in  his 
work  on  Copyright  Law,  passes  the  subject  by  with  the  simple  statement 
that  plans  are  not  mentioned  in  the  American  statutes,  while  maps  and 
charts  are  included.4  The  word  chart  has  been  held  not  to  include  sheets 
of  paper  exhibiting  tabulated  or  methodically  arranged  information.  The 
courts  distinguished'  between  charts  that  convey  information  of  a  literary 
nature  and  those  that  impart  knowledge  of  geography  or  art.  These  sheets 
could  doubtless  have  been  copyrighted  as  a  book.  A  dressmaker's  chart,  or 
diagram  for  cutting  ladies'  garments,  has  been  held  to  be  a  book,'  and  art 
designs  are  a  subject  of  copyright.'  The  superior  likeness  of  a  dressmaker's 
chart  to  a  book,  when  compared  with  a  collection  of  plates  or  plans  of  an 
architectural  or  engineering  structure  (suppose  them  sun-printed,  to  escape 
the  question  of  reproducing  copies),  will  not  be  apparent  to  most  people, 
and  if  the  former  is  a  subject  of  copyright  as  a  book,  certainly  the  latter 
should  be  equally  so.  Books  of  designs,  simple  reprints  of  architectural 
plans,  with  very  little  text  or  explanations  accompanying  them,  have  been 
copyrighted,  and  are  in  the  possession  of  almost  every  architect  and  engi- 

1  Werrkmeiater  v.  Springer  Lithograph  *  Copinger 'a  Law  of  Copyright  (2d  ed.) 

Co.,  68  Fed.  Rep.  808;  Copinger's  Law  of  889. 
Copyright  388.  *  Drone  on  Law  of  Copyright  174. 

»  N.  E.  Monument  Co.  t>.  Johnson  (Pn.)»  *  Taylor  v.  Oilman.  34  Fed.  R«»p.  682. 

22   All.  Rep    974;   $emble,  Blunt  *.  Pat-  •  Deury  v.  Ewing,  1  Bond  (U.  8  )  40. 

ten,  2  Pnines  (C.  C.  Rep.)  897.  '  Grace  v.  Newman,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  628. 
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neer.  If  ordinary  plana  are  refused,  where  shall  the  line  be  drawn?  Will 
the  amount  of  text  accompanying  the  drawing  be  the  test,  or  the  character 
of  the  book,  or  its  form,  the  covers,  the  title  page,  or  the  binding  ?  Will 
the  method  of  reproduction,  whether  from  a  printing-press  or  a  blue-print 
frame,  enter  into  the  case?  An  un printed  book,  which  existed  only  in  the 
manuscript,  has  been  held  the  subject  of  copyright.'  Finally,  will  it  matter 
if  the  book  consist  of  one  sheet  or  several  ?  It  has  been  h  .1.1  not,  for  a  book 
may  be  on  one  sheet.1 

There  is  no  just  reason  why  an  architect  or  engineer  should  not  be  pro- 
tected by  copyright  as  well  as  an  artist.  His  property  rights  are  certainly 
as  well  defined,  and  in  view  of  other  things  copyrighted,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  it  could  be  denied.  The  selfishness  of  the  public  and  the  fact  that  the 
progress  and  growth  of  our  country  may  demand  that  the  industrial  and 
practical  be  not  made  exclusive,  might  be  a  remote  reason  why  it  should  not 
be  given  the  same  protection;  but  this  argument  would  apply  as  well  to 
maps  and  charts,  and  to  patentable  inventions. 

Under  the  United  States  copyright  act  of  1831,  a  photograph  was  not  a 
«ubject  of  copyright,'  but  a  later  statute  grants  copyright  protection  to 
photographs  and  to  the  negatives  thereof,  and  such  an  act  has  been  held 
not  unconstitutional.4 

A  photographer  has  no  right  to  make  copies  of  a  customer's  photograph 
without  his  permission/  and  it  may  be  doubted  if  he  can  copyright  it.  A 
private  individual  may  enjoin  the  publication  of  his  portrait  when  a  public 
character  cannot,  unless  the  photograph  has  been  secured  by  some  violation 
•of  confidence  or  breach  of  agreement.  A  person  who  is  one  of  the  foremost 
inventors  of  his  time  has  been  held  a  public  character/  The  power  of  the 
World's  Columbian  Exposition  to  grant  an  exclusive  privilege  to  make 
■stereopticon  views  of  objects  within  the  exposition,  and  to  sell  such  views, 
has  been  held  a  matter  of  grave  doubt." 

819.  Bights  of  an  Author,  Inventor,  or  Designer  when  in  the  Employ 
of  Another. — In  sympathy  with  and  close  connection  to  this  subject  of  the 
ownership  of  designs  and  artistic  features  created  by  an  architect  or  engi- 
neer are  his  rights  to  plans,  improvements,  and  inventions  made  by  him 
while  an  employee.  If  in  his  contract  of  employment  it  is  agreed  or  under- 
stood or  may  be  reasonably  implied  that  the  production  of  his  every  effort, 
mental  as  well  as  physical,  should  be  the  property  of  his  employer,  that  his  de- 
signs, improvements,  and  inventions,  and  all  other  incorporeal  creations 
should  belong  to  his  employer,  then  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  em- 

1  Roberts  v.  Myers.  23  Law  Rep.  896 ;  Fed.    Rep.   693;    see  ease*  of  copyrighted 

but  see  Jewelers*  Merc.  Agcy.  «.  Jewelers*  photograph  cited  in  Springer  Lith.  Co.  © 

W.  Pub  Co.,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  41.  Falk  (C.  C   A.),  59  Fed   Rep   707. 

»  Drone  on  Copyright  142.  »  Corliss  f>.  E.  W.  Walk,  r  Co.  (C.  C.),  61 

*  Wood  t>.  Abbott,  5  Blutchf.  (U.  8.)  325.  Fed  Rep.  280. 

♦Sarony  v.  Burrow  Giles  Lith.  Co.,  17  •  Kilburn  «.   Ingereol  (C.   C  ),  67  Fed, 

Fed.  Rep.  591;  Schreiber  v.  Thornton,  17  Rep.  46. 
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ployer  could  rightfully  claim  them ;  but  if  no  such  agreement  has  been  made 
•or  can  be  implied,  then  the  employee  is  entitled  to  the  uses  and  benefits  of 
his  creations.1    Such  an  agreement  has  been  held  not  against  public  policy.1 

Architects  are  usually  employed  for  their  ability  to  design  and  create 
features  of  utility  and  decoration,  and  it  is  submitted  that  their  contract  of 
•employment  would  generally  include  the  right  to  the  use,  at  least,  of  any 
features  of  design,  decoration,  or  arrangement  that  they  might  create;  but  it 
would  not  include  any  new  method  of  construction,  or  a  new  material,  or  a 
new  process  for  the  manufacture  of  it. 

It  has  been  held  that  if  a  company  employ  a  chemist  to  work  with  its  mate- 
rials as  a  chemical  expert,  in  order  to  develop  new  products  and  processes  for 
its  benefit,  it  acquires  no  right  to  the  chemist's  discoveries  made  during  such 
employment,  but  ouly  a  license  to  use  them;'  but  if  an  employee  invents 
flavoring  compounds  with  materials  supplied  by  the  firm,  and  it  is  the  inten- 
tion of  all  the  parties  that  the  processes  by  which  the  compounds  are  pre- 
pared shall  belong  to  the  firm,  and  be  trade  secrets,  the  firm  becomes  the 
owner  of  the  processes,  though  no  assignment  thereof  is  made  by  the  inventor 
to  the  firm.4  If  the  employee  has  entered  the  receipts  and  processes  in  a 
book  of  his  own  he  is  entitled  to  keep  it,  though  it  seems  the  employer  is 
•entitled  to  a  copy.  A  color-mixer  in  a  carpet  manufactory,  without  the 
knowledge  of  his  employers,  who  has  entered  the  receipts  in  his  own  instead 
of  his  employers'  color-books,  and,  on  the  employee's  discharge,  his  employ- 
ers, believing  the  books  their  own,  refused  to  let  the  employee  take  them 
away,  it  was  held  that  the  jury  should  be  instructed,  in  an  action  by  the  em- 
ployee for  the  detention,  that  the  value  of  the  receipts  could  not  be  consid- 
ered in  estimating  the  damages,  and  that,  in  considering  violence  in  the 
detention  as  an  element  of  damages,  they  must  consider  the  negligent  con- 
duct of  the  employee,  and  that  his  employers  were  led  thereby  to  believe 
that  he  was  carrying  away  their  own  books.*  The  employer  has  a  right  to  the 
continued  use,  in  his  own  business,  of  recipes  for  mixing  colors,  prepared 
by  ah  employee  vr hose  duties  require  him  to  prepare  mixtures  of  colors  which 
will  reproduce  the  shades  indicated  by  designs  submitted  to  him,  and  to 
enter  the  receipes  in  a  book  furnished  for  that  purpose,  and  which  are  neces- 
sary for  the  immediate  manufacture  of  the  carpet  designed,  and  its  subsequent 
reproduction.6  The  employer  has  recovered  such  receipt-books  in  trover 
from  the  employee." 

An  owner  of  a  process  or  invention  for  manufacturing  an  article,  which 
was  kept  secret  from  all  but  confidential  employees,  may  restrain  former 

1  Cases  collected  in  4  Atner.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Supp.  190. 
Law    178;    Smith's   Master   and    Servant         4  Baldwin  v.  Von  Mfcheroux  (Sup  V  25 
166-7.  and  English  cases  cited;  see  Pape  t.  N.  Y.  Supp.  857;  accord  Deraps*  y  v.  Dob- 
La  throp  (Ind.).  46  N.  E.  Rep.  154  [18971.  son  (Pa),  84  Atl.  Rep.  459. 

9  Hulse  t>.  Machine  Co.  (<\   C.  A),  65         6  Dempsey  v.  Dobson  (Pa.  Sup),  84  All. 

Fed.  Rep.  861.  Rep.  459. 

t  Clark  v.  Pemoline  Chem.  Co  ,  5  N.  Y.  •  Makepeace  v.  Jacksou,  4  Taunt.  770. 
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employees  from  disclosing,  or  using  iu  a  rival  establishment,  their  knowledge- 
thereof, acquired  while  occupying  such  confidential  relation;  and  it  is  imma- 
terial that  there  was  no  written  contract  between  them,  or  that  at  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  employment  the  employees  were  minors,  and  performed 
comparatively  unimportant  duties.1 

The  mere  fact  of  the  employment  does  not  give  the  title  to  a  manuscript 
to  the  publisher.  Whether  one  who  is  paid  to  write  an  article  for  a  periodi- 
cal, magazine,  or  cyclopedia  can  have  copyright  in  the  article  so  as  to  prevent 
the  publisher  from  using  it  in  book  form  or  otherwise  than  for  what  it  waa 
written,  depends  also  upon  the  agreement  between  the  parties  expressed  or 
implied.' 

820.  Things  Made  or  Created  Outside  of  Office  Hours.— What  an  em- 
ployee writes  or  prepares  outside  of  office  hours  or  independently  of  the 
duties  for  which  he  is  employed  and  paid,  belongs  to  himself  individually.* 
A  contract  to  give  one's  whole  time,  as  a  draughtsman  to  the  interests  of  his 
employer,  an  architect,  has  been  held  not  to  be  broken  by  doing  a  little  work 
on  holidays  and  at  night  for  other  parties,  and,  it  may  be  added,  for  himself,, 
so  long  as  such  work  does  not  result  in  damage  to  the  employer.4 

821.  Creations  Hade  from  Materials  Collected  while  in  Another's  Ser- 
vice.— A  draughtsman  or  engraver  in  the  government  employ  can  have  no- 
copyright  in  a  chart  prepared  for  the  government;  *  and  it  was  so  held  of  an 
artist  that  accompanied  a  government  expedition.6  An  assistant  in  an  engi- 
neer's office  who  executes  and  completes  a  map  in  conformity  with  the 
general  design  furnished  by  his  employer,  who  made  rough  sketches  and 
supplied  newspaper  maps,  official  reports,  etc.,  can  have  no  copyright  in  the 
map.* 

If  the  changes  and  improvements  in  a  map  are  material,  it  is  a  new  map,, 
and  must  be  copyrighted  before  it  is  published,  in  order  to  protect  it  from 
piracy.8 

822.  New  Creation  Made  from  Materials  Collected  by  Others. — It  seems 
that  in  making  a  map  an  engineer  may  take  advantage  of  all  prior  publica- 
tions, but  he  must  not  make  a  mere  copy  nor  a  servile  imitation.  He  must 
bestow  mental  labor  upon  what  he  takes  from  other  maps  and  charts,  and 
subject  it  to  such  revision  and  correction  as  to  produce  an  original  result. 
He  should  not  deny  the  use  made  of  preceding  works  and  the  changes  must 
be  material,  and  not  merely  colorable.     Whether  the  changes  are  merely 

1  Little  v.  Gall  us  (Sup.),  88  N.  Y.  Bupp.  C.  B.  427. 
487,  1014;   Peabody  v.  Norfolk.  98  Mass.         4  Hermann  t>.  Littlefield  (Cal.),  42  Pac. 

452;   Morrison   v.   Moat,   9  Hare  255;   10  Rep.  443. 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  949.  •  Copyright,  7  Opinion  Att'y-Gen'l  656. 

'  Sweet  v.  Benning,  16  0.  B.  459;  Bishop         *  Heine  t>.  Appleton,  4  B latch f.  (U.  S.) 

of  Hereford  v.  Grifflu,  16  Sim.  190.  125;  Com.  v.  Desilver,  8  Phila.  (Pa.)  81. 

*  Copinger  on  Copyright  127;  Drone  on         *  Stannard  v.  Harrison,  24  Law  Time* 

Copyright  259;  Gill  v.  Unite  J  States,  16  570;  Drone  on  Copyright  254. 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  822;  as  to  suggestions  by         •  Drone  on  Copyright  145. 
employer,  ue  Sheppard  t>.  Couquest,  17 
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colorable,  and  the  new  work  a  mere  servile  imitation  is  a  question  for  the 
jury  in  each  case.1  The  change  of  a  plain  map  to  a  oiercator  projection  has 
been  held  not  a  servile  imitation,  but  an  original  work.  But  the  publication 
of  a  map  at  a  smaller  scale  than  the  original  was  held  a  piracy.3  A  chart  of 
township  boundaries  is  a  subject  for  copyright.' 

The  natural  objects  from  which  a  chart  is  made,  being  open  to  the  exam- 
ination of  all,  a  copyright  cannot  subsist  as  to  the  general  subject.  A  right 
in  such  a  subject  is  violated  only  when  copies  are  made  from  the  chart  of 
him  who  has  secured  the  copyright,  and  thereby  avails  himself  of  his  labor 
and  skill.4  The  results  of  the  labor  of  a  draughtsman  while  in  the  service  of 
the  commonwealth,  working  at  her  cost,  belong  to  the  commonwealth,  and 
the  publication  of  a  map  made  from  materials  collected  while  in  such  service 
will  be  restrained  by  injunction/  A  tradesman  who  employs  another  for 
pay,  to  complete  a  book  of  monumental  designs  for. him  is  entitled  to  copy- 
right in  the  book.     The  employee  cannot  publish  designs  copied  from  it." 

823.  Employees  Eight  to  His  Inventions.— Mechanical,  civil  and  electrical 
engineers,  chemists  and  mechanics,  are  inventors  by  trade.  Poverty  fre- 
quently requires  them  to  accept  employment  under  masters,  less  capable  and 
less  deserving,  who  profit  from  their  labors  and  often  appropriate  the  fruit 
of  their  inventive  genius,  sometimes  rightfully,  and  frequently  without  any 
legal  right  whatever.  In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  that  the- 
inventions  and  improvements  made  by  the  employee  shall  belong  to  the  em- 
ployer, the  latter  can  claim  no  rights  to  such  inventions  of  the  employee.7 

Under  Bev.  St.  §  4929,  which  authorized  the  issuance  of  a  design  patent 
to  any  person  who,  "  by  his  own  industry,  genius,  efforts,  and  expense,  has 
invented,"  etc.,  the  use  of  the  word  "expense"  is  not  limited  to  mere  dis- 
bursement of  money,  and  does  not  prevent  the  granting  of  a  patent  to  one 
who  invents  a  design  while  in  the  employ  of  another,  especially  where  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  "expense"  was  necessary  in  producing  the  design.8  It 
does  not  matter  that  the  improvements  are  in  machines  with  which  he  is. 
connected  in  his  service.9  The  employer  has  no  right  to  inventions  made 
by  the  employee  after  his  term  of  employment  has  expired.10  If  an  engineer 
has  been  hired  expressly  to  invent,  an  equitable  title  to  his  inventions  will 


1  Copinger  on  Copyright  (1st  ed.),  90; 
Sayre  v.  Moore.  1  Easi  361. 
'  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  139-140. 

*  Farmer  v.  Calvert,  etc.,  Co.,  5  Am.  L. 
T.  Rep.  174. 

<  Blunt  v.  Patten,  2  Paine  897  [1828]; 
Sanborn  Map  &  Pub.  Co.  v.  Dakin  Pub. 
Co..  89  Fed.  Rep.  266. 

*  Commonwealth  «.  Desilver,  8  Philadel- 
phia 31  [18581. 

*  Grace  v.  Newman,  L  R.  19  Eq.  Cas. 
628T1875]. 

1  Smith's  Master  and  Servant  (4th  ed.). 

119  U.  8.  226; 
Ct.  Rep  822; 


164;  Hapgood   r.   Hewitt.   11 
Gill  v.  United  States,  16  Sup. 


McWilliams  Mfg.  Co.  t>.  Blnndell,  11  Fed. 
Rep.  419;  Niagara  Radiator  Co.  v  Meyers. 
(Sup.),  40N.Y.  Supp.  572;  Greeu  t?.WiIlard 
Barrel  Co.,  1  Mo  App.  202;  but  see  gome 
early  English  cases;  Bloxam  v  Elsee.  1  C. 
&  P.  558.  before  service  began;  Hill  v. 
Thompson,  8  Taunton  395;  Makepeace  v. 
Jackson,  4  Taunton  770,  color- printers' 
book  of  receipts  recovered  by  employer  in 
trover  from  employee. 

8  Matthews  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Trenton  Lamp. 
Co.  (C  C).  73  Fed.  Rep.  212. 

•  Gill  c.  United  States,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
322. 

10  Appleton  9.  Bacon,  2  Black  (U.  8.)  699.. 
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vest  in  his  employer; *  and  an  employee  may  make  an  assignment  of  inven- 
tions that  are  yet  in  embryo  in  his  mind,  or  even  make  a  general  sale  of  the 
inventive  power  of  his  mind.* 

Of  coarse  nice  questions  arise  when  an  engineer  is  working  with  or  under 
the  eye  of  his  employer,  who  may  constantly  make  suggestions,  frivolous  and 
worthless  perhaps,  but  which,  when  related  in  court,  may  be  made  to  embody 
the  whole  invention  and  the  engineer  to  appear  as  a  subordinate  under  the 
direction  and  supervision  of  a  natural  born  genius,  the  employer.  There 
have  been  employers  who  have  honestly  won  the  name  of  inventor,  and  when 
it  is  proved,  they  are  the  more  deserving  of  the  glory  and  reward,  having 
made  the  invention  without  the  aid  of  the  technical  training  which  every 
-engineer  is  supposed  to  have  had.     Such  cases  are  the  exception  in  these  days. 

When  it  is  proved  that  the  employer  has  made  a  new  discovery  and  has 
hired  engineers  and  agents  to  assist  him  in  carrying  out  that  principle,  and 
they,  in  the  course  of  the  experiments  arising  from  that  employment,  have 
made  valuable  discoveries  accessory  to  the  main  principle,  and  tending  to 
•carry  it  out  in  a  better  manner,  such  improvements  are  the  property  of  the 
inventor  of  the  original  principle,  and  may  be  embodied  in  his  patent.* 

824.  What  is  Invention,  and  Who  is  the  Inventor  ? — "  Invention  is  the 
work  of  the  brain  and  not  of  the  hands.  If  the  conception  be  practically 
complete,  the  artisan  who  gives  it  reflex  and  embodiment  in  a  machine  is  no 
more  the  inventor  than  the  tools  with  which  he  works.  Both  are  instru- 
ments in  the  hands  of  him  who  set  them  in  motion,  and  prescribes  the  work 
to  be  done.  Mere  mechanical  skill  can  never  rise  to  the  sphere  of  invention. 
The  latter  involves  higher  thought,  and  involves  and  brings  into  activity  a 
different  faculty.  Their  domains  are  distinct.  The  line  which  separates 
them  is  sometimes  difficult  to  trace;  nevertheless,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  it 
always  subsists.  The  mechanic  may  greatly  aid  the  inventor,  but  he  cannot 
usurp  his  place.  As  long  as  the  root  of  the  original  conception  remains  in 
its  completeness,  the  outgrowth,  whatever  shape  it  may  take,  belongs  to  him 
with  whom  the  couceptfon  originated/'  So  where  an  employer  had  drawn  a 
design  of  an  engine  in  the  sand,  and  directed  an  employee  or  assistant  to 
prepare  the  drawings  and  the  engine  was  built,  it  was  held  that  the  one  who 
drew  the  original  design  in  the  sand  was  the  inventor.4  To  claim  the  inven- 
tion the  employee  must  discover  the  principle  of  the  machine  or  invent  the 
important  movements  of  it.* 

The  law  has  been  very  clearly  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Clifford  in  the 
following  words:  "Tersons  employed,  as  much  as  employers,  are  entitled  to 
their  own  independent  inventions;  but  where  the  employer  has  conceived 

1  Continental  Wind  Mill  Co.  v.  Empire         *  Per  Earle,  J.,  Allen  t>.  Rawson,  1  C.  B. 

Wind  Mill  Co.,  8  Blatchf.  (U.  8.)  295;  «WriW5j.  MltriMftl 

Jolia  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Dice,  109  111  649.  4  filaudy  v.  Griffith.  3  Fish  615  [1869]. 

•  Cases  in  18  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law         8  Bloxam  t>.  Elsee.    1   Car.  &  P.  567; 

135;  HuIrcc  Bonsack  Mach.  Co.  ;C.  C  A  ),  Alleu  v.  Rawson,  i  Man.  G.  &  S.  551. 
•65  Fed.  Rep.  864. 
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the  plan  of  inventiou,  and  is  engaged  in  experiments  to  perfect  it,  n )  sug- 
gestions from  an  employee,  not  amounting  to  a  new  method  or  arrangement 
which  in  itself  is  a  complete  invention,  is  sufficient  to  deprive  the  employer 
of  the  exclusive  property  in  the  perfected  improvement;  but  where  the  sug- 
gestions go  to  make  up  a  complete  and  perfect  machine,  embracing  the  sub- 
stance of  all'  that  is  embodied  in  the  patent  subsequently  issued  to  the  party 
to  whom  the  suggestions  were  made,  the  patent  is  invalid,  because  the  real 
invention  or  discovery  belongs  to  the  employee.  If  the  suggestions  or  im- 
provements made  by  the  employee  are  ancillary  to  the  plan  and  preconceived 
idea  of  the  employer,  such  suggested  improvements  are  in  general  to  be 
regarded  as  the  property  of  the  party  who  discovered  the  original  improved 
principle  and  may  be  embodied  in  his  patent  as  a  part  of  his  invention.. 
Suggestions  from  an  employee  made  during  the  progress  of  experiments,  in 
order  that  they  may  be  sufficient  to  defeat  a  patent,  must  have  embraced  the 
plan  of  the  improvement  and  must  have  furnished  such  information  to  the 
person  to  whom  the  communication  was  made,  that  it  would  have  enabled 
an  ordinary  mechanic,  without  the  exercise  of  any  ingenuity  and  special 
skill  on  his  part,  to  construct  and  put  the  improvement  in  successful  opera- 
tion." f  And  by  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  the  following  language :  "  It  would 
be  difficult  to  define  how  far  the  suggestions  of  a  workman  [engineer]  em- 
ployed in  the  construction  of  a  machine  are  to  be  considered  as  distinct 
inventions  by  him,  so  as  to  avoid  a  patent  incorporating  them,  taken  out  by 
the  employer.  Each  case  must  depend  upon  its  own  merits,  but  when  the 
principle  and  object  of  the  invention  are  complete  without  it,  it  is  too  much 
that  a  suggestion  of  a  workman  employed  in  the  course  of  the  experiments, 
of  something  calculated  more  easily  to  carry  into  effect  the  conception  of  tho 
inventor,  should  render  the  whole  patent  void."  * 

It  is  doubtful  if  an  employer  can  claim  or  defend  an  invention  first  con- 
ceived and  designed  by  an  employee,  even  though  the  employee  doea 
acquiesce  in  his  employer's  application  and  permits  him  to  go  to  the  expense 
and  trouble  of  obtaining  a  patent.  When  it  is  considered  that  the  right  to 
the  patent  is  vested  in  the  inventor,  who  must  himself  take  the  steps 
requisite  to  the  grant  of  the  patent,  and  that  it  is  made  necessary  to  the 
grant  of  a  patent  to  an  assignee  that  an  assignment  should  be  previously 
recorded  and  that  the  inventor  should  take  oath  to  the  specification,  it  can 
scarcely  be  doubted  that,  where  the  real  author  of  the  invention  is  any  other 
person  than  the  patentee,  it  is  necessary  that  some  contract  capable  of 
operating  as  an  assignment  should  precede  the  issuing  of  the  patent* 

Such  a  case  is  to  be  distinguished  from  that  of  a  workman  who  is  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  "one  who  has  conceived  the  principle  and  plan  of  an 
invention,  and  who  relies  on  the  ingenuity  of  another  to  enable  him  to  per- 

1  Agawam  Co.  v.  Jordan,  7  Wall  602  »  See  U.  S.  Rev.  Slat.    4888  ;    Hogg  vv 

*  Allen  v.  Raw  son,  1  Man.  O.  &  S.  661.        Emerson,  6  How.  (U.  8.)  487. 
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feet  the  details  and  realize  his  conceptions.  If  under  a  plea  of  the  general 
issue,  evidence  should  be  offered  that  the  patentee  was  not,  but  that  a  work- 
man was,  the  real  inventor,  could  the  action  be  maintained  without  showing 
a  written  assignment  or  a  written  contract  that  would  operate  as  an  assign- 
ment, even  if  the  real  inventor  had  acquiesced  in  the  patentee's  application.1 
825.  Instances  of  Invention  between  Employer  and  Employee. — A  case  in 
point  was  one  where  a  husband  was  experimenting  with  turkeys'  feathers, 
seeking  to  make  them  pliable  and  suitable  for  dusters;  his  wife  suggested 
that  he  split  them,  which  he  did,  and  which  was  practically  the  solution  of 
the  whole  difficulty;  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  patent.  This 
-case,  however,  has  been  criticised  by  Mr.  Meriam  in  his  book  on  Patent- 
ability of  Inventions,  p.  713,  where  he  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  wife 
was  the  true  inventor,  or  perhaps  the  two  were  joint  inventors.' 

It  has  been  held  that  an  engineer  may  recover  additional  compensation 
for  extra  skill  and  labor  bestowed  in  designing  and  making  plans,  if  such 
extra  work  was  not  embraced  in  the  original  contract  of  employment  nor 
in  the  duties  thereby  imposed.  Thus  when  a  contractor  employs  a  person 
to  superintend  the  construction  of  an  engineering  structure,  and  requests 
him  to  use  certain  ideas  and  means  for  its  rapid  and  economical  construc- 
tion, which  the  employee  had  previously  designed  at  i  planned  even  though 
ut  the  contractor's  request,  the  contractor  is  liable  to  the  employee  for  tne 
preparation  of  the  plans  and  the  extra  time  devoted  during  his  employ- 
ment to  perfect  and  complete  them.'  * 

It  has  been  held  that  an  employee,  paid  by  salary  or  wages,  who  devises 
an  improved  method  of  doing  his  work,  using  the  property  or  labor  of  his 
employer  to  put  his  invention  into  practical  form,  and  assenting  to  the  use 
of  such  improvements  by  his  employer,  cannot  by  taking  a  patent  upon 
such  invention  recover  a  royalty  or  other  compensation  for  such  use.  The 
fact  that  the  employee  made  the  invention  out  of  working  hours,  and  that 
he  used  neither  the  property  of  his  employer,  the  government,  nor  the 
services  of  its  employees  in  conceiving,  developing,  or  perfecting  the  inven- 
tions, is  immaterial,  if  the  cost  of  preparing  the  patterns  and  working  draw- 
ings  of  the  machines,  as  well  as  the  cost  of  constructing  the  machines  that 
were  made  in  putting  the  invention  into  practical  use,  was  borne  by  the 
government,  the  work  being  also  done  under  the  immediate  supervision  of 
the  employee.4 

It  is  submitted  that  the  rights  of  the  employer  in  the  improvements 
made  amounts  to  a  mere  license,  and  that  the  inventor  could  enjoin  any 
other  party  from  making  use  of  his  inventions. 

1  Allen  v.  Raw  son,  1  Man  G.  &  8.  551.  *  Dull  «.  Bramhall.  49  111.  864  [18681. 

9  National  Feather-Duster  Co.  «.  Hlb-         «  QUI  v.  United  States,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
oard,  9  Fed.  Rep.  558  [1881  J.  822. 

*  Aw  Sec.  810,  $upr*. 


CHAPTER  XXX. 

LIABILITY  OP  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  AS  A  PROFESSIONAL  MAN. 

MUST  BE  COMPETENT,  SKILLFUL,  AND   MUST  EXERCISE  DUE   CARE. 

V 

826.  Engineer's  or  Architect's  Employment  Similar  to  that  of  Other 
Professional  Men. — An  engineer's  or  architect's  employment  is  one  which 
requires  care  and  skill,  and  a  contract  for  his  services  includes  a  reason- 
able degree  of  skill  and  knowledge  of  his  profession.      He   mast  prac- 
tice nnder  the  same  rules  and  principles  that  apply  to  attorneys  and  phy- 
sicians and  to  other  professional  men.     His  liability  must,  of  course,  be 
determined  by  his  contract  of  employment,  which,  as  before  stated,  is  sel- 
dom set  forth  with  any  degree  of  certainty.     Notwithstanding,  if  a  person 
holds  himself  out  to  the  public  as  possessing  professional,  peculiar,  or  com- 
petent skill,  or  offers  his  services  in  a  professional  capacity,  which  from  its 
nature  implies  the  possession  of  such  skill,  he  will  be  liable  to  those  who 
employ  or  rely  upon  him  in  that  capacity  and  upon  that  supposition  for  the 
exercise  of  such  skill.1     The  fact  that  the  services  are  gratuitous  does  not 
relieve  him;  he  is  liable  to  the  same  extent  as  though  the  services  were  ren- 
dered for  a  reward." 

827.  Undertaking  of  a  Person  Who  Offers  His  Services  in  a  Professional 
Capacity. — Judge  Oooley  in  his  book  on  Torts  gives  the  law  as  laid  down  by 
the  New  Hampshire  courts,  that  a  person  who  offers  his  services  to  the 
community  generally  or  to  an  individual  for  employment  in  any  professional 
<sapacity  as  a  person  of  skill,  contracts  with  his  employer:  (1)  "That  he 
possesses  that  reasonable  degree  of  learning,  skill,  and  experience  which  is 
ordinarily  possessed  by  the  professors  of  the  same  art  or  science,  and  which 
is  ordinarily  regarded  by  the  community  and  by  those  conversant  with  the 
employment  as  necessary  and  sufficient  to  qualify  him  to  engage  in  such  busi- 
ness";' (2)  "that  he  will  use  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  and  diligence 
in  the  exertion  of  his  skill  and  the  application  of  his  knowledge  to  accom- 
plish the  purpose  for  which  he  is  employed;  he  does  not  undertake  for 
extraordinary  care  or  extraordinary  diligence  any  more  than  he  does  for 
uncommon  skill ";4  (3)  "in  stipulating  to  exert  their  skill  and  apply  their 

1  Harmer  «.  Cornelius,  5  C.  B.  (N.  8.)         *  Cooley  on  Torts  649. 
236  [18581.  4Lelghton   «.  Sargent,  27  N.  H.  460 

*  Sembli,  People  t.  Campbell,  82  N.  T.      [1858]. 
247  [1880]. 
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diligeuce  and  care,  the  medical  and  other  professional  men  contract  to  use- 
their  best  judgment. "  * 

This  is  believed  to  be  an  accurate  statement  of  the  implied  promise. 
The  practitioner  must  possess  at  least  the  average  degree  of  learning  and 
skill  in  his  profession  prevailing  in  the  part  of  the  country  in  which  hia 
services  are  offered  to  the  public,  and  if  he  exercises  that  learning  and  skill 
with  reasonable  care  and  fidelity,  he  discharges  his  legal  duty.9 

828.  That  the  Employee  Possesses  Skill  is  Implied  from  the  Undertaking 
to  Act. — The  same  rule  applies  to  any  other  case  requiring  special  or 
peculiar  skill.  If  an  agent  undertakes,  for  a  reward,  the  performance  of 
such  a  duty,  without  possessing  a  reasonable  and  competent  degree  of  skill, 
in  which  fact  the  principal  is  ignorant,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  principal  for 
the  loss  or  injury  resulting  therefrom.*  If,  however,  the  principal  had 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  agent's  incapacity  at  the  time  of  the  employ- 
ment, the  agent  will  not  be  liable.4  No  warranty  of  skill  will  be  implied 
when  the  principal  knows  that  no  such  skill  is  possessed.  If  he  sees  fit  to 
employ  an  unskilled  person  he  must  be  content  with  unskilled  work;  and 
the  same  is  true  where  the  agent  is  employed  out  of  the  line  of  his  employ- 
ment. If  the  principal  sees  fit  to  employ  an  auctioneer  to  conduct  his  case 
in  court,  or  a  surveyor  to  do  his  engineering,  he  cannot  complain  of  his 
attorney's  want  of  skill,  unless  the  latter  expressly  warranted  that  he  pos- 
sessed it.* 

829.  Absolute  Accuracy  or  Success  Dot  a  Test  of  Skill  or  Capacity  of  & 
Man  in  His  Professional  Capacity. — Absolute  correctness  in  performing 
engineering  operations  cannot  be  made  the  test  of  the  amount  of  skill 
required.8  Without  a  special  contract,  an  architect  or  engineer  does  not 
warrant  the  perfection  of  his  plans  nor  of  the  structure,  nor  its  safety,  nor  its 
durability,  any  more  than  a  physician  or  surgeon  warrants  a  cure,  or  a 
lawyer  guarantees  the  winning  of  a  case.'  One  who  undertakes  to  make  a 
map  of  a  certain  locality  must  furnish  a  map  of  substantial  accuracy,  but  in 
the  absence  of  a  guaranty,  it  need  not,  it  seems,  be  absolutely  accurate.1 

In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  a  physician  does  not  even  insure 


1  Cooley  on  Torts  649;  Leighton  v  Sar 

gent.  27  N.  H.  460  [18531;  Peck  t>.  Huich- 
wou  (Iowa),  55  N.  W.  Kep.  511;  Hewitt 
«.  Eiseubart  (Neb.),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  252. 

•  Wilson  t>.  Brett,  11  M.  &  W.  118;  8tau 
ton  v.  Bell,  2  Hawks  (N.  C.)  145;  Varnum 
v.  Martin,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  440;  Stimpsou 
v.  Sprague,  6  Qreenl.  (Me.)  470;  Crooker 
v.  Hutchinson,  1  Vt.  73;  Holmes  v.  Peck, 
1  R  I.  242;  Gran  uis  v.  Bran  den,  5  Day 
(Conn.)  260;  Howard  v.  Grover,  28  Me. 
97;  Ayers  v.  Russell,  50  Hun  283  [1888], 
where  a  patient  was  adjudged  insane;  and 
see  also  Lange  v.  Benedict,  73  N.  Y.  35, 
a?id  eases  cited. 

9  Kirtlnnd    v     Montgomery,    1    Swan. 


(Tenn.)  452;  McDonald  v.  Simpson,  4  Ark. 
'23;  Wilson  t>.  Brett.  11  M.  &  W.  113; 
Shipman  *.  State,  48  Wis  881;  Money- 
penny  v.  Haitland,  1.  Car.  &  P  352;  s.  c, 
2  C.  &  P.  378;  Harmer  v.  Cornelius,  5  C. 
B.  (N.  S.)  236;  McFarland  v.  McCleea 
(Penn.)  5  Atl   Rep.  50. 

4  Story  on  Bailment,  §  485;  Felt  v. 
School  District,  24  Vt.  297. 

*  Mecchem  on  Agency,  §  496. 

•  McCarthy  v.  Bauer.  8  Kan.  287. 

'Shipman  v.  State,  4-*J  Wis.  381;  Leigh- 
tou  v.  Sargent.  27  N.  H  460  [18531 ;  and 
see  Small  r.  Howard.  128  Mass.  131  [18801. 

•Muuaell  v.  Baldwin,  56  Conn.  5& 
[1888]. 
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that  he  will  benefit  his  patient.1  He  is  not  responsible  for  want  of  success, 
unless  it  is  proved  to  result  from  want  of  ordinary  skill,  or  want  of  ordinary 
care  and  attention;  nor  is  he  presumed  to  engage  for  extraordinary  skill  or 
for  extraordinary  diligence  and  care;  nor  is  he  responsible  for  errors  of  judg- 
ment or  mere  mistakes  in  matters  of  reasonable  doubt  and  uncertainty.'  He 
is  required  to  exercise  only  that  degree  of  skill  which  is  ordinarily  possessed 
by  members  of  his  profession.'  Uc  is  charged  with  the  consequences  of 
mere  errors  only  when  such  errors  could  not  have  arisen,  except  from  want 
of  reasonable  skill  and  diligence.4  To  recover  for  services  he  need  not  prove 
their  value  to  the  patient,  but  only  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  value  of  like 
services.1  If  a  man  assumes  an  unusually  difficult  or  hazardous  undertaking 
he  is  thereby  required  to  exercise  extraordinary  care,  diligence,  and  skill.  It 
was  so  held  of  a  contractor  in  the  performance  of  his  work,  and  should  apply 
with  equal  propriety  to  a1  professional  man,  as  an  engineer,  or  an  architect/ 
830.  Determination  of  Skill  Possessed  or  Want  of  Skill.— How  this 
reasonable  degree  of  skill  is  to  be  determined  is  a  question  of  importance. 
There  are  cases  where  its  presence  or  absence  is  so  palpable  and  unquestion- 
able that  the  court  may  so  declare* as  a  matter  of  law.  In  cases  where  the  facta 
are  controverted,  and  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  certain  of  them  may 
fairly  be  presumed  to  affect  the  mind  in  any  given  exigency,  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  the  existence  of  the  facts,  and  the  conclusions  to  be  deduced  from 
them  is  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  or  other  tribunal,  by  reference  to  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  including  the  subject-matter  and  other  objects 
of  the  agency,  and  the  known  character,  qualifications,  and  relations  of  the 
parties.6  The  party  asserting  the  negligence  of  the  architect,  or  his  want  of 
skill,  must  prove  it.' 

831.  Engineer's  or  Architect's  Undertaking  when  He  Accepts  or  Solicit* 
an  Engagement. — A  professional  engineer  or  architect  undertakes  and  agrees 
then  to  perform  severul  conditions  when  he  accepts  an  engagement,  viz.:  (1) 
That  he  has  the  requisite  skill  and  knowledge;  (2)  that  he  will  use  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  in  the  exercise  of  his  skill  and  the  application  of  his 
knowledge;  (3)  that  he  will  use  his  best  judgment;  (4)  and,  there  should 
be  added,  the  obligation  which  rests  upon  every  person  occupying  a  position 
of  trust,  as  that  of  an  architect  or  engineer,  that  he  will  be  honest.  Liability 
will  attach  for  a  failure  to  perform  any  one  of  these  conditions  if  any  jnjury 
result  from  such  neglect  or  failure,  and  these  conditions  need  not  be  the  sub- 

1  Styles  t>.  Tyler,  64  Conn.  482.  •  Pennsylvania  R.   R.   Co.  v.  Ogier   85- 

•Leigliton   r.    Snnrent.   27    N.    H.    460  Pa    St.   60;    Hubert  v.  Aitkeu,  15    Daly 

[1853].                       "  237;  Gill  *  Midlelon,  105 Mass.  477;  Eddy 

•  Utley  v.  Burns.  70 111.  162  [1873];  in  his  v.  Livinsrston,  35  Mo.  493;  Grant  t.  Lud- 
locality,  Wuitesell  v.  Hill  (Iowa),  66  N.W.  low,  8  Ohio  Si.  1;  Meechem  on  Agency,  § 
Rep  894;  Chapman  t>.  Walton.  10  Bing.  63.  500;  but  see  Vigeant  v.  Scully,  20  111.  App. 

♦Leighton   v.   Sargent,   27    N.    H.    460  487. 

[185:V);  Shipraan  v.  Slate.  43  Wis.  381.  'Gillman  t>.  Stevens,  54 How. Pr.(N.  Y.) 

*  Mayor   v    Bailey,  3  Denio  433;  lembU,  207. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  49  Mich.  153. 
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ject  of  a  special  agreement.  If  a  person  solicits  employment  in  a  particular 
line  o!  work,  the  act  of  solicitation  is  an  assertion  by  the  person  seeking 
employment  that  he  is  competent  to  discharge  all  its  ordinary  duties.  The 
public  profession  of  an  art  is  a  representation  and  undertaking  to  all  the 
world  that  the  professor  possesses  the  requisite  skill  and  ability.'  If  he 
engages  in  a  certain  business,  as  surveying,  engineering,  or  architecture,  the 
law  will  imply  that  he  assumes  to  possess  the  requisite  knowledge  and  skill, 
and  that  he  undertakes  to  use  due  and  ordinary  care  in  the  performance  of 
his  duty;  and  for  a  failure  in  either  of  these  respects,  resulting  in  damages 
to  the  party  to  whom  he  owes  the  obligations,  he  is  liable  for  the  injury." 

832.  Professional  Man  must  Possess  Ordinary  Skill  and  Exercise  Ordi- 
nary Care. — He  must  exercise  the  ordinary  amount  of  skill  possessed  by 
thoseof  the  same  profession.  It  is  immaterial  how  high  his  standing  may  be, 
if  he  has  the  skill  and  does  not  apply  it,  he  is  guilty  of  neglect;  if  he  does 
not  have  it,  then  he  is  liable  for  the  want  of  it.  Two  questions  may  present 
themselves:  First,  whether  the  practitioner  possesses  the  ordinary  skill  of 
persons  acting  as  engineer  and  architects,  and,  secondly,  if  he  did,  whether  he 
was  negligent  in  the  application  of  his  skill.  Whether  he  possesses  greater 
skill,  or  has  been  successful  in  applying  it  in  other  cases  is  wholly  immate- 
rial. He  cannot  show,  that  he  was  generally  reputed  to  possess  a  high  degree 
of  skill  in  his  profession,  when  the  employer  does  not  allege  or  offer  to  prove 
that  he  lacked  ordinary  skill.4  v 

If  he  does  not  adopt  the  established  mode  of  treatment,  and  adopts  one 
that  proves  to  be  injurious,  evidence  of  skill  or  reputation  for  skill  is  imma- 
terial, except  to  show  what  the  law  presumes,  viz.,  that  he  possesses  the  ordi- 
nary degree  of  skill.  It  is  of  no  consequence  how  much  skill  he  may  possess, 
if  he  has  demonstrated  a  want  of  it  in  the  case  in  question.  The  failure  to 
use  skill  may  be  negligence,  but  when  the  methods  adopted  are  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  established  practice  of  his  profession,  but  is  positively  bad  and 
injurious,  the  case  is  not  one  of  negligence,  but  one  of  want  of  skill/ 

833  Negligence  or  Failure  to  Exercise  Seasonable  Care  and  Diligence. — 
A  failure  to  make  a  visit  or  inspection  as  promised  at  a  certain  time  will  sus- 
tain a  finding  of  negligence  in  a  physician  (or  engineer).8  Iu  such  case  it 
seems  that  a  physician  is  not  liable  for  the  unskillfulness  of  another  physi- 
cian .which  he  has  sent  in  his  stead,  the  substitute  being  regarded  as  an  inde- 
pendent contractor/    He  is  not  responsible  for  evil  consequences  due  to  his 

1  Union  Pac.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Estes(Kan.),  16  som  (Sup.),   81  N.  Y.  Supp.  966;    Camp- 

Pac    Rep.  181  [1888].  bell  v.  Russell,  189  Mas?.  278  [1885]. 

»  Harmer  v.  Cornelius.  5  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  *  Carpenter  «.  Blake,  60  Barb.  488  [1871]; 

286  [1858].  tembls,  Lottumn  v.  Barnett.  62  Mo   159. 

H;ha«e  «.   Heaney.   70  111.   268  [1868];  'Boon  ».  Reed  (Sup.).  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 

Springfield  C.    A.   v.   Smith,  82  III.   252  421. 

fi863].  T  Myers  •  Holborn  (N.  J.\  88  Atl.  Rep, 

«  Carpenter  v.  Blake,  60  Barb.  490  [1871];  889. 
60  N.  Y.  696,  explained;  Degnan  v.  Ran- 
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failure  to  send  his  patient  a  specialist,  as  he  had  promised  to  do,  for  a  dis- 
order other  than  the  one  which  he  was  called  to  treat.1  * 

A  case  in  point  arose  in  a  barber  shop,  where  the  barber,  who  shaved  a 
postman,  used  inferior  soap  and  caused  eczema,  and  it  was  held  no  recovery 
could  be  had.  The  barber  was  responsible  for  want  of  care,  knowledge,  or 
skill,  but  if  he  had  used  ordinary  care  in  choosing  his  materials  [soap]  there 
was  no  liability.' 

834.  Negligence  on  the  Fart  of  an  Agent.  —  An  architect  or  engineer 
as  between  himself  and  his  employer  is,  in  his  usual  capacity,  an  agent  or 
servant.  The  rules  for  the  liability  of  agents  are  thus  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Story  in  his  book  on  Agency:  "Whenever  an  agent  violates  his  duties  or 
obligations  to  his  principal,  whether  it  be  by  exceeding  his  authority  or  by 
positive  misconduct,  or  by  negligence  or  omission  in  the  proper  functions 
of  his  agency,  or  in  any  other  manner,  and  any  loss  or  damage  thereby  falls 
on  his  principal,  he  is  responsible  therefor,  and  bound  to  make  full  indem- 
nity. The  loss  or  damage  need  not  be  directly  or  immediately  caused  by 
the  act  which  is  done  or  omitted  to  be  done.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  it  be 
fairly  attributable  to  it  as  a  natural  result  or  just  consequence." •  "It  is 
the  primary  duty  of  an  agent,  whose  authority  is  limited  by  instructions,  to 
adhere  faithfully  to  those  instructions  in  all  cases  to  which  they  ought 
properly  to  be  applied.  If  he  unnecessarily  exceeds  his  commission,  or  risks 
the  property  of  his  principal,  he  thereby  renders  himself  responsible  to  his 
principal  for  all  losses  and  damages  which  are  a  natural  consequence  of  his 
act,  and  it  will  constitute  no  defense  for  him  that  he  intended  the  act  to 
be  a  benefit  to  the  principal."4  Therefore,  when  the  principal  directed  his 
agent  to  send  him  $300  in  $50  or  $100  bills  and  the  agent  sent  the  amount 
in  bills  of  $5,  $10,  and  $20,  which  never  reached  the  principal,  the  agent  was 
held  to  have  deviated  from  his  instructions  and  to  be  liable  for  the  loss;  *  and 
again,  where  an  agent  was  directed  to  send  money  by  express,  and  instead  he 
sent  a  check  by  mail,  it  was  held  he  must  answer  to  the  principal  for  the 
Amount  of  the  check  which  proved  to  be  worthless.6 

Judge  Cooley  says :  "Negligence  is  the  failure  to  observe  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  interests  of  another  person  that  degree  of  care,  precaution, 
and  vigilance  which  the  circumstances  justly  demand."7 

835.  Negligence  or  Want  of  Care  and  Skill  of  a  Professional  Man.  — 
A  man  who  undertakes  as  a  lawyer  to  conduct  an  action  at  law  with- 
out possessing  skill  is  negligent;  and  one  who  undertakes  to  treat  a  sick  or 

1  Jones  v.  Vroom  (Colo.).  45  Pac.  Rep.  *  49  Mich.  153;  Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnutt, 

284.  112  Ind.  542:  Harmer  v.  Cornelius,  5  C.  B. 

1  36  Alb  L.  J.  179.  (N.  8.)  236  [18581;  Somerby  v.  Tappan,  1 

*  Story  on  Aeency,  §  217,  p.  259.  Wright  (Ohio)  570  [1834];    Anderson  *. 
4  Walker  v.  Walker,  5  Helskell  (Tenn.)  Whitaker  (Ala.),  11  So.  Rep.  919:  Sprine- 

428.  field  C.  A.  v.  Smith.   82  111.  252  1*1868]; 

s  Story  on  Agency.  §  192.  n.  3.  Downer  v.  Davis.  19  Pick.  72  [1883];'  Sher- 

*  Walker  «.  Walker,  5  Helskell  (Tenn.)  man  v.  Bates,  15  Neb.  18. 
488. 
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wounded  man  as  a  physician  or  surgeon  without  possessing  a  fair  degree  of 
professional  knowledge  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty.1  A  mechanic  who- 
undertakes  to  build  a  house  is  liable  in  damages  if  through  his  ignorance  ho 
does  his  work  unskilfully.*  * 

In  keeping  with  the  foregoing  principles,  it  has  been  held  that  a  cloak- 
maker  was  responsible  for  lack  of  skill  and  care  in  cutting  garments  from 
cloth;'  and  a  dyer  for  damages  arising  from  his  unskillfulness;4  that  a. 
workman  who  recommended  himself  as  competent,  and  undertook  to  work 
as  a  master  builder,  could  not  recover  for  his  services  when  his  employer 
suffered  loss  through  his  unskillfulness  or  negligence;  *  that  one  who  repre- 
sents himself  as  a  builder,  and  as  having  a  long  and  large  experience  in  build- 
ing, may  be  dismissed  for  incompetency,  and  his  employer  may  recover 
from  him  for  any  damage  sustained  by  reason  of  his  deceit.6  If,  however, 
a  superintendent  is  employed  by  an  owner  who  knows  the  habits  and  ability 
of  the  person  so  employed,  his  incapacity  and  lack  of  skill  need  not  prevent 
him  from  recovering  for  his  services.7 

836.  Skill  Required  of  Specialists.  —  The  same  contracts  are  implied 
and  the  same  rules  of  liability  are  laid  down  in  case  of  physicians.8  One  case 
held  that  when  a  patient  called  upon  a  clairvoyant  physician,  it  was  held  that 
he  should  be  treated  with  the  ordinary  skill  and  knowledge  of  physicians  in 
good  standing,  practicing  in  the  vicinity,  and  that  instructions  to  a  jury 
that  he  should  be  treated  with  the  ordinary  skill  and  knowledge  of  tho 
clairvoyant  system  were  properly  refused  and  in  error.*  So  it  has  been  held 
of  attorneys.10  The  right  of  action  against  an  examiner  of  titles  for  negli- 
gence exists  only  in  favor  of  the  party  to  the  contract.  It  does  not  inure 
to  the  widow  of  the  employer,11  nor  to  an  assignee  of  the  mortgage  negotiated 
on  the  faith  of  such  abstract." 

837.  Skill  and  Care  Required  of  Engineers  and  Architects— Instances. f 
— Architects  and  engineers  have  been  held  equally  liable  upon  their  implied 
representation  that  they  possess  the  requisite  skill,  and  upon  their  implied 
contract  to  exercise  it.    They  are  responsible  for  defective  and  insufficient 


1  Tirre  Haute  v.  Hudnutt.  112  Ind.  542. 
»  49  Mich.  153. 

8  Parish  v.  Gilmore,  83  Wis.  608  [1873]. 
4  Woodrow  v.  Hawving   (Ala.),  16  So. 
Rep.  720. 

•  Gaslin  v.  Hudson,  24  Vt.  140  [18521. 

•  Jones  «.  Vestry  of  Church,  19  Fed. 
Rep.  59  [18831 

1  Story  on  Bailments,  §  435;  Pelt  a. 
School  District,  24  Vt.  297  [18521;  Jones 
«.  Vestry  of  Church,  19  Fed.  Rep.  59 
[1883] 

•  Carpenter  v.  Blake,  60  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  488 
[18711;  Robinson  v.  Campbell.  47  Iowa 
625  [1878];  Coolers  Torts  649. 

*  See  Sees.  253-9,  supra. 


•  Nelson  t.  Harrington  (Wis.),  40  N.  W. 
Rep.  228  [1889];  Pelky  t>.  Palmer  (Mich.), 
67  N.  W.  Rep.  561. 

10  Bridges  t>.  Paige,  13  Cal.  640  [18591; 
Mismanagement,  Drais  v.  Hogan,  50  Cal. 
121  [1875];  Examiners  of  titles,  Rankin  v. 
Schacflfer,  4  Mo.  App.  108  [1877];  Roberts 
v.  .The  Loan  <fe  Abstract  Co..  63  Iowa  76- 
[1884];  Chase*.  Heaney,  70  111.  268  [18781; 
and  see  Thomas  v.  Carson  (Neb.),  65  N.  W. 
Rep.  899. 

11  Schade  t>.  Qerner  (Mo.  Sup.),  84  S.  W. 
Rep  576. 

11  Tnlpey  *.  Wright  (Ark.),  82  S.  W. 
Rep.  1072. 

f  See  Sec.  858,  infra. 


§838.] 


ENGINEER' 8  AND  ARCHITECT' S  EMPLOYMENT. 


757 


plans;1  and  have  been  held  liable  for  defective  work,  such  as  foundations. 
They  are  bound  not  only  to  furnish  proper  plans,  but  to  see  that  the  struc- 
ture is  at  least  reasonably  well  constructed.*  It  has  been  held  that  a  duty 
was  required  of  them  to  cause  foundations  to  be  sufficiently  deep  and  other- 
wise protected  to  prevent  settling  and  the  cracking  of  the  walls  of  a  build- 
ing." An  architect  has  been  held  liable  for  not  having  made  a  chimney- 
flue  of  sufficient  dimensions.  The  fact  that  the  chimney  proved  inadequate 
for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  designed  was  held  to  entitle  the  owner  to 
«  deduction  from  what  was  due  the  architect  for  his  services.4  A  builder 
has  likewise  been  held  liable  for  building  a  chimney  that  did  not  carry  off 
the  smoke/ 

838.  Owner  may  Offset  His  Damages  against  Sum  Due  Engineer  or 
Architect  for  Services.  —  The  damages  sustained  may  support  a  counter 
claim  against  the  architect,  and  be  deducted  from  the  amount  due  him 
under  the  contract  of  employment  for  drawing  the  plans  and  superintend- 
ing the  construction  of  the  house;  but  such  defects  cannot  be  urged  to  de- 
feat all  recovery  on  the  contract,  the  same  having  been  performed  according 
to  its  terms,  unless  the  damage  exceeds  the  amount  to  which  the  architect  is 
entitled.' 

An  architect  employed  by  the  owner  for  reward  to  superintend  the  con- 
struction of  a  house  is,  as  between  himself  and  employer,  answerable  for 
either  negligence  or  unskillfulness  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  as 
architect.  An  architect  sued  for  the  balance  due  to  him  under  an  agreement 
with  the  owner  for  commission  for  his  services  in  superintending  the  con- 
struction of  a  dwelling  house;  his  claim  was  resisted,  and  damages  also  de- 
manded upon  a  counter  claim,  on  the  ground  that  by  his  negligence  and  want 
of  care  and  skill  in  the  performance  of  the  duty  he  had  been  retained  to  do 
and  had  undertaken  to  do,  the  contractor's  work  had  been  done  in  a  defect- 
ive and  inferior  manner  as  regards  the  construction  of  the  building  and  the 
quality  of  the  materials/  In  an  action  for  his  services,  the  architect 
employed  to  superintend  the  erection  of  a  building  and  see  that  the  builder 
properly  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  his  contract  cannot  excuse  his  neglect  in 


1  Niver  t.  Nash  (Wash.),  85  Pnc.  Rep. 
380;  Erskine  t>.  Johnson,  23  Neb.  265; 
Lake  «.  McElfntrick  (Sup ),  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
404.  revised  in  189  N.  Y.  849;  Pierson  «. 
Tyndall  (Tex.).  28  8.  W.  Rep.  282. 

»  Shipman  v.  State,  48  Wis.  881;  Money- 
penny  v.  Hartlaud,  1  C.  &  P.  852;  Oilman 
v.  Stevens.  54  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  197;  and 
see  Petersen  «.  Rawson,  84  N.  Y.  870; 
Newman  v.  Fowler,  87  N.  J.  Law  89. 

*  Shreiner  «.  Miller,  67  la.  91  [18851; 
accord,  Newman  t>.  Fowler,  8  Vroom  (N. 
J.)  87. 

4  Hubert  v.  Aitkin  (N.  Y.)  15  Daly  237; 
[1889];  and  see  semble,  Brown  «.  Burr  (Pa.), 
2  Atl.  Rep.  828. 


8  Somerby  v.  Tappan,  1  Wright  (Ohio) 
570  [18841;  and  see  Krebs  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Brown  (Ala.),  18  So.  Rep.  669. 

•  Shreiner  «.  Miller,  supra;  Hubert  v. 
Ailkin.  15  Daly  287  [1889J;  14  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  Law  781. 

'  Badgley  «.  Dickinson,  18  Ontario  App. 
494  [18871;  the  following  autlioritie*  were 
cited:  Swells  v.  Blackburne  1  H.  Bl.  158; 
Hamilton  Provident  &  Loan  Society  v. 
Bell,  29  Or.  203;  Canada  Landed  Credit 
Co.  v.  Thompson.  8  A.  R.  696;  Harmer  v. 
Cornelius,  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  286;  Turner  r. 
Ooulden,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  57;  Re  Hopper,  L. 
R.  2  Q.  B.  867;  Ranger  «.  Oreat  Western 
Ry.  Co.,  5H.  L.  Cas.  72. 
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the  performance  of  his  duties  by  showing  that  the  owner  was  about  the 
premises  during  the  progress  of  the  work  and  must  have  seen  the  imper- 
fections set  up  in  defense  of  the  claim.1 

In  another  case  the  architect  sued  for  his  fees  and  commission  for  draw- 
ing plans  and  specifications  and  superintending  the  erection  of  a  house. 
He  had  given  certificates  to  the  builder  greatly  in  excess  of  the  proportion 
stipulated  for  by  the  contract,  and  the  builder  having  subsequently  failed, 
the  owner  was  compelled  to  have  the  work  done  by  others,  at  a  higher  price. 
It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  amount  which  would 
have  been  due  to  the  architect  the  loss  sustained  by  the  tatter's  negligence 
in  certifying  for  too  much.  The  terms  of  the  building  contract  are  not 
stated  in  the  report,  though  it  is  probable  that  they  were  the  usual  ones. 
The  case  was  fully  argued,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  suggested 
that  the  plaintiffs  position  as  arbitrator  exempted  him  from  responsibility 
for  negligence  under  his  own  agreement  with  the  defendant.* 

The  same  law  holds  when  an  engineer  is  called  upon  in  his  professional 
capacity  to  make  investigations,  inspections,  and  estimates,  and  either  from 
want  of  skill  or  negligence  on  his  part,  the  report  or  estimate  is  incorrect; 
he  is  liable  to  his  employer  for  unnecessary  expense  or  injury  occasioned/ 
An  engineer  who  made  estimates  of  a  bridge  for  a  contractor  without 
informing  himself  (by  boring  or  otherwise)  of  the  nature  of  the  soil  for  the 
foundations,  which  proved  to  be  bad,  should  not  be  allowed  to  recover  for 
his  services  in  making  plans,  estimates,  and  specifications  if  his  employer 
has  been  damaged  by  a  greater  amount  than  what  the  services  were  worth. 
It  is  no  excuse  that  he  relied  upon  information  and  advice  of  another  engi- 
neer, who  had  made  experiments  and  investigated  the  soil;  that  when  he 
was  employed  to  estimate  the  expense  of  works  he  was  bound  to  ascertain 
for  himself  by  experiments  the  character  of  the  soil;  if  he  relied  upon  the 
information  of  others,  which  turned  out  to  be  false  or  insufficient,  he  was 
liable  for  the  consequences;  and  the  opinion  was  expressed  that  an  engineer 
should  not  estimate  work  at  a  price  at  which  he  would  not  contract  for  it, 
for  if  he  does  he  deceives  his  employer.4 

839.  Architect  or  Engineer  must  Give  Such  Careful  Superintendence 
and  Inspection  as  to  Prevent  the  Contractor  from  Making  Material  Omis- 
sions and  Variations. — When  a  building  is  to  be  erected  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  and  under  the  superintendence  of  an  architect,  and 
to  his  satisfaction,  payment  to  be  made  on  the  production  of  his  certificate, 
the  architect  must  bestow  such  care  and  attention  that  the  carpenters  and 
masons  will  not  make  any  material  variation  from  the  plans  and  specifica- 

1  Lotholz  v.  Fiedler,  59  111.  App.  379.  "  Mistakes  in  making  a  survey.  McCarthy 

•Irving  t>.  Morrison,  27  C.  P.  (Upper  t.  Bauer,  3  Kans.  287;  but  see  Hulsev  ^ 

Canada)  242;  but  see  Vigeant  «.  Scully,  20  Hobbs  (Ky.).  32  8.  W.  Rep.  413. 

111.  App  437;  Shipman  v.  8tate,  43  WK  4  Moneypeuny  t>.    Hart  land,   1  C.  &  P. 

881.  which   held  that  monthly  estimates  852  [1824],  2  C.  &  P.  378  [18261;  and  se& 

need  not  be  nccurate.  Whitty  v.  Lord  Dillon.  2  P.  A  F.  67. 
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tions  which  ordinary  care  and  attention,  when  bestowed  by  a  competent 
architect,  would  detect  and  prevent,  or  detect  in  time  to  be  remedied.1  If 
he  fail  to  bestow  such  care  and  attention,  and  damages  result  to  his 
employer,  he  loses  his  claim  to  compensation  for  so  much,  notwithstanding 
the  owner  may  have  a  remedy  against  his  contractor.  This  is  true  even 
though  the  owner  may  have  settled  with  the  contractor  in  full  after  the 
architect  had  refused  to  give  his  certificate,  which  the  contract  required 
aa  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  for  the  work.9 

When  the  contractor,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  agreed  to  lay  out  his 
work  himself,  and  made  a  mistake  in  the  height  of  certain  windows  above 
the  floors,  and  it  has  been  proved  that  the  architect  has  diligently  superin- 
tended the  progress  of  the  work,  it  was  held  that  such  a  defect  was  not  charg- 
able  to  the  architect  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case.'  This  judgment 
was  reversed  in  the  superior  court,  and  the  case  was  carried  to  the  court 
of  appeals  and  the  decision  stated  sustained,  but  with  dissenting  opinion. 
The  ground  of  reversal  was  upon  the  question  of  fact  whether  or  not  "the 
architect  was  diligent  in  his  attendance  upon  the  building/'  and  if  he  "had 
bestowed  as  much  personal  attention  upon  the  building  as  was  necessary, 
and  that  the  variations  mentioned  were  not  caused  by  carelessness,  negli- 
gence, or  inattention  on  his  part."  Considerable  stress  was  put  upon  the 
fact  that  the  contractor  was  by  the  terms  of  his  contract  "to  lay  out 
his  own  work."  The  majority  of  the  appellate  court  agreed  with  the 
referee,  who  had  inquired  into  the  case,  that  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
builder  by  which  windows  in  the  front  of  the  building  were  2|  inches 
higher  than  those  in  the  rear,  was  not  such  an  error  as  the  architect  was 
bound  to  discover  in  his  regular  superintendence  of  the  progress  of  the  work. 
However,  the  rule  laid  down,  that  an  architect  is  responsible  for  his  failure 
to  bestow  such  care  and  attention  as  shall  detect  and  prevent  material  and 
important  variations  from  his  plans  and  specifications,  remains  unques- 
tioned.4 It  is  the  architect's  duty  to  discover  and  guard  against  all  such 
defects  as  can  be  prevented  by  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  skill  and  atten- 
tion of  a  person  of  his  profession  and  in  his  relation/  The  nature  and 
extent  of  an  architect's  duties  has  been  held  to  be  a  matter  of  fact,  and  not 
of  law,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence  of  the  case,  guided 
by  proper  instructions  from  the  court.- 

On  the  same  ground,  building  inspectors  who  are  required  by  a  city  ordi- 
nance to  inspect  buildings  in  the  course  of  their  erection,  and  to  see  that 

1  Peterson  v.  Rawson,  2  Bosw.  (N.  T.)  case  that  would  have  been  in  point  but  for 

284  [1857].  the  impertinent  answers  of  the  commia- 

*  Peterson   v.  Rawson,  supra ;  accord,  sioners.    It  was  lost  on  account  of  the 
Pierson  v.  Tyndall  (Tex.),  28  S.  W.  Rep.  pleadings. 

282.  »  Oilman  «.  Stevens,  64  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 

•  Peterson  t>.  Rawson,  supra.  „       187  [1877]. 

4  Peterson  t>.   Rawson.   84  N.  Y.   870;  •  Vigeant  v.  Scully,  20  Brad w.  487. 

Bhipman  v.  State,  48  Wis.  881,  is  another 
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the  buildings  are  erected  as  provided  by  the  ordinance,  has  been  held  liable 
to  persons  damaged  by  the  nonperformance  of  a  duty  imposed  upon  them  to 
require  the  building  to  be  properly  constructed.1 

840.  Engineer  and  Contractor  or  Architect  and  Builder  Jointly  and 
Severally  Liable. — If  an  architect  is  to  oversee  the  erection  of  a  house, 
And  it  is  badly  built,  being  defective  in  workmanship  and  materials  in 
consequence  of  the  joint  neglect  or  want  of  skill  of  the  architect  and  the 
contractor,  an  action  will  lie  against  either  the  architect  alone  or  the  con- 
tractor, or  both,  and  the  one  sued  may  be  held  responsible  for  the  entire 
detriment  or  injury  occasioned.  Nor  can  the  one  sued  claim  contribution 
from  the  other,  so  as  to  divide  the  loss  equally  between  them,  the  principle 
of  the  law  being  that  it  will  not  undertake  to  adjust  the  burdens  of  mis- 
conduct. Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  owner  has  refused  to  pay  a  part  of  the 
money  due  to  the  contractor  because  the  house  was  badly  built  bar  such  a 
•suit  against  the  architect.  It  is  not  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  archi- 
tect be  responsible  for -every  part  of  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  con- 
tractor. He  is  responsible  only  when  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  was 
such  as  to  have  been  discoverable  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and 
.skill  on  the  part  of  the  architect,  and  for  the  effects  of  negligence  beyond 
.this  measure  the  contractor  would  be  answerable  alone.' 

An  architect  is  bound  only  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  and  to  use  reason- 
able means  of  observation  and  detection  in  the  supervision  of  the  building, 
And  when  he  appears  to  have  done  so,  the  mere  fact  that  inferior  material 
ihas  been  used  by  the  contractor  in  some  instances,  and  that  the  plumbing 
had  been  carelessly  done,  does  not  establish  as  a  matter  of  law  that  he  has 
not  fully  performed  the  contract.'  He  is  bound  to  exercise,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  employer,  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill  and  care,  and  will  be 
liable  for  any  loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  a  failure  so  to  do;  yet  an  agent, 
architect,  or  engineer  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  unforeseen  and  un- 
expected losses  or  damage  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  of 
natural  events,  and  not  to  be  guarded  against  by  reasonable  diligence  and 
foresight.4 

The  law  presumes  that  an  architeot  or  engineer  has  done  his  duty,  and 
the  burden  of  proving  to  the  contrary  is  upon  the  employer  or  person  who 
alleges  the  architect's  unfitness  or  negligence.6 

841.  Owner  Not  Liable  for  Misconduct  of  His  Architect — In  general,  no 
action  will  lie  against  the  owner  for  misconduct  of  his  architect  who  has 
been  employed  merely  to  prepare  plans  and  specifications  and  to  procure  a 
builder  to  erect  the  building.    In  a  case  where  an  architect  had  made  an 

1  Merrill  «.  McNally  (Mont.),  86  Pac.  terrible  Oilman  «.  Stevens,  54  How.  Pr.  197 

Rep.  44.  [1877]. 

»  Newman  t>.  Fowler,  87  N.  J.  Law  89  (8  5  Gaither  «.  Myrlck,  9  Mo.  118;  LuropUy 

Vroom)  [1874].  t>.  Scott,  24  Miss.  588;  accord,  Styles  r. 

»  Hubert  v.   Aitkin.  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  889.  Tyler,  64  Conn  482. 

4  Johnson  v.   Mnrtiu,  11  La.  Ann.  27; 


1 841.]  ENGINEER'S  AND  ARCIU'IEVTS  EMPLOYMENT.  761 

estimate  of  the  work  and  materials  necessary,  and  had  represented  to  the 
builder  that  they  were  correct,  upon  the  strength  of  which  the  builder 
made  a  bid  and  entered  into  a  contract,  it  was  held  he  could  not  recover 
against  the  owner  for  the  extra  cost,  the  estimate  having  been  greatly  below 
the  actual  cost,  that  the  amount  of  his  recovery  was  limited  to  the  contract 
price.  To  entitle  the  contractor  to  recover  more  than  the  contract  price 
three  things  must  be  made  out:  (1)  that  the  architect  was  the  owner's 
agent;  (2)  that  the  architect  was  guilty  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation; 
(3)  that  the  owner  knew  of  it  and  sanctioned  it.  If  these  facts  were  not 
shown,  and  there  had  been  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  architect,  the 
contractor's  remedy  must  be  against  him.1 

A  dictum  apparently  to  the  contrary  was  expressed  in  a  later  American 
•case,  in  which  an  engineer  regularly  employed  by  a  company  in  charge  of 
the  company's  works,  under  whose  direction  and  constant  supervision  the 
irorks  were  performed,  was  declared  a  special  agent  of  the  company  (not  the 
agent  of  the  contractor)  as  to  measurements  and  calculations  made  by  him 
•and  his  assistants,  and  if  they  were  not  correct,  and  extra  and  unnecessary 
work  and  expenditure  should  result,  the  loss  ought  not  to  fall  on  the  con- 
tractor, but  upon  the  company.  The  facts  of  the  cases  differ  materially. 
In  the  latter  case  the  contract  expressly  states  the  engineer  to  be  the  engineer 
of  the  company,  although  by  its  terms  nothing  could  be  done  contrary  to 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract  without  the  written  consent  of  the  com- 
pany; yet  also  by  its  terms  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  rely  on  the  actual 
instructions  and  directions  of  the  engineer  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.** 
These  powers  would  make  him  an  agent;  but  the  cases  may  be  distinguished 
further  in  that  in  the  former  case  the  estimates  were  made  and  submitted 
to  the  contractor  before  the  contract  was  made,  and  the  builder  accepted 
them  on  faith,  while  in  the  latter  case  the  estimates  were  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract and  necessary  to  its  performance. 

A  contractor  who  performs  extra  work  upon  the  assurance  of  an  engineer 
of  the  company  that  it  will  be  paid  for  or  allowed  by  the  company  without  the 
authority  of  the  company  or  the  requisite  formality  prescribed  by  his  con- 
tract cannot  recover  from  the  company;  he  must  look  to  the  engineer  for 
compensation,  if  he  recovers  at  all,  which  will  depend  upon  what  personal 
liability  the  engineer  assumed  in  ordering  work.3  There  is,  moreover,  an 
element  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  builder  in  accepting  the  estimate 
of  the  architect,  and  in  not  making  an  estimate  himself  or  having  it  made 
by  the  engineer  of  his  own  selection.  Another  case  illustrates  the  element 
of  negligence  more  strikingly,  in  which  a  builder  had  agreed  to  sign  a  con- 
tract to  execute  for  a  definite  sum  certain  works  described  in  some  rough 

1  Scrivner  v.  Pask,  L.  R  1  Com.  Pleas      Eq.  896  [1869]. 
Cae.  715  [1866].  «  Woodruff  v.  B   &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  108  N. 

*  Seymour  v.  Long  Dock  Co.,  20  N.  J.      T.  89  [1888]. 

*  See  Sec.  421,  $upra. 
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sketches  and  verbal  explanations  of  an  architect.  The  architect  sub- 
sequently sent  to  the  builder  a  contract  to  perform,  for  the  sum  previously1 
agreed  upon,  the  works  delineated  and  described  in  certain  plans  and 
specifications  thereto  annexed,  and  which  differed  materially  from  the- 
works  described  in  the  rough  sketches  and  verbal  explanations  on  which  the 
builder  had  made  his  tender.  Having  signed  the  contract  and  proceeded 
with  the  work,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief,  that  the- 
mistake  under  which  he  had  signed  the  contract  was  due  to  his  own  negli- 
gence.1 

842.  Engineer  and  Architect  are  Liable  to  their  Employer  and  to  Nobody 
Else. — An  agent  is  liable  to  no  one  except  his  principal  (his  employer) 
for  damage  resulting  from  an  omission  or  neglect  of  duty,  or  want  of  skill 
or  attention,  even  though  such  omissions  be  with  a  malicious  intent  to  in- 
jure a  third  person  and  have  that  effect.*  An  architect  or  builder  of  a 
public  work  even  is  answerable  only  to  his  employer  for  any  want  of  care  or 
skill  in  the  execution  thereof.  He  is  not  liable  to  third  persons  for  acci- 
dents or  injuries  which  may  occur  after  the  completion  of  such  work.1* 

A  manufacturer  is  liable  only  to  the  purchaser  of  his  goods  for  defective- 
materials  and  for  want  of  skill  and  care  in  the  construction  of  the  article- 
sold.  A  third  party  injured  may  not  sue  the  manufacturer4  unless  the- 
negligence  is  imminently  dangerous  to  others,  as  when  a  druggist  makes  a 
mistake  in  labeling  or  compounding  a  medicine.6 

A  distinction  has  been  made  in  law  between  a  tort  to  a  third  person  due 
to  the  omission  of  some  act  or  obligation  to  the  public,  and  the  commission 
of  some  act  amounting  to  a  tort.  When  he  omits  to  do  some  duty  or  obli- 
gation which  he  owes  to  his  employer  and  which  is  a  tort  to  a  third  person, 
he  is  not  liable;  but  when  he  commits  a  tort  which  is  an  injury  to  any  one* 
there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  liable  for  his  acts,  as  any  one  else.. 
Therefore,  when  an  architect  having  the  general  charge  and  superintendence 
of  work  adopted  a  certain  method  and  means  of  construction  and  repair, 
and  the  plan  was  a  bad  one,  or  the  supports  were  inadequate,  and  a  disaster 
resulted  which  was  attributable  to  misfeasance  or  negligence  in  a  work 
which  the  architect  undertook,  and  in  which  he  failed  to  exercise  the  care 
and  skill  which  the  law  imposed  upon  him,  he  was  held  responsible  not  only 
to  his  employer,  but  to  workmen  who  were  injured  in  consequence.' 

When  the  superintendent  of  a  plantation  neglected  and  deliberately  re- 
fused to  keep  a  drain  open  on  the  premises  of  his  employer,  by  reason  of 
which  neglect  and  refusal  [omission]  a  neighbor's  lands  were  flooded  and  great 

1  Kimberly  v.  Dick,  41  L.  J.   Ch.   88         4  Winterbottom  t>.  Wright,  10  M.  &  W. 

[1871].  109;  Losee  t>.  Clute,  51  N.  Y.  494. 

*  Feltus  v.  Swan,  62  Miss.  415  [1884];         *  Thomas  t>.  Winchester,  16  N.  T.  997. 
Downer  v.  Davis,  19  Pick.  72.  •  Lottmao  v.  Barnett.  62  Mo.  159;  and 

*  Mayor  «.  Cunliff,  2  N.  Y.  165.  see  Trustees  v.  Brndfleld,  80  Ga.  1. 

*  See  Sees.  275,  515,  558,  supra. 
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damage  done,  it  was  held  that  the  superintendent  was  not  liable  to  the 
neighbor,  and  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  him;1  but  when  an 
engineer  in  the  act  of  running  a  railway  line  through  a  village  drove  a 
stake  in  one  of  its  streets,  over  which  a  citizen  fell  and  broke  his  leg,  it  wa& 
held  that  the  tort  was  the  persona)  act  of  the  engineer  in  running  the  line,, 
and  in  law  it  was  the  act  of  the  company  by  whose  authority  and  in  whose 
service  the  work  was  done,  and  that  the  citizen  had  his  election  to  seek  his 
remedy  against  one  party  or  against  both  parties  jointly.' 

843.  Liability  for  Acts  of  Assistants. — The  question  frequently  arises  as 
to  who  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  assistants,  sub-agents,  or  servants.  It  is  a 
question  of  who  employs  or  has  the  control  of  the  person  who  commits  the 
act.  *  If  an  engineer  selects  an  assistant  on  behalf  of  the  company  and 
with  its  authority,  and  as  an  employee  of  the  company,  the  assistant  is  an 
employee  of  the  company,  even  though  he  receives  his  instructions  and  is  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  engineer;  but  if  the  engineer  has  undertaken  to- 
do  business  or  accomplish  some  task  or  undertaking  for  his  employer,  and 
he  employs  assistants  on  his  own  account  to  assist  him  in  what  he  has  un- 
dertaken, then  the  assistants  are  the  representatives  of  the  engineer  only,. 
and  are  responsible  to  him  for  their  conduct,  and  the  engineer  is  responsible 
to  the  company  for  the  manner  in  which  the  work  or  business  is  done, 
whether  by  himself  or  his  assistants.  In  the  latter  case,  the  engineer  is  in 
a  position  of  an  independent  contractor,  at  liberty  to  perform  the  under- 
taking by  the  agencies  of  his  own  selection,  and  is  responsible  to  his  own 
principal  for  the  due  execution  of  the  enterprise  by  the  means  he  has 
selected. 

The  authority  of  the  engineer  to  employ  assistants  on  account  of  the 
company  is  frequently  implied  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  when  the 
chief  engineer  of  a  railroad  company  has  been  employed  "  to  survey  and 
establish  "  its  line,  it  was  held  that  he  was  authorized  to  employ  the  neces- 
sary subordinates  and  assistants  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  that  they 
became  by  such  act  of  hiring  the  servants  of  the  company.1 

It  may  be  a  matter  of  custom  or  precedence.  Thus  if  the  engineer's, 
contract  of  service  does  not  prohibit  him  from  selecting  or  employing  his 
assistants,  he  may  show  that  it  was  the  custom  for  engineers  to  hire  their 
own  assistants,  in  order  to  establish  the  relation  of  master  and  servant, 
between  the  company  and  his  subordinates.4  f 

1  FeUust.  Swan,  62  Miss.  415 [18841.  Miss.  581;  Gil  lis  «.  Duluth,  etc.,  R.  C<x 

•  Grudger  v.  Western  N.  C.  R.  Co.,  87      (Minn.),  25  N.  W.  Rep.  608. 

N.  C.  525  [18821.  4  White  v.  San    Antonio   W.   W.   Cow 

•  New  Orleans,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Reese,  61      (Tex.),  29  8.  W.  Rep.  252. 

*8ee  Sees.  658-669,  iupra. 

f  See  Custom  and  Usage,  Chap.  XXI,  Sees.  603-628,  iupra. 


CHAPTER  XXXI. 

LIABILITY  OP  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  WHEN  HIS  FUNCTIONS  ARE 

JUDICIAL  OR  DISCRETIONARY. 

844.  Not  Liable  for  Many  Acts  or  Omissions  when  His  Functions  Axe 
Judicial* — What  has  been  said  thus  far  in  the  preceding  chapter  of  the 
liability  of  engineers  or  architects  has  been  with  reference  to  them  strictly 
in  their  professional  capacity  or  when  employed  as  agents  or  servants.  In 
-other  capacities  and  for  many  acts  or  omissions,  they  may  be  relieved  en- 
tirely from  responsibility. 

There  are  certain  conditions  and  circumstances  under  which  the  law  and 
the  public  good  require  that  a  man  should  be  relieved  from  the  consequences 
of  his  acts,  within  certain  limits,  and  it  happens  that  two  of  these  conditions 
belong  particularly  to  engineering  and  architectural  practice.  Either  con- 
ditions may  exist  when  he  is  a  servant  or  employed  professionally,  so  that 
what  has  been  said  in  the  early  part  of  this  chapter  must  be  tempered  and 
modified  when  such  conditions  exist.  One  of  the  conditions  and  circum- 
stances mentioned  is  that  surrounding  a  judge,  in  his  judicial  capacity. 
To  administer  justice  with  freedom  and  security  a  judge  must  bo  free  to 
discharge  his  functions  after  the  dictates  of  his  own  conscience,  unaffected 
by  fears  of  prosecutions  by  persons  who  may  have  been  dissatisfied  with  his 
decisions.  This  has  always  been  the  established  law,  that  a  judge  was 
shielded  from  all  liability  in  the  exercise  of  his  judicial  duties  so  long  as  he 
exercised  them  honestly.  The  justice  and  necessity  of  such  a  rule  cannot  be 
•questioned,  but  this  immunity  from  action  is  not  confined  to  those  only  who 
sit  as  judges  in  court.  It  extends  for  the  protection  of  every  officer  who 
is  culled  upon  to  exercise  duties  which  are  in  their  nature  judicial,  or  which 
are  to  be  performed  according  to  the  dictates  of  his  judgment.1  f 

Such  duties  when  exercised  by  other  than  judges  of  the  courts  have  been 
termed  quasi-judicial  or  discretionary,  but  if  they  be  judicial  in  their  nature, 
the  officer  may  be  said  to  act  judicially  and  he  is  exempt  from  liability  for  his 
own  acts.  What  are  judicial  powers  has  been  defined  as  authority  to  hear  and 
determine  questions  in  which  the  rights  of  persons  or  property  or  the  pro- 
priety of  doing  an  act  are  the  subject  matters  of  an  adjudication.  Official 
actions  which  are  the  result  of  judgment  or  discretion  are  judicial  acts.9 

1  Meechem's  Public  Officers,  §  688.  era's  Public  Officers.  §  588:  Edwards  «. 

»  Grider  v.  Tally,  77  Ala.  422;  Meech-      Ferguson,  73  Mo.  686  [  1JS81J.  many  cage* 

*  See  Sees.  179,  180,  supra.  f  8ee  Sees.  172-180,  246-248,  and  480-484,  tntpra. 
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The  fact  that  the  person  often  or  usually  acts  ministerially  is  immate- 
rial; he  is  equally  exempt  from  liability  in  those  cases  in  which  he  acta 
judicially.1  The  principle  embraces  the  actions  of  arbitrators  in  their  de- 
cisions upon  the  controversies  submitted  to  them;*  of  jurors  in  their  delib- 
erations and  verdicts;  of  aldermen  in  determining  who  shall  be  given  a 
contract  for  work.* 

845.  Attempts  have  been  Made  to  Discriminate  between  Judges  in  Court 
and  Judicial  Officers. — "  An  attempt/'  Bays  Dillon  in  his  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions,  "  has  been  made  in  some  cases  to  make  a  distinction  between  those 
officers  whose  duties  lie  outside  the  domain  of  courts— the  so-called  quasi- 
judicial  officers — and  the  judges  of  courts,  to  the  effect  that  while  the  latter 
are  exempt,  the  former  may  be  made  liable  if  their  motives  were  corrupt  or 
malicious."  *  This  distinction  however  he  believes  not  to  be  well  founded. 
If  the  action  is  really  judicial,  the  immunity  which  adheres  to  judicial  action 
should  be  applied  whether  the  officer  sits  upon  the  bench  of  a  regular  estab- 
lished court  or  not.  If  the  action  can  be  maintained  by  the  allegation  of 
improper  motives,  no  litigant  would  fail  to  allege  them,  and  the  public  officer 
might  be  constantly  called  upon  to  defend  himself  from  actions  brought 
with  motives  fully  as  malicious  as  those  which  are  alleged  to  have  inspired 
him.  Public  policy  requires  that  all  judicial  action  shall  be  exempt  from 
question  in  private  suits,  and  the  best  considered  cases  so  declare  the  rule/ 
The  reasons  given  apply  with  equal  force  to  all  judicial  action,  to  arbitrators,* 
to  quasi-judicial  officers,7  and  to  members  of  a  common  council  who  have 
willfully  and  corruptly  refused  to  accept  a  bidder's  proposal  for  doing  certain 
public  work.  It  is  said  "to  be  the  well-settled  rule  of  law  that  no 
public  officer  is  responsible  in  a  civil  suit  for  a  judicial  determination,  how- 
ever erroneous  or  wrong  it  may  be,  or  however  malicious  even  the  motive 
which  produced  it."a  In  another  case  the  rule  was  said  to  extend  to  judges 
from  the  highest  to  the  lowest;  to  jurors  and  to  all  public  officers  whatever 
name  they  bear  in  the  exercise  of  judicial  power.9 

846.  Engineer's  or  Architect's  Judicial  Status.— It  is  a  universal  custom 
in  construction  contracts  to  constitute  the  engineer  or  architect  a  referee, 
nmpire  or  arbitrator  for  the  determination  of  questions  in  dispute,  or  of 
matters  of  facts  necessary  to  be  determined  in  order  to  complete  the  works 
or  to  pay  for  them.  In  determining  such  questions  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect acts  judicially.     He  is  in  much  the  same  position  as  a  judge,  and  should 


cited  by  Attorneys  for  Apel hints;  Board  of 
Regents  in  erecting  school  building*,  Wall 
t>.  Trumball.  16  Mich.  228;  Assessor,  Siebe 
v.  San  Francisco  (Cal.),  46  Pac.  Rep.  456. 
1  Meechem's  Public  Officers,  §  588. 

•  Jones  c.  Brown,  54  Iowa  74;  Pappa  v. 
Rose,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  525. 

*  East  River  Gas  L.  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  25 
Hud  614;  see  Dillon's  Municipal  Corp'ns. 

4  Hoggatt  t>.  Bigley.  6  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
286;  Baker  v.  State,  27  Ind.  4*5;  Chicker- 


ing  t>.  RobiuBon,  3  Cusb.  543;  Gregory  v. 
Brooks,  37  Conn.  365. 

•Meechem's  Public  Officers,  §  588; 
Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  885. 

•  Jones  v.  Brown,  54  Iowa  74. 

7  Chamberlain  v.  Clayton,  56  Iowa  381 

•  East  River  Gas  L  Co.  t>.  Donn<  lly,  93 
N.  Y.  557;  sembU,  Jones  v.  Brown,  54 
Iowa  74. 

•  Weaver  9.  Devendorf,  8  Den.  (N.  Y.) 
117;  Turpeu  v.  Booth,  56  Cal.  65. 
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have  the  same  protection.  His  judgment  should  be  rendered  free  from  the 
-dictations  of  other  judges;  it  should  be  a  result  of  his  own  honest  convic- 
tions and  studied  conclusions;  he  should  act  without  fear  of  subsequent  pen- 
>alty,  and  should  be  exempt  from  annoying  litigation  before  other  tribunals 
on  account  of  his  decisions.  Such  is  the  established  law.  The  engineer  or 
architect  need  not  be  an  arbitrator  in  the  strictest  sense,  it  is  enough  if  he 
be  in  the  position  of  an  arbitrator;  if  he  be  a  person  by  whose  decisions  two 
parties,  having  a  difference,  have  agreed  to  be  bound.  If  he  undertakes  to 
give  a  decision  between  two  parties  as  to  any  matter,  though  he  may  not  be 
an  arbitrator  in  a  strict  sense  of  the  word  and  is  not  bound  to  exercise  all 
the  judicial  functions  that  an  arbitrator  would  have  to  exercise,  nevertheless 
he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  want  of  skill.1 

In  such  cases  it  was  found  so  difficult  to  discriminate  between  want  of 
4kill  and  negligence  that  it  was  later  held  that  the  engineer  or  architect, 
when  acting  judically  as  a  referree,  is  not  liable  for  want  of  care  or  negli- 
gence; that  the  parties  having  submitted  questions  for  his  determination  and 
having  agreed  to  be  bound  by  his  decisions,  must  abide  by  it*  It  has  been 
intimated  by  excellent  authority  that  an  arbitrator  would  not  be  liable  to  an 
action  even  for  misconduct,  and  he  sustained  the  proposition  by  the  state- 
ment that  he  could  find  no  case  in  which  such  an  action  had  been  brought.' 
Justice  Brett,  in  regard  to  the  referee  being  a  professional  man,  said :  "  I 
apprehend  that  the  principle  of  law  which  forbids  an  action  for  want  of  skill 
or  care  against  an  arbitrator  or  a  g^tf  si-arbitrator  is  just  as  applicable  to  a 
skilled  or  professional  arbitrator  as  to  one  that  is  unskilled  and  unprofes- 
sional, and  that  the  fact  of  its  being  his  business  makes  no  differ- 
ence. This  case  must  occur  constantly.  It  must  constantly  happen  that 
parties  are  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  an  arbitrator  or  gwitft-arbitrator, 
•and  yet  we  find,  notwithstanding  the  facility  with  which  speculative  actions 
for  negligence  are  brought  on  the  slenderest  grounds,  that  there  is  no  pre- 
cedent for  such  an  action  for  negligence,  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  lay  it 
-down  for  the  first  time  that  such  an  action  is  maintainable."4 

No  action  can  be  brought  by  the  contractor  at  law,  against  the  engineer 
for  not  certifying,  where  the  contractor's  remuneration  has  been  made,  by 
his  contract,  contingent  upon  his  obtaining  the  engineer's  certificate  that  the 
work  bargained  for  has  been  executed,  if  the  engineer  was  not  a  party  to  the 
•contract,  even  though  the  engineer's  refusal  to  certify  has  been  the  result  of 
fraud  or  even  of  collusion  with  his  employers.  The  proper  course  for  the 
contractor  to  adopt  is  to  proceed  against  both  the  engineer  and  company; 
whether  in  a  court  of  equity  or  at  law  he  must  include  the  company  who 
contracted  with  him.* 

1  Pappa  v.  Rose,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  82,  525.  4  Tharsis    Sulphur  &  Copper    Co.    «. 

*  Tharsis  S.  &  C.  Co.  t>.  Loftus,  L.  R.  8  Loftus,  LR8C.  P.  Cas.  1  [18721;  Pappa 
t>.  P.  1  [18721.  t.  Rose.  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  82, 525. 

*  Watson  on  Arbitration   [3d  ed.],  112;  •  8peck  v.  Phillips,  5  M.  &  W.  288. 
Speck  «.  Phillips,  5  M.  &  W.  288. 
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847.  Engineer  or  Architect  Mutt  Not  Act  Fraudulently.— The  miscon- 
duct must  not  amount  to  fraud  or  collusion  with  one  of  the  parties  against 
the  interests  of  the  other  party.  For  a  later  English  case  is  authority  for  the 
statement  that  an  action  of  tort  will  lie  by  a  contractor  against  an  architect 
who  fraudulently  and  in  collusion  with  the  owner  refuses  to  certify  that  he 
is  satisfied  with  the  work  done,  whereby  the  contractor  is  unable  to  obtain 
payment  for  his  work.1  No  such  action  had  previously  been  allowed,  but  an 
action  had  been  allowed  for  maliciously  inducing  another  to  break  a  con- 
tract,' and  the  action  was  permitted  on  that  precedent.  An  opinion  has 
also  been  expressed  that  an  action  would  lie  against  parties  who  fraudulently 
prevented  the  architect  from  giving  his  certificate.'  In  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  collusion,  the  contractor  has  no  remedy  against  the  engineer  or  archi- 
tect.4 

In  a  comparatively  recent  case,  in  which  a  contractor  brought  suit  against 
an  architect,  an  allegation  that  the  contractor  had  signed  the  contract  under 
the  belief  and  expectation,  as  the  architect  knew,  that  he,  the  architect, 
would  use  due  care  and  skill  in  making  his  estimates,  but  that  he  did  not 
use  due  care  and  skill  in  ascertaining  the  quantities,  and  neglected  and 
refused  to  ascertain  them  in  the  manner  provided,  and  had  certified  know- 
ingly and  negligently  for  a  much  less  sum  than  was  the  net  balance  payable 
to  the  contractor,  was  held  not  a  sufficient  allegation  of  fraud  to  sustain  the 
action.  That  the  functions  of  the  architect  in  ascertaining  the  amount  due 
the  contractor  were  not  merely  ministerial,  but  such  as  required  the  exercise 
of  professional  judgment,  opinion  and  skill,  and  that  he  therefore  occupied 
the  position  of  arbitrator  against  whom  the  action  would  not  lie, no  fraud  or 
collusion  being  charged.6  A  further  allegation  that  the  architect  refused  to 
reconsider  the  certificate  and  estimate  and  to  allow  the  contractor  to  point 
out  to  him  the  errors  in  the  bills  of  qantities,  gave  him  no  more  rights  to  an 
action  against  the  architect."  The  judge  said:  "  I  do  not  intend  to  hold  that 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  the  architect  is  an  arbitrator,  but  I  think  the 
duties  are  analogous  to  those  of  an  arbitrator.  His  duties  are  matters  of 
judgment  requiring  the  exercise  of  opinion  and  discretion;  and  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  architect  in  this  case  is  an  arbitrator  to  this  extent,  that  he  is  from 
beginning  to  end  to  keep  an  eye  on  the  work,  in  order  to  exercise  a  judg- 
ment in  the  matter."7  If  fraud,  collusion,  or  bad  faith  had  been  charged, 
the  court  expressed  the  opinion  that  an  action  could  have  been  had  against 
the  architect;  and  it  seems  one  could  have  been  maintained  if  the  architect's 

1  Ludbrook  v.  Barrett.  36  L.  T.  R   616      [1865]. 

,  #M  aUo  Byrne  v.  Sisters  of  Eliza-         6  Stevenson  «.  Watson,  L.  R.  4C.  P.  D. 


11877] 
beth,  : 


ah.  16  Vroom  218;  Chism  v.  Schipper,  51  148  fl879]. 

N.  J  Law  1  [1888],  Atty's  arguments.  •  Stevenson  a.  Watson,  supra. 

» Lumleg  v.  Gye,  2  E.  &  B.  216.  '  Pappa  v  Rose,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  82,  525. 

'Milnert>    Field,  5  Excii.  829;  accord,  The  Tharsis  Sulmir   &  Copper    Co.     v. 

Batterby  «.  Vyse,  2  H.  A  C.  42.  Loftus,  42  L.  J.  Rep.  (C.  P.)  6,  and  ca$6§ 

4  Clarke  a.  Watson,  18  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  278  cited. 
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duties  had  been  merely  ministerial.1  Russell,  in  his  Law  of  Awards,  lays  the* 
same  law  down,  and  says :  "  An  action  will  not  lie  against  an  arbitrator  for 
want  of 'skill  nor  of  negligence  in  making  his  award,  nor  for  the  like  cause 
again st  an  engineer  or  architect  employed  to  determine  matters  as  a  quasi- 
arbitrator; '  but  an  action  will  lie  for  fraudulently  withholding  his  certificates,, 
under  which  alone  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  payment,  though  no  costs 
be  prayed  against  the  engineer."  * 

When  an  engineer  is  made  a  co-defendant  with  his  company,  he  is  not  in 
general  bound  to  give  his  reasons  for  making  his  award.  An  award  may  be 
a  bar  to  such  discovery  in  a  suit  in  equity,  but  if  fraud,  corruption,  or  par- 
tiality be  charged,,  they  must  support  their  plea  by  an  answer  showing  them- 
selves to  be  impartial  and  not  corrupt,  for  it  would  be  inequitable  to  leave 
them  at  liberty  to  cover  their  own  misbehavior  by  their  own  award.  So  if 
fraud  and  collusion  are  imputed,  and  the  certificates  are  declared  insuffi- 
cient, and  certain  items  specified  as  evidence  of  the  fraud,  the  engineer 
cannot  protect  himself,  by  his  character  of  arbitrator,  by  denying  the 
fraud  in  general;  in  his  answer  he  should  answer  as  to  the  particular  items 
specified." 

848.  Engineer  is  Liable  to  His  Employer,  when  He  may  Hot  be  Liable  to. 
Contractor. — A  later  Canadian  case,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  authorities,, 
lays  down  the  same  law,  but  distinguishes  between  an  action  against  the 
architect  by  a  contractor  and  one  by  his  employer.  With  the  contractor 
there  is  no  implied  contract  to  exercise  an  ordinary  degree  of  care  and  skill, 
while  with  the  owner  he  is  in  the  same  position  as  any  other  professional  or 
skilled  person,  and  is  responsible  if  he  omits  to  perform  his  work  with  an 
ordinary  and  reasonable  degree  of  skill  and  care,  whether  it  be  in  the  prep- 
aration of  plans  and  specifications  or  in  the  doing  of  any  other  professional 
work  for  reward.*  In  delivering  the  opinion,  his  lordship,  the  justice,  said : 
"I  am  prepared  to  rule  that  you  cannot  recover  any  damages  from  the 
architect  for  any  loss  you  have  sustained  in  having  a  poor  building  without 
fraud.  The  only  question  that  you  can  show  is  that  he  has  not  done  the 
work  for  which  he  charged ;  that  is  all.  The  case  is  exactly  the  same  as  one 
in  which  there  is  an  arbitrator.  I  have  always  thought  the  position  of  an 
arbitrator  a  most  absurd  one.  He  has  powers  given  to  him  that  are  given  to 
no  other  being  in  the  world,  and  it  results  in  hard  feeling  and  litigation; 
but  the  parties,  if  they  choose  to  enter  into  such  a  contract,  must  abide  by 
it.  Having  put  him  in  the  position  of  sole  arbitrator,  they  have  to  show,  if 
they  want  to  hold  him  liable,  not  that  he  had  exercised  a  very  poor  judg. 
ment,  or  that  he  is  unskillful,  but  that  he  has  been  dishonest  and  fraudu- 
lent. If  you  can  show  me  he  did  not  do  the  work  for  which  he  has  charged, 
he  cannot  recover.     If  you  show  he  did  it  negligently,  I  am  afraid  you  have 

1  Stevenson  r.  Watsou,  48  L.  J.  (N.  8.)  *  Russell  Law  of  Awards  602 

818  [1870].  4Bndgley  v.  Dickson,  18  Ont.  App.  404 

8  Russell  Law  of  Awards  497.  [1887]  " 
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no  action.  The  present  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  broadly  distinguished  from 
those  relied  upon  by  the  contractor  in  support  of  his  claim.  The  principle 
affirmed  or  established  by  those  cases  is,  that  it  is  not  consistent  with  pub- 
lic policy  that  an  action  should  lie  against  an  arbitrator  or  ^turn-arbitrator, 
whose  functions  are  of  a  judicial  nature,  for  negligence  or  want  of  skill  in 
the  performance  of  his  duty  as  such.  The  justice  and  expediency  of  such  a 
rule  is  manifest.  When  two  parties  agree  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  a 
third  party  on  a  matter  in  dispute  between  them,  or  upon  which  a  liability  is 
to  arise  on  the  part  of  one  of  them,  they  take  him,  as  it  is  said,  for  better  or 
worse,  and  there  is  no  implied  obligation  on  his  part  to  briug  any  particular 
amount  of  care  and  skill  to  the  performance  of  the  duty,  if  he  undertakes 
it.  All  that  is  required  of  him  is,  that  he  shall  act  honestly  and  faithfully 
to  the  best  of  his  judgment." 

As  a  professional  engineer,  "he  was  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and 
skill,  but  when  he  became  the  person  who  was  to  determine  a  dispute,  he 
was  a  person  filling  a  position  which  brought  him  within  an  exception  well 
known  to  the  law  of  England,  viz.,  that  a  person  who  is  appointed,  and  is 
acting  as  an  arbitrator  to  determine  a  matter  in  difference  between  two  or 
more  persons,  does  not  enter  into  an  implied  promise  to  bring  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duty  entrusted  to  him  a  due  and  reasonable  amount  of  skill  and 
knowledge.  The  question  is  one  of  implied  undertaking,  and  the  law  says 
there  is  none  such." ' 

The  case  of  Steve?ison  v.  Watson,  4  C.  P.  D.  148,  was  an  action  of  a  con- 
tractor, under  a  building  contract,  against  the  architect  of  the  building 
for  not  using  due  care  and  skill  in  measuring  quantities  and  ascertaining 
the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  owners,  and  for  negligently  certifying  for  a 
much  leas  sum  than  the  balance  due  to  the  plaintiff.  The  contract  (to 
which  the  architect  was  not  a  party)  substantially  provided  that  the  con- 
tractor and  the  owners  should  be  bound  to  leave  all  questions  or  matters  in 
dispute  which  might  arise  during  the  progress  of  the  works  to  the  architect, 
whose  decisions  would  be  final  and  binding  upon  all  parties,  and  that  the 
contractor  would  be  paid  upon  the  certificate  of  the  architect.  It  was  held 
that  the  architect  was  not  liable,  on  the  ground,  as  stated  by  Lord  Coleridge, 
C.  J.,  that  it  was  within  the  authority  of  the  cases  which  decide  "  that  where 
the  exercise  of  judgment  or  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  third  person  is  necessary 
between  two  persons,  such  as  a  seller  and  buyer,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
seller  that  judgment  has  been  exercised  wrongly,  or  improperly,  or  negli- 
gently, or  ignorantly,  an  action  will  not  lie  against  the  person  in  that  posi- 
tion." It  was  pointed  out  that  there  was  no  direct  contract  between  the 
contractor  and  the  architect,  and  Justice  Den  man  said  that  it  appeared  to- 
him  that  the  architect  did  not,  by  undertaking  the  office  of  arbitrator, 
undertake  any  duty  amounting  to  more  than  that  of  honestly  performing 
his  functions. 

1  Brett,  J.,  in  Papa  v.  Rose,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  40. 
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In  all  these  cases  and  others  which  might  be  cited  of  a  similar  nature,  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  action  was  against  the  arbitrator,  founded  upon  the 
breach  of  a  supposed  implied  undertaking  to  perform  his  duty  as  such  with 
an  ordinary  degree  of  care  and  skill,  and  the  action  failed  because  no  such 
undertaking  was  implied  by  law,  and  there  was  no  contract,  expressed  or 
implied,  between  the  parties  out  of  which  any  other  duty  or  liability  could 
arise.  In  this  case  the  act  and  counter-claim  are  based  upon  a  distinct  con- 
tract, by  which  the  architect  was  employed  as  a  skilled  professional  person 
to  perform  certain  services  for  reward,  and  he  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  absolved 
from  the  usual  obligations  attaching  to  such  a  contract  between  his  employer 
and  the  builder.  He  may  as  arbitrator  have  determined  between  them  as  to 
the  performance  of  that  contract,  in  a  manner  which  assumes  that  he  has 
properly  performed  his  own  duties.1 

849.  Engineer  or  Architect  may  Owe  a  Double  Duty  to  His  Employer, 
vii.,  as  an  Arbitrator  and  as  a  Professional  Man. — It  is  said  to  be  an  anomaly 
that  while  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  sued  in  his  character  of  arbitrator  or  quasi- 
arbitrator,  he  may  yet  be  liable  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  his  want  of  skill  or 
want  of  care  in  another  form  of  action.  The  answer  simply  is  that  he  has 
entered  into  a  contract  which  makes  him  so.  It  would  be  an  extraordinary 
result  if  we  were  .obliged  to  hold  that  the  contract  which  the  owner  makes 
with  the  architect  for  his  own  protection  is  neutralized  by  or  inconsistent 
with  a  provision  introduced  into  a  different  contract  between  the  owner  and 
the  builder  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  or  settling  disputes  as  between 
themselves.  As  architect  he  is  in  the  same  position  as  any  other  professional 
or  skilled  person,  and  whether  it  be  in  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifi- 
cation, or  the  doing  of  any  other  professional  work  for  reward,  he  is  respon- 
sible if  he  omits  to  do  it  with  an  ordinary  degree  of  care  and  skill.* 

The  case  is  authority  for  the  statement  that  the  owner  does  sacrifice  other 
rights  and  privileges,  and  it  is  not  clear  why  he  might  not  sacrifice  his  con- 
tract rights  as  well.  The  architect  is  responsible  to  his  owner  for  the  defect- 
ive and  inferior  manner  in  which  the  work  had  been  done,  and  the  inferior 
materials  employed,  which  was  the  result  of  his  negligence  and  want  of  care 
and  skill  in  the  performance  of  the  duty  which  he  had  been  retained  to  do, 
and  which  he  had  undertaken  to  do.1 

The  application  of  the  rule  seems  to  have  been  anticipated  in  a  recent 
Illinois  case,  but  it  was  distinctly  decided  that  he  was  bound  only  to  exer- 
cise so  much  care  and  skill  as  he  had  bound  himself  to  bestow  upon 
the  work.  That  it  was  not  a  question  to  be  left  to  the  judgment  and 
caprice  of  the  jury  to  determine  how  much  care  and  skill  ought  to  be  exer- 

1  Badgley  «.  Dickinson ,  18  Ontario  App.  ble  to  his  employer  for  want  of  skill  or  neg- 

494  [18871.  ligetice  in  the  performance  of  a  judicial 

9  Badgley  «•  Dickinson,  13  Ontario  App.  act.  such  as  an  estimate  of  work,  by  which 

404  [1887].    It  is  submitted  that  this  may  both  parties  have  agreed  to  be  bound. 
be  true  enough,  but  would  he  be  respond- 
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ciBed  by  an  architect  in  superintending  a  building,  but  that  the  jury  should 
decide  from  the  evidence  introduced  what  were  the  duties  undertaken  by 
him  in  his  contract  of  employment  and  required  of  him  by  the  oontract  of 
construction.1  It  was  therefore  held  wrong  to  instruct  the  jury  that  a  duty 
was  imposed  upon  the  architect  to  make  a  special  inspection  of  the  work  to 
satisfy  himself  that  the  particular  work  for  which  the  certificate  was  asked 
had  been  done  properly  and  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications  before 
issuing  his  certificate,  no  such  specific  duty  being  imposed  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract.1 

In  a  case  where  general  averages  were  incurred  in  a  ship's  voyage,  and 
it  became  necessary  to  adjust  the  losses,  and  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the  mat- 
ter to  an  average  adjuster,  it  was  held  that  the  adjuster  was  not  liable  for 
want  of  care  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  as  he  was  acting  in  the 
capacity  of  an  arbitrator  between  the  parties.* 

849a.  Engineer's  or  Architect's  Knowledge  Li  the  Employer's  Knowl- 
edge.— To  be  excused  from  negligence  under  Judge  Cooley's  definition  there 
is  another  duty  which  an  employee  owes  to  his  employer,  and  that  is  a  due 
and  proper  notice  of  those  conditions  and  things  which  precaution  and 
vigilance  would  prompt  him  to  give.  Of  all  classes  of  employees  there  are 
few  on  whom  this  duty  is  more  incumbent  than  upon  the  engineer  and 
architect.     It  is  one  of  the  chief  functions  of  his  office. 

It  does  not,  it  seems,  matter  how  the  engineer  obtains  his  information, 
if  he  obtains  his  knowledge  while  acting  for  his  employer,  and  afterwards, 
while  acting  further,  fails  to  communicate  it,  the  employer  is  as  fully  bound 
as  if  the  communication  had  been  made.  The  possession  of  knowledge, 
however  acquired,  when  acting  for  the  employer,  is  knowledge  to  the  prin- 
cipal." The  agent's  obligation  is  just  as  strong  to  disclose  knowledge  when 
derived  in  a  transaction  for  his  own  benefit  as  in  a  transaction  for  the 
benefit  of  his  employer.  What  binds  the  principal  is  the  knowledge  pos- 
sessed by  the  agent  when  he  comes  to  acts,  and  the  principal  is  bound  in 
such  case  whether  it  is  communicated  or  not,  and  without  regard  to  the 
mode  in  which  he  acquired  it.4  However,  it  is  usually  held  that  notice  to 
an  agent  before  the  agency  begun  or  after  it  is  terminated  will  not  affect 
the  employer,  and  the  notice  should  be  within  the  scope  of  his  agency  or 
employment.* 

"It  is  a  neglect  of  duty  in  an  employee  not  to  give  notice  to  the  proper 
officers  of  his  company  of  any  fact  affecting  the  performance  of  the  duties 
of  the  company  to  the  public  occurring  within  the  department  under  his 
supervision.""    It  was  so  held  when  a  conductor  failed  to  report  the 

1  Vigeant  a.   Scully,   20  Brad  well  (111.  «  Tagg  v  The  Tenn.  Natl  Bk.,  9  Heisk. 

App.)  487  [1886].  479  [1872]. 

'Tharsis  S.  &  C.  Co.  t>.  Loftus.  L.  R.  8  s  1  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  421. 

C.  P.  Cas.  1  [18721;  and  see  69  Iowa  541;  •  Judge  Cooley,  in  Davis  v.  Detroit  & 

2  Dillon's  Munlc.  Corp'ns,  §  287.  note.  Mil.  R.  Co.,  20  Mich.  105  [1870]. 

*  Union  Bank  v.  Campbell,  4  Hun  894. 
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incapacity  of  his  engineman,1  and  when  a  track-repairer  failed  to  advise  his 
company  of  the  condition  of  the  road-bed.  If  he  knows,  or  by  the  proper 
discharge  of  his  duty  should  know,  of  certain  defects,  his  knowledge,  or 
that  which  he  might  have  acquired,  may  be  imputed  to  his  employer,  the 
railroad  company.* 

The  same  rules,  without  doubt,  would  hold  with  regard  to  an  engi- 
neer's knowledge  of  the  road  and  structures  of  a  corporation.  It  has  been 
held  that  a  company  was  chargeable  with  knowledge  and  negligence  for  fail- 
ing to  repair,  when  one  of  its  employees,  whose  duty  it  was  to  observe  the- 
condition  of  its  bridges,  or  keep  them  in  repair,  had  actual  or  even  implied 
notice  of  defects  therein,  or  when,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,, 
the  employee  would  have  known  of  them.1  So  it  has  been  held  that  a 
notice  to  an  engineer  appointed  by  a  company  to  supervise  and  direct  work 
of  an  alteration  in  the  structure,  supposed  by  the  builders  to  be  an  improve- 
ment, is  a  notice  to  the  company.4 

To  impute  knowledge  to  a  corporation  such  as  would  imply  a  ratifica- 
tion or  an  assent  to  the  acts,  admissions,  or  declarations  of  an  engineer  in 
its  employ  requires  something  more  than  the  knowledge  of  the  engineer 
that  the  work  was  being  done  or  that  it  had  been  done  by  his  orders/  * 

The  status  of  an  engineer  or  architect  and  his  relations  to  his  company 
or  employer  when  he  is  on  the  witness  stand  deserves  a  passing  notice. 
The  engineer  or  architect  enjoys  no  such  privileges  in  court  as  his  brother 
attorneys  or  physicians,  though  he  be  employed  in  a  professional  capacity. 
Communications  between  him  and  his  employer  are  not,  it  seems,  privileged. 
He  may  be  required  to  testify  in  regard  to  matters  and  communication? 
between  himself  and  his  employer,  and  may  be  required  to  produce  letters 
he  has  written  to  his  employer,  even  though  they  be  of  a  private  and  con- 
fidential nature."  The  same  is  held  of  a  banker T  and  of  clerks  and  servants 
in  general.8  Nor  is  the  architect  or  engineer  regarded  as  a  confidential 
agent  of  his  employer  so  as  to  be  liable  for  disclosures  in  regard  to  his  em- 
ployer's intentions  to  build/  or  where  he  is  to  build,10  if  he  has  neither 
agreed  nor  been  requested  to  keep  such  facts  secret.  It  might  be  a  ground 
for  discharging  him  if  he  were  a  servant  in  the  owner's  regular  employ,  f 


1  Davis  v.  Detroit  &  Mill.  R.  Co.,  tmpra. 

*  Porter  v.  Hau.  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.,  71  Mo. 
66  [1879]. 

*  46  Iowa  109;  semble,  Iudiaua  B.  &W. 
Ry.  Co.  c.  Adamson  (Ind),  16  N.  E.  Rep. 
5  [1888]. 

*  Danville  Bridge  Co.  v.  Pomroy,  15  Pa. 
St.  151  [18501;  and  see  O'Brien  v  Mayor 
(N.  Y.  App.).  35  N.  E.  Rep  323;  and 
Halsey  «.  Hobbs  (Ky.),  32  S.  W.  Rep.  415. 

1  Many  cases  cited  by  counsel  in  Wood- 

*  See  Sec.  555,  iupra. 


ruff  v.  Rochester  &  P.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y» 
89;  Wolf  v.  Des  Moines  &  Ft.  D.  R.  Co.^ 
64  Iowa  380;  Rent  on  t>.  Monnier.  7?  Cal. 
449. 

•Page  t>.  Ward,  W.  N.  1869-51. 

1  Lloyd  v.  Fresufield,  2  C.  &  P.  825. 

8 19  Anier.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  155-156. 

9  Havens  v.  Donahue  (Cal.),  48Pac.  Rep. 
962. 

"Green  v.  Brooks  (Cal.),  22  Pac.  Rep. 
849;  but  see  Wills  v.  Abbey,  27  Tex.  202 

f&0  Sec.  804,  supra. 


CHAPTER  XXXII. 
LIABILITY  OP  ENGINEER  OK  ARCHITECT  WHEN  A  PUBLIC  OFFICER. 

850.  Position  of  a  Public  Officer. — Another  capacity  in  which  one  is 
-exempt  from  liability  for  the  want  of  care  (?)  and  skill  is  that  of  a  pnblic 
•officer.  What  has  been  said  of  judicial  or  discretionary  duties  in  general 
applies  equally  to  public  officers  when  their  duties  are  judicial  or  discre- 
tionary, but  there  are  further  considerations  in  the  case  of  public  officers  not 
present  in  the  employment  of  the  private  individual.  If  public  officers  were 
liable  for  the  want  of  skill  and  capacity,  or  were  likely  to  be  called  upon  to  meet 
obligations  which  they  assume  on  behalf  of  and  for,  the  benefit  of  the  public, 
it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  full  ranks  of  office-seekers  would  be  greatly  reduced. 
An  officer  who  has  been  elected  to  his  position,  and  who  must  undertake 
•every  task  presented  within  the  scope  of  his  duties,  and  who  has  no  choice 
as  to  whether  he  will  act  or  decline  to  act,  and  who  must  serve  whoever  calls 
upon  him,  is  in  a  different  position  from  a  servant  or  professional  man  who 
solicits  employment,  and  can  serve  or  not,  as  he  will.  The  former  is  not 
subject  to  an  action  at  law  by  an  individual  unless  he  has  failed  to  perform 
some  duty  which  he  owes  specially  to  that  individual.* 

The  irresponsibility  of  public  officers  is  often  a  source  of  aggravation  to 
a  private  person,  who  may  be  required  to  stand  outside  of  an  iron  partition 
and  pay  his  taxes,  or  settle  damages,  while  the  county  treasurer1  or  city 
engineer  *  within  the  cage  smilingly  tells  him  he  is  "very  sorry,  but  that  he 
can't  help  it,  for  mistakes  will  happen. "  No  doubt  better  service  would  be 
had  if  public  officers  were  responsible  to  individuals  for  their  misconduct 
and  incapacity  in  office,  where  such  individual  has  suffered  in  consequence 
thereof;  but  public  policy  seems  to  require  that  they  should  be  exempt  from 
civil  action,  and  that  they  be  liable  only  through  public  prosecution.* 

Officers  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity  are  exempt  from  liability  for  their 
aot.f  They  are  not  liable  for  injuries  to  persons  when  the  act  is  purely  min- 
isterial if  they  act  within  their  authority  and  it  is  done  with  due  care.  How- 
ever, the  general  exemption  of  an  officer  from  liability  for  negligence,  want 
of  skill  or  care,  holds  only  when  the  officer  is  acting  in  a  governmental  or 
political  capacity,4  and  there  are  many  cases  which  deny  the  exemption  alto- 

1  See  State  t>.  Harris.  89  Ind.  803.  *  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  483. 

*  See  McCarthy  v.  Bauer,  8  Kans.  387         4  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  484,  caeee 
{1865].  died. 

*  Bee  Sec.  86,  eupra.  f  dee  Sees.  844  to  849.  eupra. 
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gether,  except  when  tbe  act  complained  of  is  a  judicial  act  or  one  involving 
the  discretion  of  the  officer.1 

851.  County  Officers  and  their  Liability. — County  officers  are  frequently 
held  not  liable  in  civil  actions  for  injuries  sustained  and  caused  by  the  neg- 
lect, want  of  care,  or  lack  of  skill  of  the  officer.  It  has  been  held  that  the 
judges  and  justices  of  a  county  court  were  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  traveler 
from  the  falling  of  a  bridge  constituting  a  part  of  the  public  highway  and 
under  the  control  of  the  court,  even  if  they  were  guilty  of  gross  negligence 
in  failing  to  repair  the  bridge  or  give  proper  notice  of  its  condition.'  In 
England  no  action  lies  against  the  county  surveyor  for  damages  resulting 
from  the  want  of  repair  to  a  county  bridge/  and  a  county  treasurer  in  levy- 
ing taxes  has  been  held  not  liable  for  his  failure  to  properly  distribute  the 
taxes  between  the  real  property  of  a  mortgagor  and  the  personal  property  of 
the  mortgagee.4 

852.  County  and  Municipal  Offloers  Compared. — The  liability  of  a  munici- 
pal officer  as  distinguished  from  that  of  a  county  officer,  has  been  based  upon 
the  distinction  between  municipal  corporation  and  couuty  organizations, 
described  as  follows:  " Counties  are  local  subdivisions  of  a  state,  created  by 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  state  of  its  own  sovereign  will,  without  the  par- 
ticular solicitation,  consent,  or  concurrent  action  of  the  people  who  inhabit 
them.  The  former  organization  is  asked  for„or  at  least  assented  to,  by  the 
people  it  embraces;  the  latter  is  superimposed  by  a  sovereign  and  paramount 
authority.  A  municipal  corporation  proper  is  created  mainly  for  the  inter- 
est, advantage,  and  convenience  of  the  special  locality  and  its  people.  A 
county  organization  is  created  almost  exclusively  with  a  view  to  the  policy  of 
the  Btate  at  large  for  purposes  of  political  organization,  and  civil  adminis- 
tration in  matters  of  finance,  of  education,  of  provisions  for  the  poor,  of  mili- 
tary organization,  of  the  means  of  travel  and  transport,  and  especially  for  the 
general  administration  of  justice.  With  scarcely  au  exception,  all  the 
powers  and  functions  of  the  county  organizations  have  a  direct  and  exclu- 
sive reference  to  the  general  policy  of  the  state,  and  are  in  fact  but  a  branch 
of  the  general  administration  of  that  policy."  *  According  to  the  principles 
of  the  common  law,  an  action  for  indemnity  cannot  be  maintained  against, 
the  county  court  or  against  the  judges  individually  for  personal  liability. 

853.  Liability  of  a  Public  Officer  for  the  Acts  of  His  Assistants.— Pub* 
lie  officers  of  the  government  are  not  liable  for  acts  of  assistants  and  sub- 
ordinates. Persons  acting  in  the  capacity  of  public  agents,  engaged  in  the 
public  service  and  acting  solely  for  the  public  benefit,  although  not  strictly 
filling  the  character  of  officers  or  agents  of  the  government,  are  also  exempt 
from  liability.    Thus  it  has  been  held  that  overseers  of  highways  intrusted 

1  19  Amcr.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  484.  4  State  t>.  Harris,  89  Ind.  868. 

•  Wheatley  «.  Mercer,  9  Bush  (Ky.),  704  *  Commissioners  of  Ham.  Co.  v.  Mtghels, 

[18731.  7  Ohio  St.   109;  Wheatley  «.   Mercer,  fr 

'M'Kinnon   v.    Penson,   8  Bxch.    819  Bush  (Ey.)  704. 
[1853] 
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with  the  supervision  of  highways,  discharging  the  dnties  gratuitously  and 
being  personally  guilty  of  no  negligence,  are  not  responsible  for  an  injury 
sustained  by  an  individual  through  the  negligence  of  workmen  employed 
under  them.1  Trustees  and  commissioners  acting  gratuitously  for  the  bene* 
fit  of  the  public  and  intrusted  with  the  conduct  of  public  works  are  not- 
liable  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  unskillfulness  of  work- 
men and  contractor  necessarily  employed  by  them  in  the  execution  of  the 
work.* 

In  keeping  with  this  policy,  a  surveyor  of  highways  elected  by  the  town 
as  a  public  and  not  a  municipal  officer,  has  been  held  liable  in  damages  for 
his  wrongful  acts  only  when  they  are  wanton,  malicious,  or  improper  acts  in 
making  or  repairing  highways  in  his  district;1  a  superintendent  of  streets 
in  a  city  has  been  held  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  his  negligence  or 
unskillfulness  in  repairing  a  sewer,  notwithstanding  his  official  capacity;4 
and  a  building  inspector  for  nonperformance  of  his  duties,  which  required 
him  to  inspect  the  buildings  and  see  that  they  were  erected  as  provided  by 
ordinance.5  A  clause  in  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  which 
guarantees  the  street  superintendent  and  his  sureties  immunity  from  lia- 
bility does  not  render  the  contract  void,  as  it  could  not  affect  persons  injured 
by  the  acts  of  the  superintendent." 

854.  State  Employees  Held  Liable  for  Negligence. — A  superintendent  of 
repairs  of  the  state  canals  has  been  held  personally  liable  for  damages  sus- 
tained by  an  individual  through  the  negligence  of  workman  making  repairs. 
To  have  an  action  for  his  failure  to  make  repairs,  it  must  be  shown,  however, 
that  it  was  the  superintendent's  duty  to  make  repairs,  that  he  had  funds  to 
make  them  with,  and  that  he  was  the  officer  to  make  them;  but  negligence 
and  mismanagement  alone  need  be  shown  for  misconduct  in  making  repairs.1 
The  same  has  been  held  of  an  officer  who  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  keep- 
ing a  street  in  repair.8  So,  too,  when  the  state  canal  board  let  the  repairs 
of  the  state  canals  by  contract  to  a  contractor  invested  with  the  powers  of  a 
non- judicial  officer,  the  latter  was  held  liable  to  one  who  sustained  special 
damage  from  a  neglect  to  do  his  duty  and  fix  a  lock-gate  that  was  defective 
and  out  of  repair.9  So  if  a  contractor  has  been  employed  by  a  board  of 
health  to  do  a  particular  act,  and  does  it  negligently,  he  may  be  held  liable 
for  the  consequences.10 


1  Meecbem  on  Public  Officers,  §  594; 
Holliday  v.  St.  Leonard,  11  Com.  B.  (N. 
S  )  192 

'  Hail  v.  Smith,  2  Bing.  156;  Harris  t. 
Biker,  4  Maule  &  S.  27;  Sutton  v.  Clarke, 0 
Taunt.  84;  Holliday  v.  St.  Leonard,  supra. 

•  Rowe  t>.  Addison,  34  N.  H.  306,  812, 
and  cases  cited. 

4  Butter  v.  Ashworth  (Cal.),  86  Pac.  Rep. 
922. 

1  Merritt  *.  McNally  (Mont.),  86  Pac. 
Rep.  44. 


•Rauer  v.  Lowe  (Cal.),  107  Cal.  229, 
40  Pac.  Rep.  837  [1895]. 

1  Shepherd  v.  Lincoln,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
250. 

8  Bennett  t.  Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  802;  Rec- 
tor v.  Pierce,  8  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  416; 
anda  bridge.  People  v.  Adsit,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
619;  eases  cited,  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  495. 

•  Robinson  t>.  Chamberlain,  84  N.  Y.  389. 

10Arthy  v.  Coleman,  8  E.  &  B.  1092 
[1857]. 
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855.  Public  Officers  and  their  Liability  upon  Contracts  Executed  for  the 
State. — When  a  man  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  public  officer  makes  contracts 
or  signs  obligations,  there  is  a  strong  presumption  of  law  that  he  does  not 
intend  to  bind  himself  personally,  nor  that  the  contractor  looks  to  him  indi- 
vidually to  be  responsible.  The  government  can  act  only  through  its  officers 
and  agents,  and  if  they  were  held  personally  liable  on  the  obligations  they 
assume  for  the  government,  it  might  be  difficult  to  secure  the  services  of 
capable  and  responsible  men.  Public  policy  demands  that  they  be  exempt 
from  liability.1 

A  public  officer  must  disclose  the  fact  that  he  acts  as  an  officer  or  agent, 
for  if  it  be  not  known  to  the  other  party  he  will  find  himself  bound.  What 
was  said  of  agents  under  parties,  in  chapter  on  Contracts,  will  hold  for 
public  officers.1  *  Where  officers  of  a  public  or  municipal  corporation  acting 
officially  enter  into  a  contract  under  an  innocent  mistake  of  law,  in  which 
the  other  contracting  party  equally  participates,  with  equal  opportunities  of 
knowledge,  neither  party  at  the  time  looking  to  personal  liability,  the  offi- 
cers are  not  personally  liable  ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  officers  of  a 
public  body  which  is  not  a  corporation,  such  as  a  school  district.1 

If  a  person  sign  his  own  name  to  a  note  followed  with  "  for  the  select- 
men, *'4  he  will  be  liable  personally  upon  the  obligation/ 

An  English  case  shows  how  strong  this  presumption  is  with  some  jus- 
tices. It  was  held  that  a  public  officer  is  not  responsible  on  any  contract  he 
makes  in  that  capacity,  and  whenever  his  contract  or  agreement  is  connected 
with  the  subject  fairly  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  it  shall  be  intended 
to  be  made  officially  and  in  his  public  character,  unless  the  contrary  appears 
by  an  absolute  and  unqualified  agreement  to  be  personally  liable.  It  was  so 
held. when  a  contractor  had  done  extra  work  to  preserve  a  public  work  not 
embraced  in  his  contract,  upon  the  assurance  of  a  railway  commissioner 
having  charge  of  the  work,  that  he  would  pay  him  ;  and  afterwards  on 
application  to  him  for  pay,  he  said  he  would  see  the  engineer  in  charge  and 
have  the  amount  put  in  the  estimates,  to  be  paid  for  by  the  government ;  it 
was  held  that  the  commissioner  was  not  personally  liable,  the  amount  never 
having  been  paid.  The  court  was  divided,  one  side  holding  that  in  case  of 
contracts  with  public  agents  the  presumption  was  that  the  public  faith  of 
the  government  was  relied  upon,  and  that  the  commissioner  in  ordering  the 
work  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  as  a  railway  commissioner  and 
did  not  incur  any  personal  responsibility  ;  and  the  other  side  that  the  con- 
tract was  verbal,  and  it  should  have  been  left  to  a  jury  as  to  whether  the 
commissioner  personally  contracted  and  agreed  to  pay  for  the  work/ 

1  Meecbem  on  Public  Officers.  §  803  *  Andover  c.  Grafton.  7  N.  H.  298. 

•Nichols  r.  Moody.  22  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  *  Sumner  «.  Chandler,  2  Pugsley  &  B. 

611  (N.  B.)  175. 
•Humphrey  «.  Jones,  71  Mo.  62  [1879]. 

*8et  Sees.  29-42,  54,  149,  and  178-180,  $upra. 
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As  stated  under  the  subject  of  Law  of  Contracts,  if  the  work  is  done  under 
a  public  statute  or  by  virtue  of  a  public  act,  and  the  contractor  has  equal 
means  of  knowledge  as  to  the  officer's  authority,  the  officer  acting  in  good 
faith  will  not  be  responsible  if  he  has  exceeded  his  authority.  Individuals 
as  well  as  courts  are  presumed  to  know  and  must  ascertain  the  extent  of  the 
authority  of  public  agents.1 

856.  Officer  or  Employee  is  Responsible  for  His  False  Representations.— 
If  the  engineer  or  architect  make  false  or  fraudulent  representations  in  re- 
spect to  matters  or  work  upon  which  he  is  engaged,  he  will  be  liable  to 
parties  who  are  misled  by  such  representations,  and  suffer  in  consequence 
thereof  whether  the  engineer  be  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  professional 
engineer*  or  a  public  officer.'  It  was  so  held  when  an  architect  ordered 
stones  to  complete  a  church  the  erection  of  which  he  was  superintending. 
To  get  them,  he  represented  or  pretended  that  he  was  authorized  to  order 
the  stones>  and  he  was  required  to  pay  for  them,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  they  were  used  in  the  church  edifice.  Whether  he  made  the  represen- 
tations with  intent  to  deceive,  or  knowing  he  had  no  authority,  or  under  the 
bona  fide  belief  that  he  had  authority,  in  any  case  he  was  held  liable.4 

857.  Engineer's  and  Architect's  Liability  when  Holding  Office  of  Public 
Trust. — In  the  capacity  of  county  surveyors,  state  or  city  engineers,  city  or 
government  architects  and  commissioners,  their  relations  to  their  work  and 
to  their  patrons  are  different  from  those  of  a  professional  engineer  or  agent. 
When  acting  judicially  or  exercising  discretionary  powers,  the  public  officer 
should  be  afforded  the  same  protection  as  any  other  person,  and  he  is  so 
protected.*  Even  when  his  duties  are  purely  ministerial,  the  requirements 
of  a  public  officer  are  not  so  exacting  as  are  those  of  a  professional  man. 
While  the  latter  is  responsible  for  an  ordinary  amount  of  skill  and  capa- 
city for  the  work  he  solicits,  the  former,  being  elected  or  appointed,  is  not 
held  upon  an  implied  undertaking  that  he  does  possess  a  certain  amount  of 
skill  and  that  he  will  exercise  it.  If  it  were  required  that  such  officer, 
elected  or  appointed,  should  be  competent  and  that  the  incumbent  should 
possess  the  requisite  skill,  many  public  offices  would  "go  a  begging,  and  the 
government  service  might  be  seriously  crippled."  Public  policy  is  said  to 
recommend  that  they  should  be  exempt. 

858.  A  City  Engineer's  Liability  for  Mistakes. — One  of  the  most 
interesting  and  instructive  cases  reported  in  the  books  was  one  of  a 
practical  surveyor  and  city  engineer  who  surveyed  a  lot  for  the  owner  at 
the  tatter's  request,  and  made  a  mistake  so  that  the  owner's  building 
was  erected  2.2  feet  upon  his  neighbor's  lot.  It  was  shown  that  the  de- 
fendant was  a  surveyor  and  civil  engineer,  and  that  by  ordinance  of  the  city 

1 19  Ampr.  <fe  Eug  Ency.  Law  500-501.  4Rande11  v.  Trimen,  18  C.  B.  786  [18561. 

'Randell  t>.  Trimer,  18  C.  B.  786  [1856].  'East  River  Gjis  Light  Co.  t>.  Donnelly. 

■Culver  v.  Avery,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  380 ;  25  Hun  614;  19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law 

Newman  v.  Sylvester,  42  Ind.  106.  484 
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the  city  engineer  was  required  to  make  surveys  of  lots  within  the  city  limits 
for  private  individuals  when  requested.  The  ordinance  fixed  the  amount 
of  fees  he  should  receive  from  persons  for  whom  the  survey  was  made.  The 
surveyor  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  used  due  care  and 
exercised  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill  in  making  the  survey,  and  in  fixing 
the  boundaries  to  the  lot,  and  that  he  believed  the  survey  to  be  correct  at 
the  time  it  was  made. 

The  case  was  tried  before  a  jury,  and  the  judge  was  requested  but  re- 
fused to  charge:  "That  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant  as  city  engineer  or  surveyor  used  due  care  and  exercised  n.  rea- 
sonable amount  of  skill  in  locating  the  boundary  line  to  plaintiff's  lot,  the 
latter  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  surveyor,  although 
the  boundary  lines  were  incorrectly  established."  The  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  surveyor  excepted  and  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

In  delivering  its  opinion  the  higher  court  said  :  "  An  ordinance  of  the 
city  required  the  city  engineer  to  survey  and  mark  the  boundaries  of  lota 
within  the  city  when  called  upon  so  to  do  by  private  individuals,  and  pre- 
scribed his  fees  therefor  ($2.50).  He  had  no  discretion  to  refuse  when 
called  upon  to  perform  such  services,  but  this  did  not  constitute  him  an 
agent  of  the  city  for  that  purpose.  Neither  the  city  not  any  private  person 
was  bound  by  the  surveys  he  might  make  when  acting  at  the  request  of  an 
individual.  His  report  would  not  be  conclusive  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the 
lot.  His  certificate  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  as  settling  the  boundary. 
He  did  not  do  it  for  the  city.  When  the  corporation  makes  public  improve- 
ments and  he  acts  under  its  direction,  then  he  is  its  agent,  and  his  act  is 
the  act  of  the  city,  and  if  any  person  is  damaged  thereby,  it,  and  not  he,  is 

liable." l 

Whether  he  acted  as  city  engineer  or  as  a  professional  surveyor,  he  was 
not  bound  to  the  exercise  of  more  than  reasonable  care  and  skill.  If  he  did 
the  work  in  the  former  capacity,  he  was  liable  for  negligence  or  fraud  only; 
if  in  the  latter,  then  he  would  not  only  be  liable  for  negligence  or  fraud,  but 
for  want  of  skill.  In  neither  capacity  does  he  insure  the  correctness  of  his 
work.  The  law  exacts  that  of  no  man.  A  man  exercising  the  functions  of 
an  office  must  discharge  his  duties  carefully,  diligently,  and  honesty,  and  if 
he  does  so,  he  will  not  be  liable  for  damages;  but  when  a  man  holds  himself 
out  to  the  public  as  a  professional  man  he  engages  to  do  more.  He  thereby 
agrees  with  those  who  employ  him  to  do  the  work,  not  only  carefully,  dili- 
gently, and  honestly,  but  skillfully.  Absolute  correctness  is  not  to  be  the 
test  of  the  amount  of  skill  the  law  requires.  A  reasonable  amount  of  skill 
is  ail  he  is  bound  to  bring  to  the  discharge  of  his  duties.  Upon  the  trial  of 
the  case,  the  manner  in  which  the  survey  was  made  was  a  material  question,, 
and  it  was  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.     They  were -to  deter- 

1  McCarthy  v.  Bauer,  3  Kans.  287  [1866];  temble  Sieve**  v.  San  Francisco  (Cal.),  4? 
Pac.  Rep.  687. 
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mine  the  amount  of  care  and  skill  he  did  exercise  in  performing  the  work,, 
but  the  court  was  to  determine  what  amount  would  absolve  him  from  liabil- 
ity in  case  he  made  a  mistake.  There  having  been  testimony  on  both  sides 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  work  was  done,  it  was  necessary  that  the  jury 
be  informed  of  the  rule  of  the  law  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion.1 

859.  Commissioners  of  Public  Works  and  Their  Liability. — Commissioners 
appointed  or  employed  for  a  special  and  single  object,  in  whose  employment 
there  is  no  enduring  element,  nor  designed  to  be,  and  whose  duties,  when 
completed  (although  years  may  be  required  for  their  performance),  termi- 
nate the  employment,  are  not  officers  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used 
in  the  constitution  of  the  State  of  Illinois.'  Clerks  of  commissioners  intrusted 
with  the  conduct  of  public  works,  are  not  liable  in  damages  for  an  injury 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  artificers  employed  under  their  authority.' 
A  public  officer  has  been  described  as  one  who  occupies  an  office  that  is 
parcel  of  the  administration  of  the  goverment,  civil  or  military,  or  is 
itself  created  directly  by  the  law-making  power.  The  chief  engineer  of 
a  quasi  public  corporation,  like  a  railroad  company,  is  not  a  public 
officer.4 

859a.  Situation  of  Engineer  or  Architect  in  Injunction  and  Mandamus 
Proceedings — Liability  for  Contempt.* — A  trying  position  in  which  an  engi- 
neer is  sometimes  placed,  and  one  in  which  some  knowledge  of  law  will  assist 
him,  is  where  proceedings  at  law  are  threatened,  or  an  injunction  is  sought,, 
when  by  prompt  and  decisive  action  or  by  shrewd  and  skillful  application 
of  his  legal  knowledge,  he  may  outwit  the  prosecutor  and  accomplish  the 
object  which  others  seek  to  prevent.  A  structure  once  erected,  an  equity 
judge  will  seldom  decree  its  removal  or  destruction.  Structures  once  erected^ 
or  whose  definite  location,  character,  and  purposes  have  not  been  made 
known,  or  proposed  works  which  cannot  be  proved  nuisances,  because 
their  purpose  and  character  is  unknown,  are  comparatively  safe  from  being 
enjoined.  Under  the  protection  of  these  and  other  safeguards  the  legal 
engineer  is  frequently  able  to  defeat  opposition  to  the  plans  of  bis  employer.* 
However,  the  fact  that  an  alleged  unlawful  structure  was  completed  pending 
an  action  to  enjoin  its  construction  and  maintenance  does  not  affect  the 
right  of  the  court  to  enjoin  its  maintenance." 

Injunctions  sometimes  issue  that  may  be  evaded  on  technicalities,  the 
recognition  and  prompt  advantage  of  which  may  be  taken  by  an  engineer 

1  McCarthy  «.  Bauer.  3  Kans.  287  [1865];  The  cases  of  Dickinson  v.  The  People, 

see  also  Waller  v.  Dubuque,  69  Iowa  541;  etc.,  17  111.  191;  and  The  People  f>.  liidg- 

Alcorn  v.    Philadelphia,   44    Pa.   St.  848  ley  et  al.t  21  111.  65,  cited  and  explained. 

[18631;  2  Dillon's  Mimic.  Corp'ns,  §  237  'Hall  v.  Smith,  2  Bing.  156  [18241. 

note,  859, 910,  978:  Rowe  v.  Addison,  84  N.  4£liason  v.  Coleman,  86  N.  C.  285  [1882]. 

H.   806,  812;   Norwell  v.  Wright.  8  Allen  •  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  833-7. 

(Mass.)  166;  Chitty's  Contracts  [9th  Amer.  •  Holmes  t>.   Calhoun  County  (Iowa),  6(1 

ed.],  p.  598;  Story's  Agency  828.  N.  W.  Rep.  145. 

*  Bunn  «.  The  People,  45  111.  397  [1867]; 

♦For  cases  of  injunctions,  see  Sees.  326,  488,  556,  689,  705-9,  and  747,  supra. 
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versed  in  law.  If  the  injunction  cannot  be  defeated  or  avoided,  then  it 
becomes  his  duty  to  employ  other  tactics.  Whether  he  assumes  to  nego- 
tiate, to  fight,  or  to  beg,  he  should  know  what  attitude  to  take,  on  what 
ground  to  stand,  and  how  to  maintain  it.  These  questions  and  duties  may 
properly  belong  to  other  officials  of  the  company  to  determine,  but  frequently 
the  engineer  is  the  only  representative  present  upon  the  works.  Large  cor- 
porations whose  works  extend  over  a  large  territory,  who  offices  and  officers 
■may  be  many  hundred  miles  from  the  arena  of  trouble,  cannot  decide  such 
difficulties  with  the  clearness  and  understanding  of  the  engineer.  They 
have  to  learn  from  him  the  whole  story,  the  condition  of  the  work,  the 
injury  consequent  to  delay,  and  then  decide  on'  as  little  knowledge  perhaps 
as  he  should  possess,  if  qualified  in  the  principles  of  engineering  juris- 
prudence. 

The  subject  of  injunctions  and  mandamus  is  too  deep  to  undertake  to 
present  even  in  the  briefest  manner,  and  the  reader  must  be  content  with  a 
passing  notice  of  the  subject.  A  fair  understanding  of  what  precedes,  and 
-some  collateral  reading  upon  the  law  of  real  estate,  including  adverse  pos- 
session, easements,  prescription,  and  the  law  of  torts  will  put  an  engineer  or 
architect  in  the  possession  of  knowledge  that  will  certainly  greatly  assist  him 
in  the  preservation  of  his  employer's  property,  and  in  carrying  out  his 
schemes  and  projects  in  spite  of  opposition  and  competition. 

Notice  of  the  injunction  or  order  must  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  party  enjoined.1  It  does  not  matter  how  the  information  was  acquired, 
if  he  knows  an  injunction  has  issued  and  what  it  contains,  he  must  answer 
for  any  violation  of  it  as  if  the  writ  had  been  regularly  served  upon  him  by 
«n  officer  of  the  court.1  His  knowledge  must  be  positive  and  something 
more  than  heresay,  and  some  cases  hold  that  there  must  be  a  personal  ser- 
vice of  the  order  before  one  can  be  charged  with  contempt  for  not  obeying 
it.*  A  copy  of  an  injunction  left  at  a  person's  residence  *  is  a  notice  to  him, 
and  a  service  on  a  company  at  its  office  is  one  to  its  directors,4  and  a  service 
on  the  mayor  of  a  city  has  been  held  a  notice  to  all  the  officers  and  members 
<of  the  city  government  who  know  about  it,*  including  agents  and  employees. - 
If  officers  of  a  company  conceal  themselves  to  avoid  service,  a  service  upon 
one  who  acts  as  their  attorney  will,  it  seems,  be  sufficient.7  It  has  been  held 
that  a  notice  could  be  sent  by  telegraph,  if  it  stated  clearly  and  plainly 
what  the  party  must  refrain  from  doing.' 

An  injunction  issued  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  must  be  fairly 
and  honestly  obeyed  it  cannot  be  evaded  by  subterfuges  or  tricks.'    If  the 

1  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  1011.  '  Wellesley   v.   Morniogton,    11    Beav. 

*  McOnuley  v.  Palmer.  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)      181. 

88;  Sanford  «.  San  ford,  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  '  Golden  Gate  Min.   Co.   «.  Yuba  Co. 

640.  Super.  Ct.,  65  Cal.  187. 

»  Morris  t>.  Bradford,  19  Ga.  527.  *  In  re  Bryant.  4  Ch.  D.  98;  Cape  May, 

4  Brown  v  Pac,  etc.,  R.  Co..  5  Blatchf.  etc..  R.  Co.  t>.  Johnson.  85  N.  J.  Eq  422. 

(U.  S  )  525.  •  Wilcox  Bilv.  P.  Co.  «.  Schimmel   59 

*  People  v.  Slurtevant.  9N.Y  263.  Micb.  524. 
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court  has  not  jurisdiction,  then  one  who  disobeys  it  will  not  be  punished  for 
contempt.1  If  the  court  has  not  authority  in  the  sense  of  beiug  in  excess  of 
its  powers  as  limited  by  the  constitution  or  defined  by  law,  then  one  is  not 
subject  to  contempt  for  disobeying  it.1  The  erection  of  a  bridge  under  a 
special  act  of  Congress  in  disobedience  to  an  injunction  was  held  not  a  con- 
tempt.1 Ignoring  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  infringment  of  a  patent  which 
is  declared  invalid  on  appeal  has  been  held  not  contempt.4  If  the  order  of 
the  court  is  merely  erroneous,  some  courts  hold  it  must  be  obeyed,  or  the  one 
who  violates  it  may  be  punished/ 

If  the  law  plainly  requires  a  public  officer  to  perform  a  duty  and  he  is 
not  exceeding  or  abusing  his  powers,  but  is  acting  fairly  within  them,  he 
should  discharge  his  duty  as  prescribed  by  law,  although  a  court  issues  a 
writ  restraining  him  from  its  performance.6  * 

The  fact  that  a  party  who  has  disobeyed  an  order  of  the  court  did  so 
under  the  belief  or  tinder  advice  that  the  order  did  not  forbid  the  act,  will 
not  excuse  him  from  being  punished  for  contempt.7  Advice  of  counsel 
that  an  injunction  is  void  and  may  be  disregarded  will  not  protect  one  nor 
justify  a  disobedience  of  an  order  of  the  court;  yet  if  the  person  in  con- 
tempt has  not  been  headstrong  and  disrespectful  to  the  court,  it  will  be  a 
factor  in  mitigating  the  punishment  or  lessening  the  damages  incurred." 
Whether  or  not  a  person  has  committed  contempt  does  not  depend  upon 
his  intention,  but  upon  the  act  done.  Therefore  laboring  men,  not  familiar 
with  legal  proceedings,  were  guilty  of  a  constructive  contempt,  who  did  not 
at  once  fully  obey  an  injunction  served  in  the  absence  of  their  employer, 
because  they  thought  the  writ  meant  they  should  appear  and  answer  with 
the  employer,  though  they  desired  to  respect  the  order  of  the  court  and 
partly  obeyed  it.*  - 

An  interesting  case  is  reported  where  a  company  was  enjoined,  at  the 
suit  of  a  water  company,  from  allowing  any  deleterious  substances  to  escape 
from  its  factory  into  the  river.  The  company  thereupon  built  a  reservoir 
on  the  bank  of  the  river,  which  it  negligently  and  carelessly  permitted  to 
break  and  discharge  its  contents,  it  was  held  a  contempt  punishable  by  fine, 
or  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  although  there  was  no  willful  purpose  to 
violate  the  injunction.10     A  man  is  not  guilty  of  a  constructive  contempt 


1  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  788. 

'  Keenan  t>.  People,  58  111.  App.  241. 

8  State  of  Penna.  v.  Wheeling  Bdge. 
Co.,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  518,  18  How.  (U.  8.) 
421,  see  oilier  cases,  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  842-8. 

4  Worclen  v.  Searls,  121  U.  S.  14. 

5  Keenan  v.  People,  58  111.  App.  241; 
Walton  «.  Develing.  61  111.  201  [18711; 
but  %ee  In  re  McCain  (S.  D.),  68  N.  W. 
R»-p.  163. 

•  Walton  r.  Develing,  61  111.  201  [1871]; 


see  People  v.  Edson,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
58,   mayor  appointing  superintendent    of 

Sublic  works:   and  Bowery  Nat.  Bk.  t>. 
[ayor.  63  N.  Y.  386  [1875]. 
1  Atlantic  Powder  Co.,  9  Fed.  Rep.  816. 

•  10  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  101 K 
1012 

•  Shirk  v.  Cox  (Ind.   Sup.),  40  N.  E. 
Rep.  750. 

10  Indianapolis  Water   Co.  v   American 
Strawboard  Co.  (C.  C),  75  Fed.  Rep.  972, 


*  See  Sec.  488,  supra. 
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for  disobeying  an  induction  prohibiting  work  on  a  structure  when  the  order 
was  served  on  a  legal  holiday,  more  than  twelve  miles  away  from  the  works, 
and  that  next  day  he  drove  to  it  and  ordered  his  men  to  quit  work,  as 
required.1 

A  person  guilty  of  contempt  has  the  privilege  of  purging  it.  A  declara- 
tion that  no  disobedience  or  disrespect  was  intended  and,  that  he  acted 
in  good  faith,  usually  is  sufficient,  if  he  can  satisfy  the  court,  under  close 
questioning,  of  the  truth  of  his  declaration  and  sincerity  of  his  intentions. 
Some  courts  hold  that  the  offender  cannot  be  fined  or  punished  without 
giving  him  a  chance  to  explain.  A  mere  disavowal  of  an  intentional  wrong, 
without  an  expression  of  regret,  will  not  purge  it.  If  the  person  shows  his 
inability  to  perform,  it  may  purge  the  contempt,  but  not  inability  to  pay  a 
fine.1  Public  officers  who  have  not  obeyed  an  injunction,  and  have  been 
convicted  of  contempt,  which  conviction  stands  unreserved,  must,  it  seems, 
stand  the  expeuse  of  the  contempt  proceedings.  Oity  aldermen  cannot 
make  the  city  liable  for  such  costs.* 

1  Shirk  v.  Cox  (Ind.  Sup.),  40  N.  E.         •  West  «.  Utlca  (Sup.),  84  N.  T.  Supp. 
Hep.  760.  1075. 

'  8  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  795-799. 


CHAPTER  XXXIIL 

COMPENSATION  OF  ENGINEERS  AND  ARCHITECTS. 
PROTECTION     OF     LIEN     AND     OTHER     LAWS — FREE     PASSES. 

860.  Architect's  or  Engineer's  Compensation.* — In  connection  with  the 
employment  of  an  engineer  or  architect  the  question  naturally  follows  as  to 
his  compensation  and  the  means  he  may  have  of  securing  it.  His  com- 
pensation will9  of  course,  he  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  his  contract  of 
employment.  It  is  usual  to  receive  a  percentage  of  the  cost  of  the  works 
or  structure,  varying  from  3  per  cent,  on  very  large  works  to  15  per  cent, 
on  small  jobs.  Engineers  are  frequently  employed  on  an  annual  salary  of 
from  $1000  to  $10,000,  depending  upon  the  reputation  of  the  engineer  and 
the  wealth  of  the  corporation.  If  no  price  is  agreed  upon  for  services,  then 
the  employee  may  recover  what  his  services  are  reasonably  worth,  which 
may  be  a  question  for  a  jury  to  determine  from  evidence  produced  as  to 
what  is  usually  charged  for  such  services,  or  the  amount  it  is  the  custom  to 
receive  on  such  works. 

Resort  to  the  courts  is  the  proper  means  of  enforcing  payment  for  ser- 
vices, and  the  action  may  be  of  contract,  for  work,  labor,  and  materials,  or 
on  a  quantum  valebat,  or  on  the  common  counts,  f 

Tc  entitle  an  architect  to  recover  for  plans  which  he  is  employed  to 
make,  he  must  show  their  delivery,  or  a  tender  of  them.1  An  architect 
employed  to  prepare  plans  and  specifications  of  a  building,  and  furnish 
an  estimate  of  the  probable  cost,  is  not,  upon  submitting  the  same,  entitled 
to  his  fees  unless  the  building  can  be  erected  at  a  cost  reasonably  approxi- 
mating that  stated  in  such  estimate.* 

861.  Bights  of  Engineers  and  Architects  to  a  Lien  for  Services. — 
Mechanics,  laborers,  and  materialmen  have  received  the  special  protection 
of  the  law  in  the  shape  of  liens  and  "  stockholders'  liability  acts  "  to  secure 
payment  for  their  services  and  materials.  Much  litigation  has  been  engaged 
in  to  determine  whether  an  engineer  and  architect  were  entited  to  protec- 
tion under  these  acts.  The  courts  have  arrived  at  different  decisions, 
depending  frequently  upon  the  judges'  own  notions  of  an  architect's  or  engi- 

1  Wandelt  •.  Cohen  (Com.  PI.),  86  N.  T.  •  Peltham  v.  Sharp  (Ga.),  25  8.  E.  Rep. 

8upp.  811.  619. 

•  See  Sec.  896.  infra.  \  Su  Sees.  811-614,  tupra. 
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Deer's  duties,  and  the  character  of  his  work,  and  at  other  times  upon  the 
interpretation  and  construction  of  the  act.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  the 
cases  and  to  make  any  general  statement  of  the  law  that  shall  cover  all  cases. 
It  is  well  established  that  the  acts  are  not  generally  intended  for  the  protec- 
tion of  so-called  professional  men.  An  act  for  the  protection  of  employees* 
operators,  and  laborers  of  a  company  has  been  held  not  to  include  the 
superintendent  and  attorneys  of  the  company,1  nor  can  an  agent,  superin- 
tendent, general  manager,  or  general  manager  and  bookkeeper  be  embraced 
under  any  of  the  terms  laborer,  servant,  or  apprentice.' 

It  is  usually  held  that  a  general  enactment  for  the  protection  of  laborers,, 
mechanics,  apprentices,  and  materialmen  will  not  extend  to  an  architect  who- 
simply  prepares  plans  and  specifications.  The  decisions  are  nearly,  if  not 
quite,  uniform  upon  this  point,-  except  in  those  states  whose  statutes 
expressly  name  architects  as  being  within  its  protection.1  To  same  effect,  a 
plan  of  a  house,  or  a  model,  or  a  mold,  or  a  piece  of  work,  do  not  enter  into. 
a  structure,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  within  a  statute  giving  liens  to  mate* 
rialmen  and  laborers;  nor  can  a  lien  be  had  for  tools  used  in  the  construction 
of  the  structure,4  nor  for  labor  not  bestowed  upon  the  works.  Therefore,  it 
was  held  that  a  cook,  who  cooked  for  workmen,  even  though  the  cooking  was. 
done  upon  the  grounds  as  the  work  progressed,  was  not  entitled  to  a  lien  on 
a  water-works  reservoir.*  A  contrary  rule  was  held  in  Minnesota,  where  a. 
cook  was  held  entitled  to  a  lien  on  logs,  he  having  cooked  in  a  camp  for 
men  actually  and  directly  engaged  in  cutting,  hauling,  and  banking  logs,  and 
the  blacksmith  who  shocd  horses,  repaired,  and  sharpened  tools  for  the  men 
was  also  held  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  logs  gotten  out."  Other  cases  hold 
that  to  create  a  lien  the  materials  must  be  used  for  erecting,  altering,  or 
repairing  the  structure,  and  must  be  so  applied  as  to  constitute  apart  of  it.' 

A  mining  engineer  who  has  rendered  professional  services  only  is  not 
entitled  to  a  lien  under  the  statute  of  Utah.8 

862.  If  Architect  or  Engineer  Supervises  and  Directs  Work  He  may 
Have  a  Lien  in  Some  States.— It  is  well  settled  in  Pennsylvania,  New  York, 
New  Jersey,  Minnesota,  and  Illinois  that  when  the  architect  directs  and  over- 
sees the  erection  of  a  structure  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, then  he  does  bring  himself  within  the  statute,  and  is  entitled  to  its. 
benefits  for  so  much  as  the  superintending  is  worth." 


1  People  v.  Remington,  45  Hun  388 
[1887] 

8  Small  House  v.  Ky.  &  M.  G.  Co.,  2 
Mont.  443  [1876];  Getfv  «.  Ames  (Oreg.), 
48  Puc.  Rep.  355  [1807];  People  v.  Rem- 
ington, supra,  and  eases  cited;  McDonald 
v.  Charlestown,  etc  ,  R.  Co.  (Tenn.).  24  S. 
W.  Rep.  252:  Addison  v.  Pac.  Coast  Mill. 
Co.  (C.  C),  79  Fed.  Rep.  459. 

3  Price  v.  Kirk.  90  Pa.  St.  47  [1879]; 
Fousuee  v.  Grigsley,  12  Bush  75  [1876]. 

«Ames   v.    Dyer,   41    Me.   897    [1856]; 


sembU,  Sweet  &  Carpenter  «.  James,  2  R. 
I.  270,  288;  Phillips  v.  Wright,  5  Sandf. 
342. 

•  McCormick  v.  Los  Angeles  Co.,  40  Cal. 
185 

•  Breault  v.  Archambault  (Minn  ).  67  N. 
W.  Ren  84S. 

1  Lambard  v.  Pike,  83  Me.  141. 
•Mining  Co   r,   Oiillins,  104  U   &   1W. 

•  Bunk  p  GnYs  3"»  Pa.  St.  423:  Railroad 
Co.  v.  Leu'ner,  84  Pn.  Si.  168;  Hubert  * 
Aitken.  15  Duly  (N.  Y.)  237;  Stryker  •„ 
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It  is  submitted  that  this  is  no  more  than  just,  that  even  though  a  person 
be  denominated  an  architect  in  the  contract,  if  he  performs  the  duties  of  a 
mechanic,  foreman,  inspector,  or  superintendent,  he  should  be  entitled  to  a. 
lien  the  same  as  any  other  employee  of  the  same  class.  If  his  duties  re- 
quire him  not  only  to  draw  plans,  but  to  explain,  direct,  and  lay  out  the 
work,  then  he  is  performing  functions  that  ordinarily  belong  to  a  master 
mechanic  or  boss  carpenter.  It  is  as  essential  to  the  proper  construction  of 
a  building  as  is  the  purely  mechanical  part;  it  is  simply  of  a  higher  order,, 
and  the  fact  that  it  requires  some  architectural  skill  should  not  impair  his 
right  to  a  lien.1 

It  may  be  noted,  however,  that  the  architect  recovers  as  a  mechanic  and 
for  mechanical  work,  and  not  for  general  professional  duties  as  an  architect. 
The  architect  cannot  claim  a  lien  for  charges  and  fees  alone;  he  must  show 
work  done,  and  the  kind  of  work  should  be  set  forth  distinctly.  A  mere 
naked  architect  who  draws  plans  in  anticipation  of  building,  without  being 
an  operative  mechanic,  is  not  within  an  act  that  provides  a  lien  for  work 
"done  for  and  about  the  erection  of  a  building."1  One  who  has  for  more- 
than  five  years  been  a  student  of  architecture  and  building  construction,, 
and  has  planned,  worked  on,  and  superintended  the  construction  of  build- 
ings of  different  kinds,  inspecting  the  work  of  construction  in  all  its 
branches,  has  been  held  a  "practical  building  mechanic,"  within  a  city 
charter  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  inspectors  of  buildings.* 

A  similar  rule  was  adopted  with  reference  to  a  civil  engineer,  which  was 
reversed  by  the  same  court  that  decided  the  Pennsylvania  case,  though  at  an 
earlier  date.  It  was  held  that  laborers  and  workmen  were  synonyms;  that 
an  engineer  employed  on  construction  was  a  workman;  that  his  work  was 
physical  as  well  as  mental.  He  makes  diagrams  and  plans,  ascertains  and 
marks  the  lines,  directs  and  superintends  the  work.  The  court  further  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  the  engineer's  labor  was  skilled  work,  and  so  was 
that  of  the  bridge-builder,  and  whether  he  was  the  master  who  simply 
directed  or  the  man  who  used  the  tools,  that  it  could  not  be  doubted  that 
he  was  within  the  statute;  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  give 
those  whose  skill  and  labor  created  the  structure  a  special  hold  upon  it  for 
compensation.4 

This  decision  was  reversed  and  quite  a  contrary  opinion  rendered.  The 
court  said:  "The  words  laborer  or  workman  used  in  the  act  cannot  ordi- 
narily be  understood  to  embrace  persons  engaged  in  a  learned  profession,. 


Cassidy,  76  N.  Y.  50;  Rim  v.  Electric  P. 
Co  (Sup.),  38  K  Y.  Supp.  345;  Mutual 
Benefit  L.  Ins.  Co.  t>  Rowand.  26  N.  J. 
Law  889;  Knight  v.  Norris,  13  Minn.  478; 
Phillips  on  Mechanics'  Liens  (2d  ed.), 
S  158;  and  tee  1  Oreg.  160;  11  Nev.  804; 
and  other  oases  cited,  infra, 

1  Bank  d.  Grtos,  85  Pa.  St.  423  (11  Casey) 
[I860].  J 


■  Price  v.  Kirk.  90  Pa.  St.  47  [1879]; 
Rush  v.  Able,  90  Pa.  St.  153;  Railroad  Co* 
v.  Leufner,  84  Pa.  St.  168. 

•  People  v.  Board  of  Aldermen  of  Buffalo- 
(Sup.),  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  545. 

4  Leufner  v.  Pa.  &  Del.  Ry.,  11  Phila. 
(Pa.)  548  [18761;  accord,  8tryker  t>.  Cas- 
sidy, 76  N.  Y.  50 ;  sembU,  Conant  v.  Voir 
Schaick,  24  Barb.  99. 
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but  rather  such  as  gain  their  livelihood  by  manual  toil.  When  we  speak  of 
the  working  classes  we  certainly  do  not  intend  to  include  therein  persons 
like  civil  engineers,  the  value  of  whose  services  rests  rather  in  their  scientific 
than  their  physical  ability.  We  thereby  intend  those  who  are  engaged,  not 
in  head,  but  in  hand  work,  who  depend  upon  such  hand  work  for  their 
living.  In  all  the  statutes  of  this  kind  the  intent  has  been  to  protect  a 
class  of  persons  who  are  wholly  dependent  upon  their  manual  toil  for  ex- 
istence and  who  cannot  protect  themselves.  It  is  true  in  one  sense  the 
engineer  is  a  laborer,  but  so  is  the  lawyer  and  doctor,  the  banker,  and  corpora- 
tion officer,  yet  no  statistician  has  ever  been  known  to  include  them  among 
the  laboring  classes.  We  cannot,  therefore,  even  to  save  a  meritorious  claim, 
undertake  to  make  a  new  classification  which  must  necessarily  defeat  the 
statutory  intent." '  In  line  with  the  same  argument  it  has  been  held  that  a 
professional  chemist,  employed  to  analyze  metals,  is  not  entitled  to  a  prefer- 
ence under  a  statute  giving  preferences  to  laborers,  even  though  the  work 
could  have  been  done  by  a  laborer.* 

These  two  decisions  seem  to  have  been  made  largely  upon  the  personal 
(individual)  ideas  of  the  judges  who  rendered  them.  It  is  difficult  to  see 
how  an  engineer  can  better  protect  himself  than  a  materialman  or  a  laborer. 
And  the  appellate  judge's  knowledge  of  the  duties  of  an  assistant  engineer 
on  location  of  a  railroad  must  have  been  very  limited  when  he  compares  the 
manual  labor  of  an  engineer  in  the  field  with  that  of  a  lawyer,  doctor, 
banker,  and  corporation  officer.  This  case  was  an  earlier  decision  than  the 
one  allowing  an  architect  a  lien  for  his  services  superintending,  and,  as  all 
are  Pennsylvania  cases,  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  law  is  settled.  It  is 
impossible  to  distinguish  between  an  architect  superintending  a  house  and 
an  engineer  in  charge  of  construction  of  a  bridge  or  other  structure.  The 
duties  of  both  are  the  same.  Both  are  required  to  explain  the  plans  and 
drawings,  to  give  lines  and  levels,  lay  out  work,  and  give  it  general  super- 
intendence. It  is,  therefore,  contended  that  if  the  engineer  had  only  in- 
cluded in  his  claim  for  a  lien  his  charges  for  superintendence  and  active 
field  duties  on  the  line,  he  should  have  been  given  the  benefits  of  the 
statute. 

This  belief  is  further  strengthened  by  two  recent  cases — one  where  an 
architect  had  been  engaged  to  prepare  the  plans  and  superintend  the  erection 
of  a  building,  which  was  abandoned  when  only  partially  completed,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  architect  could  not  be  allowed  a  lien  upon  the  uncon- 
structed  part  of  the  building,  for  it  was  the  architect's  services  rendered 
during  the  construction  of  the  building  which  brought  him  within  the  lien 
law;'  and  another  case  under  a  statute  providing  that  when  any  person 

1  Penna.  &  Del.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Leufner,  84  5  Pa.  Diat.  Rep.  683. 

Pa.  St.  168  [1877] ;  Wentroth's  Appeal,  1  »  Judge  CiiUcn  in  Rfm  t>.  Electric  Power 

Morris  469.  Co.  of  S    I.  (Sup.),  88  N.  Y.  8upp.  345 

8  Cullum  «.  Lickdale  Iron  Co.  (Com.  PI.),  [1894],  8  App.  Div.  (N.  Y.)  805  [1896]. 


§  862.] 


ENGINEER'S  AND  ARCHITECTS  EMPLOYMENT. 


787 


•shall  intrust  to  any  mechanic,  artisan,  or  tradesman  materials  to  construct, 
alter,  or  repair  any  article  of  value,  or  any  article  of  value  to  be  altered  or 
repaired,  the  meckatiic,  artisan,  or  tradesman  shall  have  a  lien  on  such 
articles,  it  was  held  that  a>  civil  engineer  who  makes  field  notes,  maps, 
charts,  and  drawings  for  a  corporation,  while  employed  by  it,  on  books  and 
papers  furnished  by  it  for  that  purpose,  is  entitled  to  a  lien  thereon  and  the 
possession  thereof  until  paid  for  his  services.1 

It  is  impossible  to  say  with  any  certainty  what  the  law  is  in  any  state, 
for  the  mechanic  lien  laws  are  subject  to  frequent  changes;  and  the  right  to 
a  mechanic's  lien  being  purely  statutory,  the  value  of  a  decision  is  lessened 
by  every  change.  In  Illinois  and  New  York  an  architect  or  engineer  has 
been  held  entitled  to  a  lien  for  superintending;9  and  an  architect  has  been 
held  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  lien  laws  in  Alabama/  for  "  work  or  labor 
upon  a  building  or  improvement  on  land ; "  in  Ohio  *  and  in  Iowa  for  plans, 
specifications,  and  superintendence; *  in  New  Jersey  for  plans  and  specifica- 
tions and  superintendence  at  2-J  per  rant;  *  in  Minnesota  at  5  per  cent; 7  also 
in  California; 8  in  Louisiana;9  and  in  Canada.10 

Maine,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee  have  refused  to  recognize  the 
Tight  of  architects  to  a  lien  under  a  law  passed  to  protect  mechanics  and 
workmen,  even  though  they  do  superintend  the  erection  of  the  building.11 

If  the  contract  provide  that  all  payments  shall  be  made  on  certificates  of 
the  architects,  who  were  employed  to  supervise  the  construction  at  5  per 
cent,  of  its  cost,  and  that  final  settlement  should  be  made  on  their  certificate, 
it  was  held  that,  as  the  last  act  required  of  the  architect  was  to  give  a  final 
-certificate,  his  time  for  filing  a  lien  for  services  did  not  begin  to  run  until 
the  performance  of  such  act." 

The  argument  that  by  the  constitution  "  all  men  are  born  free  and  in- 
dependent, and  have  certain  indefeasible  rights,  among  which  are  those  of 
enjoying  and  defending  life  and  liberty,  of  acquiring,  possessing,  and  pro- 
tecting property  and  reputation,  and  of  pursuing  their  own  happiness,"  does 
not  seem  to  have  had  much  weight  in  an  attack  against  lien  laws  which 
protect  only  a  certain  class  of  employees.13 


1  Amazon  Irrigating  Co.  v.  Briesen 
<Knns.  App.),  41  Pac.  Rep.  1116. 

*  Taylor  v.  Gilsdorf,  74  111.  359;  Rim  v. 
Electric  P.  Co.,  8  App.  Div.  (N.  Y.)  305 
[1896];  Stryker  ».  Cassidy,  76  N.  Y.  50; 
Ourncy  v.  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  58  N.  Y. 
358;  Hubert  v.  Ail  ken.  15  Daly  237;  but 
see  Ericsson  v.  Brown,  38  Barb.  891. 

1  Hughes  v.  Forge rson,  96  Ala.  346. 
4  Phoenix  Fur.  Co.  v.  Hotel  Co.  (C.  C), 
60  Fed.  Rep.  688. 

*  Parsons  «.  Brown  (Iowa),  66  N.  W. 
Rep.  880. 

*  Mutual  v.  Rowand,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  389. 
7  Knight  v.  Norris  18  Minn.  478;  and 

ue  Waugansteln  v.  Jones  (Minn.),  68  N. 


W.  Rep.  717;  Gardner  «.  Leek  (Minn.),  54 
N.  W.  Rep.  746. 

8  Pac.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fisher  (Cal.), 
42  Pac.  Rep.  154. 

9  Mulligan  v.  Mulligan,  18  La.  Ann.  20. 

10  Arnoldi  v.  Gourin,  22  Grant's  Ch. 
(Ont.)314. 

11  Ames  f>.  Dyer,  41  Me  897;  Raeder  «. 
Bensberg,  6  Mo.  App.  445;  Foushee  «. 
Grigsby,  12  Bush  76:  Thompson  v.  Baxter 
(Tenn.),  21  8.  W.  Rep.  668;  and  ses  Adler 
v.  World's  P.  Exp.  Co.  (111.),  18  N.  E. 
Rep.  809  [1888]. 


Bentley  *.  Adams  (Wis.),  66  N.  W. 

.  505. 

Hoffa  vt  Person,  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  857. 


Rep.  505. 
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863.  Engineers'  or  Architects'  Bights  under  the  Stockholders'  Liability 
Acts. — The  law  is  in  about  the  same  condition  with  regard  to  the  constitu- 
tional and  statutory  provisions  making  stockholders  liable  for  the  labor  debts 
of  the  corporation.  There  are  many  cases  that  hold  that  an  engineer  is  not  a 
laborer  within  the  meaning  of  these  acts/  while  others  have  maintained  a 
contrary  view.* 

It  is  believed  that  the  cases  may  generally  be  distinguished  in  the  same 
way  as  under  the  lien  acts.  It  is  certain  that  to  bring  one's  self  within  th& 
meaning  of  the  statute  they  must  strictly  answer  the  description  employed. 
If  the  statute  provides  for  the  protection  of  the  laborers  and  operatives  of  a 
company  or  their  laborers,  servants,  and  apprentices,  the  engineer  must  come 
well  within  the  meaning  of  one  of  the  classes  mentioned.  It  was  therefore- 
held  that  a  consulting  engineer  was  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the- 
court  adding  that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  legislature  to  protect  those  only 
who  are  the  least  able  to  protect  themselves,  and  who  earn  their  living  by 
manual  labor  for  a  small  compensation,  and  not  by  professional  services.* 
This,  it  is  submitted,  is  peculiar  law,  which  determines  the  rights  of  a  citizen 
by  the  question  whether  he  lives  from  hand  to  mouth  or  whether  he  has  a 
competence;  and  this  it  is  believed  cannot  be  made  the  test.  The  test  should 
be  whether  the  employee  literally  brings  himself  within  the  statute. 

A  consulting  engineer/  a  contractor,4  and  officers  of  the  company,  as  the 
chief  engineer  and  the  assistant  chief  engineer;  *  persons  who  have  a  proper 
and  distinctive  appellation,  such  as  officers  and  agents  of  the  company,  are  not 
in  the  general  acceptation  of  the  term  servants;  but  an  engineer  who  is  em- 
ployed in  the  ordinary  field  operations  of  surveying,  who  is  subject  to  the 
directions  and  control  of  the  officers  and  sometimes  the  servants  of  the  com- 
pany, is  a  servant  in  its  strictest  or  most  ordinary  sense.  It  was  therefore 
held  when  a  civil  engineer  sought  to  recover  from  a  shareholder  of  a  bank- 
rupt company,  for  services  of  himself  and  a  rodman  in  his  employ,  that  he- 
could  recover.  The  judge  said,  "I  can  see  no  middle  ground  between  re- 
stricting the  statute  to  day-laborers  and  applying  it  to  all  persons  employed 
in  the  service  of  the  company  who  have  not  a  different  and  distinctive 
appellation,  such  as  officers  and  agents.  The  engineer,  the  master  mechanic, 
the  conductor,  is  as  fully  entitled  to  its  benefits  as  the  man  who  shovels 
gravel.  The  latter  is  no  more  nor  less  a  servant  of  the  company  than  either 
of  the  former."* 

Ten  years  later  it  was  decided  that  a  person  employed  by  a  manufactur- 
ing corporation  as  its  civil  engineer  and  traveling  agent  at  a  fixed  salary  was 

1  Brockway  v.  Innes,  39  Mich  47  [18801;  Williamson  «.  Wadsworth.  49  Barb.  296; 

Boutwell    v.    Town  send.    37    Barb.    205;  Bailey  v.  Banker,  3  Hill  188. 

Hoveyt>.  Ten  Broeck,  8  Roberts  818;  Coffin  «  Ericsson  v.  Brown,  88  Barb.  890. 

v.  Reynolds.  37  N.  Y.  640;  Aiken  v.  Was-  *  Aiken  v.  Wasson,  24  N.  Y.  482. 

son,  24  N.  Y.  482;  Fish  v.  Dodge,  38  Barb.  *  Brockway  v  Innes,  39  Mich.  47  [18801. 

168;  17  Amer.  L.  Reg.  102.  e  Conant  v.  Van  Schaick,  24  Barb    8T 

*  Conant  v   Van  Schaick,  24  Barb.  87;  [1857];  see  Bailey  v.  Banker,  8  Hill  188. 
Richardson  v    Abendroth,  48  Bnrb.   162; 
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a  servant  of  the  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  This  case  was 
determined  upon  the  legal  meaning  of  the  word  servant  used  in  the  act  as 
distinguished  from  an  independent  contractor  or  an  officer.  A  servant  in 
law  is  one  who  acts  in  subordination  to  others,  under  whose  orders,  directions, 
and  control  he  acts  for  the  time  being.  The  one  commands,  the  other  obeys ; 
the  one  is  proprietor  and  superior,  the  other  a  mere  helper.  The  party  here 
was  employed  as  engineer  and  traveling  agent  at  a  fixed  salary,  he  was  in 
every  act  relating  to  his  employment  in  subjection  to  the  company,  bound  as 
to  the  time  and  manner  of  performing  his  duties,  to  follow  their  directions 
*nd  implicitly  obey  their  commands.  He  was,  in  this  capacity,  their  subordi- 
nate helper,and  therefore  a  servant  within  the  act.1  On  this  line  of  reason- 
ing it  must  follow  that  a  contractor  for  construction  of  a  structure  would 
not  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  statute,  and  the  cases  are  to  that 
•effect.' 

This  latter  view  would  seem  to  be  sound  law,  and  the  only  test  that 
avoids  complications  and  difficult  discriminations..  In  conclusion,  it  may  be 
said  that  a  general  statement  that  an  architect  or  engineer  is  or  is  not  entitled 
to  a  lien  or  to  an  action  for  services  under  the  stockholders'  liability  act, 
have  been  such  as  will  bring  him  within  the  act,  and  not  by  what  name  or 
cannot  be  made.  It  must  depend  in  each  case  on  whether  the  duties  of  the 
claimant  title  he  has  been  designated. 

864.  Compensation  for  Injuries  Received  while  Riding  on  a  Free  Pass. — 
Engineers  and  architects  in  the  employ  of  railroad  companies  or  of  com- 
panies having  intimate  business  relations  with  the  railroads  often  travel  free  of 
charge,  or,  in  the  popular  phraseology,  "  upon  a  pass."  These  passes  usually 
have  printed  upon  them  a  stipulation  or  reservation  similar  to  the  following : 
"The  person  or  persons  using  this  pass  hereby  voluntarily  assumes  all  risk  of 
accident,  and  expressly  agrees  that  the  company  shall  not  be  liable  under  any 
circumstances,  whether  by  negligence  of  their  agents  or  otherwise,  and  that 
in  the  use  of  this  ticket  he  will  not  consider  the  company  as  a  common  car- 
rier or  liable  to  him  as  such/'  As  explained  under  the  subject  of  Contracts, 
such  an  agreement  is  against  public  policy  and  void  when  it  requires  the 
person  accepting  and  using  the  free  pass  to  release  the  carrier  from  injury 
to  his  person  or  property  by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  willful  wrongdoing 
of  its  employees."  *  Nor  can  such  a  stipulation  be  made  a  condition  in  the 
engineer's  contract  of  employment.4  In  spite  of  such  releases,  therefore,  it 
has  been  held  frequently  that  the  party  riding  upon  such  pass  could 
recover.6 

1  Williamson  «.  Wadsworth,  49  Barb.  *  Accord,  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  o. 
294  [1867];  Richardson  t.  Abend  roth,  48  Spangler,  44  Ohio  St.  471  [1887]  ;  Roe- 
Barb.  162.  suer  v.  Herman,  8  Fed.  Rep.  782;  Kansas 

»  Aiken  t>.  Wasson,  24  N.  Y.  482  [1862];  Pac.   R.   Co.  v.   Peavey,  29  Kan.  169;  2 

Peck  r.  Miller,  89  Mich.  594  [18801.  Thomp.  on  Negce.  1025;  1  Cent.  L.  J.  485. 

»  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  918,  914.  •  Porter  v.  K.  T.  L.  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co., 

*  See  Chap.  I,  Sec.  86,  iupra. 
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There  are  many  decisions  to  the  contrary,  which  maintain  that  an  agree- 
ment to  assume  the  risk  of  injuries  to  one's  person  from  negligence  of  the 
company's  servants,  is  valid  if  it  is  made  in  consideration  of  the  free  car- 
riage,1  or  of  employment/  and  that  if  a  passenger  receives  a  free  pass  or 
ticket  with  an  indorsement  of  such  a  contract  upon  it  he  will  be  bound  by 
its  terms.* 

The  fact  that  when  injured  he  was  riding  in  a  parlor  or  sleeping  car,  on 
a  ticket  entitling  him  to  that  privilege  and  for  which  he  paid  cash,  will  not 
change  the  relation  between  him  and  the  railroad  company,  nor  make  him  a 
passenger  for  hire.4 

865.  Passes  are  Usually  Given  for  Some  Consideration. —  The  point  is 
that  passes  are  not,  at  the  present  day,  granted  gratuitously  to  people. 
When  given  to  employees  they  are  part  of  the  consideration  of  employment, 
and  an  important  one  to  an  engineer,  whose  duties  call  him  to  all  points  of 
the  road.  If  he  were  not  provided  with  free  transportation  his  salary  or 
compensation  would  have  to  be  increased  materially.  The  same  view  has 
been  taken  of  a  cattleman  riding  upon  a  drover's  pass,  he  being  regarded  as 
a  paying  passenger/  The  same  might  be  held  of  many  others  who  ride  upon 
free  passes  which  are  indorsed  with  cast-iron  [glass]  stipulations  calculated 
to  avoid  all  and  every  liability  for  injuries  from  whatever  cause;  such  as 
attorneys,  granted  in  part  consideration  of  services;  editors  and  other  at- 
taches of  newspapers,  in  consideration  of  advertising  and  good  will ;  emigrants 
and  cattlemen,  in  consideration  of  getting  their  shipments;  and,  perhaps, 
even  office-holders  and  politicians,  in  consideration  of  their  looking  after  the 
interests  of  the  carrier  in  Congress  and  the  legislature — lobbying,  log-rolling, 
and  their  general  good  will. 

The  giving  of  the  pass  alone  is  pretty  good  evidence  that  it  was  for  a 
consideration.  If  otherwise,  it  is  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
of  the  company  to  so  use  property  intrusted  to  their  care  as  to  cause  loss  to 
its  stockholders.  Gratuitous  donation  of  a  thing  of  value  for  nothing  what- 
ever in  return,  is  not  prudent  management,  to  say  the  least. 

866.  Free  Carriage,  without  any  Agreement — Waiving  Damages  for  Gross 
Negligence.—  It    is    perfectly    well    settled    that    the    mere    fact    that 


59  Han  177  [1891]:  9  Amer.  A  Eng.  Ency. 
Law  914;  Griffiths  t>.  Dudley,  9  Q.  B.D.  357: 
Louisville  E.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  Donnegan.  12 
N.  E.  Rep.  153;  and  see  35  Alb.  L.  J.  404, 
38  N.  W.  Rep  603,  8  Fed.  Ren.  782 

1  Kinney  v.  Cent.  R.  R.  of  N.  J.,  84 
N.  J.  Law  518;  Perkius  v.  N.  Y.  Cent  R. 
Co..  24  N.  Y.  196;  Bisaell  t>.  N.  Y.  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  448;  and  see  Jacobus  v. 
St.  Paul  R.  Co  ,  20  Minn.  110. 

*  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  «.  Mahony 
(Ind.  Sup.),  46  N.  E.  Rep.  917,  but  not  so 
if  the  pass  is  not  a  gratuity;  Doyle  v.  Fitch- 
burgR.  Co.  (Mass.),  44  N.  E.  Rep.  611. 

•  Kinney  v.  Cent.  R.  R.  of  N.  J.,  34  N. 


J.  Law  513:  Welles  «.  New  York  Cent. 
R.  R.,  26  Barb.  641;  and  Bee  The  Indiana 
Cent.  R.  R.  t>.  Mundy,  2  Ind.  48:  Illi- 
nois Cent.  R.  R.  v  Read,  87111.  484:  <*e 
also  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  913-914, 
and  cases  collected;  Steamboat  «.  King.  16 
How.  (U.  8.) 469:1  Am.  R.  Cas.  191,  note; 
and  an  article  in  26  Am.  Law  Review  21  £ 
[1892J. 

4  Ulrich  «.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R.  Co..  108  N. 
Y.  80  [18881. 

*  Peuna.  R.  Co.  v.  Henderson.  51  Pa.  St. 
315;  rontra.  Omaha  &  R.  V.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Crow  (Neb.),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  21:  ot?ier  com* 
9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  914. 
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the  passenger  is  carried  gratuitously,  or  as  a  matter  of  courtesy,  does 
not  prevent  him  from  recovering  from  the  carrier  for  injuries  received 
arising  from  gross  negligence  of  the  company's  servants.1  In  the  absence 
of  express  agreement  exempting  the  carrier  from  liability,  it  will  be  liable 
for  injuries  resulting  either  from  culpable  negligence  or  want  of  skill ;  and 
the  liability  does  not  arise  from  any  implied  contract,  but  from  the  violation 
of  a  duty  imposed  by  the  circumstances.1  A  duty  is  imposed  by  law  that  any- 
body that  causes  damage  to  another  is  bound  to  repair  it,  and  it  is  against 
the  policy  of  the  law  to  allow  any  one  to  escape  that  responsibility.* 

An  engineer  does  not,  it  seems,  assume  the  risks  of  riding  over  a  defective 
track,  to  and  from  his  work,  so  as  to  relieve  the  company  from  liability  for 
the  negligence  of  its  employees.4  A  person  riding  on  a  construction  train  on 
account  of  a  pass  issued  by  a  subcontractor,  over  a  section  of  a  railroad  in 
possession  and  under  control  of  the  contractor  who  is  injured  through  the 
negligence  of  a  locomotive  engineman  employed  and  controlled  by  the  con- 
tractor, cannot  recover  from  the  railroad  company  whose  road  they  are 
building.6 

The  constitution  of  the  State  of  New  York,  Art.  13,  §  5,  provides  that 
any  public  officer  elected  or  appointed  to  a  public  office  who  shall  travel  on 
a  free  pass  shall  forfeit  his  office.  A  notary  public  has  been  held  a  public 
officer  within  the  article;  and  it  would,  without  doubt,  apply  to  engineers 
and  architects  appointed  or  elected.*  The  article  applies  to  public  officers 
using  passes  received  by  them  before  such  provision  took  effect.* 

1  Phila.  &  Reading  R.  Co  t>.  Derby,  1  la.).  42  N.  W.  Rep.  568;  see  also  North- 
Am.  Law  Reg.  897  [1852];  other  cases  era  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Beaton  (C.  C.  A.),  64 
cited,  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  914.  Fed.  Rep.  563. 

*  Noltono.  Western  R.  Corp.,  15  N.  T.  f  Scarbrough  v.  Alabama  Mid.  Ry.  Co. 
444  [1857].  (Ala.),  10  So.  Rep.  316. 

*  9  Amer.  &  Eng  Ency.  Law  918.  •  People  v.  Ratbbone  (N.  T.  App.),  4Q 
4  Melvy  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.      N.  E.  Rep.  895. 


CHAPTER  XXXIV. 

EMPLOYMENT  OP  AN  ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  AS  AN  EXPERT 

WITNESS. 

THE  CONSULTATION,  PREPARATIOjN,  AND  BEHAVIOR  IN  COURT.      REMUNERA- 
TION  FOR   HIS  SERVICE8. 

867.  Expert  Witness— Treatment  of  the  Subject.— The  duties  of  an  engi- 
neer in  the  capacity  of  an  expert  witness  may  be  properly  treated  under  four 
heads,  to  wit:  (1)  Consultation,  which  may  include  inquiries  to  make,  infor- 
mation to  seek,  attitude  to  assume,  and  opinion  to  express;  (2)  preparation, 
including  study  of  books,  collection  of  materials,  preparation  of  documents, 
diagrams,  models,  and  calculations;  (3)  behavior  in  court,  experts'  conduct, 
duties,  and  rights  upon  the  witness  stand,  and  what  devices  he  may  resort 
to,  to  strengthen  them  and  prove  his  convictions;  (4)  compensation,  whether 
entitled  to  anything  but  regular  witness  fees. 

THE  CONSULTATION. 

868.  An  Expert  should  Take  Time  to  Investigate  and  Decide  before 
Giving  an  Opinion. — When  an  engineer  is  approached  by  a  party  to 
a  suit,  to  ascertain  if  certain  facts  are  true  or  if  certain  results  would 
naturally  or  necessarily  follow  certain  conditions  and  circumstances, 
it  is  necessary  that  he  should  exercise  the  utmost  caution  and  discre- 
tion in  giving  an  opinion.  Nothing  could  be  more  futile  or  impos- 
sible than  to  give  an  opinion  without  knowing  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances, and  until  time  has  been  taken  for  consideration,  computations, 
study,  and  reflection.  An  expert's  first  duty  is  to  thoroughly  acquaint  him- 
self with  the  whole  story;  he  must  learn  all  the  facts  and  circumstances,  visit 
the  scene  of  controversy  before  he  can  attempt  a  conclusion.  He  should 
deny  hasty  answers  and  opinions,  but  reserve  his  decisions  upon  all  impor- 
tant questions,  and  in  the  sober  atmosph'ere  of  his  study  or  office,  secure 
from  excitement  and  the  coloring  of  partisan  spirit,  with  his  books  for  coun- 
sel and  his  computations  for  guides,  determine  questions  upon  which  he  may 
be  asked  to  stake  his  reputation  and  professional  experience  and  controvert 
the  opinions  of  brother  engineers.  An' engineer  is  as  much  justified  in 
requesting  time  for  the  consideration  of  a  problem  in  engineering  as  is  a 
lawyer  to  look  up  a  question  of  law,  and  unless  he  is  perfectly  satisfied  (of 
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the  proper  solution  or  of  the  reasonable  outcome  of  a  certain  state  of  facts) 
that  his  answer  is  technically  correct,  he  may  simply  ask  time  to  consider  it 
further  before  expressing  an  opinion  or  making  a  decision.  Nothing  can  be 
more  embarrassing  than  to  have  to  modify  or  correct  opinions  hastily  given, 
or  more  humiliating  than  to  take  the  fire  of  a  skillful  attorney  assisted  by  a 
learned  engineer,  in  an  effort  to  sustain  an  untrue  statement  or  a  mistake  in 
a  professional  opinion. 

He  "  stands  with  bare  breast,  his  entire  moral  and  professional  career 
from  childhood  open  to  the  shafts  of  the  enemy.  If  he  be  proved — and 
sometimes,  if  he  be  accused  of  being — untruthful,  ignorant,  incompetent, 
over- pretentious,  careless,  or  any  one  of  a  dozen  undesirable  things,  over  goes 
not  only  his  present  case,  but  his  entire  future  as  an  unblemished  and  unvan- 
•quished  expert/9'  "He  stands,  as  did  the  gladiator,  an  Ishmaelite,  his 
hand  against  every  man,  and  every  man's  hand  against  him."  '  His  oppo- 
nents elevate  themselves  out  of  his  shattered  reputation,  and  glorify  them- 
selves out  of  the  destruction  of  his  fame.  Such  a  mistake  is  worse  than  a 
blunder  in  actual  work,  for  court  proceedings  are  public  property,  published 
by  individuals  and  the  press.  Though  perhaps  only  a  hasty,  imprudent 
reply  or  remark,  it  becomes  an  advertised  publication  to  his  discredit,  that 
is  always  on  record,  to  come  up  before  him  at  any  time  and  every  place,  a 
bitter  reminder  of  his  carelessness. 

869.  Expert  must  have  Regard  for  the  Understanding  and  Knowledge 
of  His  Audience. — "  Skilled  witnesses  are  apt  to  make  themselves  appear  less 
trustworthy  by  forgetting  that  their  science  has  advanced  them  beyond  the 
ideas  of  the  people  before  whom  they  appear.  Mr.  Brunell,  the  eminent 
engineer,  being  asked  once  in  cross  examination,  before  a  committee,  how 
fast  steam-carriages  might  be  expected  to  travel  on  railroads,  answered, '  Very 
possibly  ten  miles  an  hour/  upon  which  the  learned  counsel  contemptuously 
bid  him  stand  down,  for  he  should  ask  him  no  more  questions,  and  the  weight 
of  his  former  evidence  was  much  impaired."  • 

The  knowledge,  observation,  and  experience  of  men  vary  in  every  imag- 
inable degree;  their  notions  of  possibility  and  probability  naturally  differ  to 
nearly  the  same  extent.  Facts  that  one  man  considers  both  possible  and 
probable,  another  holds  to  be  physically  impossible.  These  notions  are  more 
or  less  accurate  according  to  one's  acquaintance  with  the  laws  of  nature,  of 
science  and  mathematics,  for  phenomena  in  apparent  violation  of  nature's 
laws  have  been  found  on  examination  to  be  the  regular  consequences  of 
other  laws  previously  known.  "The  story  of  the  king  of  Siam  is  often 
quoted  to  show  this.  This  king  believed  everything  the  Dutch  ambassador 
told  him  about  Europe,  until  he  mentioned  that  the  water  there  in  winter 
became  so  hard  that  men,  horses,  and  even  elephants  could  walk  upon  it, 
which  that  monarch  at  once  pronounced  a  palpable  falsehood."  *    The  world, 

1  Amer.  Engineer,  Sept.  12,  1884.  •  Greeley's  Equity  Evidence,  469. 

*  Engineering  News,  April  9,  1887.  4  Locke  Bk.  4  Ch.  14,  §  5. 
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and  especially  the  ecclesiastical  and  legal  elements  of  the  world,  have  always 
been  ready  to  demonstrate  the  physical  impossibility  of  new  ideas  and  under- 
takings. Columbus's  theory  of  the  shape  of  the  earth,  ocean  travel  by  steam,, 
electric  telegraphing,  high-speed  travel  in  railway-carriages,  and  a  thousand 
other  new  ideas  and  undertakings  have  been,  each  in  its  turn,  pronounced 
impossible,  and  their  probability  a  lie  too  gross  to  require  confutation. 
Their  promoters  and  believers  have  been  the  mockery  of  the  world,  "  con- 
signed to  confinement  as  hopeless  lunatics  or  sent  to  the  stake  as  emissaries 
of  the  powers  of  darkness." 

The  skilled  witness  must  confine  himself  to  the  understanding  of  his 
audience.  His  language,  illustrations,  and  explanations  should  be  common- 
place and  within  the  comprehension  of  the  court  and  jury.  In  no  instance 
should  good  common  sense  and  experience  be  sacrificed  to  theoretical  and 
technical  views,  unless  opposed  to  the  truth  and  to  the  witness's  firmest  con- 
victions. He  should  go  into  court  well  armed  and  fortified  with  scientific 
facts  and  principle,  his  foundation  should  be  based  upon  mathematical  and 
scientific  reasoning, and  not  upon  popular  notions  and  beliefs;  but  these  facts 
and  principles  must  be  presented  and  delivered  in  a  manner  to  be  understood. 
However  firm  the  convictions  of  an  engineer  may  be  within  himself,  thejr 
cannot  have  much  weight  as  expert  testimony  unless  they  can  be  presented 
and  are  comprehensible  to  the  average  man;  and  this  must  be  considered 
before  engaging  to  prove  these  convictions  in  the  capacity  of  an  expert  wit- 
ness. ' 

870.  Esteem  in  which  Experts  are  Held  by  Bench  and  Bar. — An  engi- 
neer should  be  made  acquainted  with  the  feelings  with  which  he  is  regarded 
and  the  attitude  assumed  by  the  court  toward  him  before  he  consents  to* 
appear  before  it,  for  or  against  a  cause.  He  may  then  see  the  necessity  o 
considering  how  clearly  and  positively  he  stands  upon  the  question  submit- 
ted, and  how  willing  he  may  be  to  stake  his  professional  standing  and  repu- 
tation upon  it. 

Courts  have  little  confidence  in  expert  testimony.  The  opinion  of 
scientific  witnesses  is  at  the  very  bottom  of  the  scale  of  importance  of  all 
the  various  classes  and  kinds  of  testimony.  The  following,  from  one  of  the 
best  text-writers  upon  the  subject  of  evidence,  is  but  a  fair  example  of  the 
opinions  of  jurists  frequently  expressed.  He  tays:  "  Perhaps  the  testimony 
which  least  deserves  credit  with  a  jury  is  that  of  skilled  witnesses.  These- 
gentlemen  are  usually  required  to  speak  not  to  facts,  but  to  opinions,  and 
when  this  is  the  case  it  is  often  quite  surprising  to  see  with  what  facility 
and  to  what  an  extent  their  views  can  be  made  to  correspond  with  th& 
wishes  or  the  interests  of  the  parties  who  call  them.  They  do  not,  indeed,, 
willfully  misrepresent  what  they  think,  but  their  judgments  become  ao^ 

1  For  an  interesting  case  in  point,  see  Salvin  «.  N.  Brancepeth  Coal  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch* 
App.  705  [1874J. 
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warped  by  regarding  the  subject  in  one  point  of  view,  that  even  when  con- 
scientiously disposed  they  are  incapable  of  expressing  a  candid  opinion. 
Being  zealous  partisans,  their  belief  becomes  synonymous  with  Faith  as 
defined  by  the  Apostles,  and  it  too  often  is  but  'the  substance  of  things 
hoped  for,  the  evidence  of  things  not  seen/  To  adopt  the  language  of  Lord 
Campbell, '  Skilled  witnesses  come  with  such  bias  on  their  minds  to  support 
the  cause  in  which  they  are  embarked,  that  hardly  any  weight  should  be 
given  to  their  evidence/  " ' 

Although  this  strong  language  is  not  always  indorsed,  and  expert  evi- 
dence is  often  regarded  as  absolutely  essential  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, yet  it  is  discouraged,  and  received  only  in  cases  of  necessity,  the 
universal  feeling  being  that  better  results  will  generally  be  reached  by  taking 
the  impartial,  unbiased  judgment  of  twelve  jurors  of  common-sense  and 
common  experience  than  can  be  obtained  by  taking  the  opinions  of  experts, 
if  not  hired,  at  least  friendly,  and  whose  opinions  cannot  fail  generally  to 
be  warped  by  a  desire  to  promote  the  cause  in  which  they  are  enlisted.* 

Expert  testimony  based  upon  the  testimony  of  a  witness  which  is 
rejected  by  the  jury  is  held  of  no  value,  and  scientific  opinions  are  regarded 
as  worthless  when  pitted  against  facts.  The  theories  of  skilled  men  are 
not  always  reasonable,  and  are  never  to  be  regarded  when  they  manifestly 
conflict  with  established  facts.'  However,  it  has  been  held  error  to  author- 
ize the  jury  to  reject  as  untrue  the  statement  of  an  expert  merely  because 
it  is  not  confirmed  by  their  own  experience  and  observation.4 

871.  Biased  and  Warped  Judgments  are  not  Confined  to  Professors  of 
Science. — However  much  is  said,  or  may  be  said,  of  the  differences  of  opinion 
among  scientific  witnesses  and  of  their  warped  judgments,  it  may  not  be 
out  of  place  to  remind  lawyers  and  jurists  that  no  such  diversity  of  opinion 
exists  in  science  as  is  openly  exhibited  in  law,  both  at  the  bar  and  on  the 
bench.  Mistakes  are  no  more  frequent  among  engineers,  chemists,  and 
physicians  than  they  are  in  the  legal  profession.  Questions  of  law  are  fre- 
quently as  much  matters  of  opinion  as  are  questions  of  science,  and  it  is 
submitted  that  there  is  no  better  evidence  of  the  fallibility  of  human  nature 
than  that  recorded  in  the  reports  of  the  courts.  Every  case  that  is  reversed 
by  a  higher  court  is  a  record  of  a  mistake  in  the  court  below,  and  every 
suit  brought  and  defended  must  prove  one  of  three  things,  viz.:  (1) 
Either,  oneNof  the  lawyers  has  misunderstood  the  facts  of  his  case,  or  (2)  he 
has  lacked  in  ability  and  learning  of  his  profession,  or  (3)  (and  with  all 
due  respect  to  the  legal  profession,  and  with  a  full  appreciation  of  the 
tendencies  and  temptations,  and  with  as  much  charity  as  the  bench  and 
bar  have  shown  to  men  of  science)  he  has  possessed  too  much  of  "  that 

1  Taylor's  Law  of  Evidence  (8th  ed.)  79  N.  K.  Rep.  686  [1887-81. 

and  573.  4  Louisville    &   N.  ft.    Co.  v.  Malon* 

*  Ferguson  *.  Hubbell,  97  N.  Y.  507.  (Ala.),  20  So.  Rep.  83. 
8  Stone  v.  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Mich.),  13 
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facility  of  changing  his  views  to  correspond  with  the  wishes  and  interests  of 
his  client,  and  his  judgment  has  become  so  warped  by  regarding  the  case 
from  one  point  of  view  " — the  professional  point,  and  not  the  point  of  law. 
Any  one  of  these  may  apply  to  a  skilled  witness,  but  science  and  engineer- 
ing are  not  based  upon  fictitious  rules  and  principles,  such  as  "  every  man  is 
supposed  to  know  the  law,"  and  "ignorance  of  the  law  is  no  excuse."  If 
judges  and  lawyers  make  frequent  mistakes,  they  should  have  some  charity 
for  scientists,  whose  field  is  immeasurably  broader  and  infinitely  deeper. 

The  courts  and  lawyers  talk  of  bias,  prejudice,  ignorance,  and  narrow- 
mindedness  of  scientific  men,  but  this  is  manifestly  unjust.  It  is  not 
evident  that  scientific  men  make  many  mistakes  in  their  professional  prac- 
tice. These  same  lawyers  and  jurists  do  not  hesitate  to  consult  and  employ 
physicians,  chemists,  and  engineers  when  they  are  sick,  poisoned,  or  have 
structures  to  erect. 

872.  Experts  Are  Champions  of  Their  Clients  as  Well  as  Attorneys. — 
Experts  have  come  to  regard  themselves  as  champions  of  a  cause,  "and  their 
testimony  is  nothing  more  than  a  studied  argument  in  favor  of  the  side  for 
which  they  have  been  called.  So  generally  true  is  this  that  it  would  excite 
scarcely  less  surprise  to  find  an  expert  called  by  one  side  testifying  in  favor 
of  the  other  side,  than  to  find  the  counsel  upon  either  side  arguing  against 
their  clients  in  favor  of  their  antagonists."  !  In  general  this  cannot  be 
denied,  and  so  long  as  experts  are  hired  advocates  they  can  be  no  more 
blamed  for  their  partisan  views  expressed  than  can  the  counsel  for  his 
arguments  against  his  convictions  and  better  understanding;  but  to  make 
a  wholesale  declaration  that  men  of  science,  as  a  class,  are  wholly  unreliable, 
that  their  opinions  are  biased,  bought,  and  of  no  weight,  is  a  libel  upon  sev- 
eral large  professions  of  honorable  men,  who  in  their  whole  lifetimes  may 
not  see  a  witness-stand. 

Courts  lay  it  down  as  a  duty  to  experts,  in  any  case,  to  testify  with  im- 
partiality, to  give  their  honest,  conscientious  opinion  and  judgment;  but  as 
well  might  they  charge  the  counsels  to  adhere  strictly  to  their  convictions 
of  what  the  truth  is  or  what  the  laws  are.  The  opinions  of  an  expert  have 
become  an  expression  which  is  a  part  of  the  counsel's  case,  and  are  to  sup- 
port the  framework  of  his  arguments.  They  are  prompted  by  the  solicita- 
tions and  suggestions  of  the  counsel,  who  is  the  loudest  in  berating  and  con- 
demning the  practices  which  he  has  created,  an  example  of  which  is  shown 
in  the  following  libelous  comparison,  sometimes  indulged  in  by  disappointed 
members  of  the  bar  :  as  "  positive,  liar ;  comparative,  thundering  liar ; 
superlative,  scientific  witness."* 

873.  Candid  Opinions  of  Experts  may  be  Had  if  They  are  Sought.— If 
•courts  want  truths  and  candid  opinions,  let  them  acquire  the  power  to  sum- 
mon skilled  witnesses  of  acknowledged  authority,  on  behalf  of  the  court  or 

1  1  Redfield  on  Wills  108.  *  84  Alb.  Law  Journal  457. 
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state*  Let  them  seek  t^he  unbiased  and  free  opinion  of  engineers  and 
architects,  and  there  will  not  be  the  controversy  now  experienced.  Their 
compensation  may  be  added  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  or  be  paid  from  the 
public  treasury.  Similar  practices  are  in  vogue  in  France  and  Germany  > 
and  must  eventually  be  adopted  in  this  country/ 

It  is  submitted  that  men  who  care  to  maintain  their  name  and  reputa- 
tion will  hardly  care  to  submit  to  the  reflections,  opinions,  and  directions  of 
an  attorney  at  law  upon  an  engineering  question,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  best  men  of  science,  or  of  the  scientific  professions,  will  not  act  as 
experts  under  existing  conditions  and  be  subject  to  any  dictation.  "  Who 
indeed  is  oftenest  heard  from  as  an  expert  in  court?  Not  the  man  of  last- 
ing renown  and  of  chief  honor  in  his  profession,  but  rather  he  of  'your 
modern  kind  of  fame,  the  morning  papers  reeking  with  his  name/  " " 

874.  It  Is  the  Duty  of  Every  Citizen  to  Promote  Justice. — Where  an 
engineer  has  given  due  consideration  to  his  subject,  and  is  perfectly  satis- 
fied he  can  assist  justice  and  can  prove  the  truth  to  court  and  jury,  he 
should  not  refuse.  It  should  be  his  duty  to  meet  and  overcome  this  reck- 
less and  biased  practice  of  warping  science  to  the  uses  of  the  wicked. 
Nature  should  blush  at  the  uses  made  of  her  teachings.  Is  science  a  mar- 
ketable commodity?  can  mathematics  be  employed  to  usurp  the  truth?'  can 
the  laws  of  nature  be  altered  to  suit  the  exigency  of  any  and  every  case  ? 
But  give  an  engineer  his  freedom  upon  the  witness-stand,  relieve  him  from 
the  constant  interruption  and  objections  of  opposing  and  friendly  counsel, 
permit  him  to  answer  questions  with  proper  explanations  and  limitations, 
and  matters  of  science  and  mathematics  will  not  remain  long  in  doubt. 
Nothing  is  more  annoying  and  aggravating  to  a  conscientious  witness  than  to 
be  required  to  answer  questions  categorically,  by  yes  or  no — questions  that 
have  been  studied  and  prepared  by  the  attorney  for  the  express  purpose  of 
demonstrating  certain  doubtful  matters  of  science,  or  to  prove  true  an 
untruth,  and  which  may  convey  an  impression  directly  contrary  to  the  mean- 
ing which  the  witness  would  express. 

From  what  has  been  said,  the  reader  may  conclude  that  the  writer  would 
warn  engineers  of  parties  to  suits  or  their  counsel  who  require  certain  facts 
to  be  established,  or  who  introduce  themselves  with  the  question,  "  Can  you 
or  will  you  testify  to  this  or  that  fact?"  A  muoh  better  impression  may 
be  had  of  those  who  inquires  after  the  truth  or  actual  results  of  certain  con- 
ditions. The  engineer's  mission  and  his  profession  is  simply  the  elucida- 
tion of  truth.4  If  he  is  a  man  true  to  his  profession,  he  will  always  give  the 
results  of  his  study,  whether  it  bears  for  or  against  the  side  upon  which  he 
happens  to  be  called.  If  he  is  not  prepared  to  do  that,  or  if  the  circum- 
stances   of  the   case  prevent  it,  then  he  is  in  duty  bound  to  decline,  or 

1  Best  on  Ev'dce  (Chamb.  ed.)  §  515  »  Article  in  8  Law  Times  444  [18441. 

U7  Engineering  News  284  [1887];  Rog-  4  Wm.   J.   McAlpine,    Transactions    of 

era'  Expert  Testimony  56.  Amer.  Soc.  C.  E.  1870. 
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refuse  to  render  his  services.  This  he  may  not  always  do;  but  if  compelled 
to  attend  against  his  wishes,  he  cannot  be  said  to  be  under  any  obligations 
to  either  party  to  the  suit,  and  may  exercise  his  honest  judgment,  without 
prejudice  or  criticism. 

875.  The  Preparation — Expert  Witness  should  not  Only  be  Informed, 
but  He  must  be  Prepared  to  Convince*  Others. — Having  consented  to 
appear,  and  to  testify  to  certain  opinions,  beliefs,  or  truths,  it  now  becomes 
the  office  of  the  expert  engineer  to  maintain  his  position,  and  to  prove  his 
^conclusions  beyond  question.  To  accomplish  this  object  he  should  spare 
no  efforts.  He  must  not  only  be  fully  informed  himself  of  all  the  facts, 
circumstances,  and  agencies  which  have  brought  about  the  results  claimed, 
but  he  must  be  prepared  to  intelligently  present  them  to  the  court 
and  jury;  to  show  them  the  relative  positions  of  objects  that  figure  in  the 
•case,  their  purpose,  condition,  and  effect.  To  what  extent  he  should  carry 
these  preparations,  and  how  far  he  may  utilize  them,  will  now  be  con- 
sidered. 

876.  Use  of  Books  by  Expert  Witness. — Books  of  science  cannot  in  general 
be  utilized  in  court  as  evidence  to  prove  the  declarations  and  opinions 
which  they  contain.1  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that  the  writer  was 
not  under  oath  when  he  wrote  the  opinions,  and  it  may  be  that  new 
circumstances  have  arisen,  and  new  discoveries  since  come  to  light,  under 
which  his  beliefs  would  be  changed.  Furthermore,  the  author  is  not  in 
<jourt,  he  cannot  be  cross-questioned,  the  jury  have  not  the  opportunity  to 
observe  the  effect  of  questioning,  or  to  judge  of  the  character  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  writer. 

The  force  of  these  reasons  does  not  exist  when  an  expert  adopts  or  rati- 
nes the  contents  of  a  book,  and  offers  the  opinions  of  the  author  as  his  own. 
He  is  then  presumed  to  have  considered  and  weighed  the  assertions  of  the 
book,  and  to  have  reached  a  conclusion  of  his  own,  which  he  is  giving  in  a 
•court  of  justice,  and  under  the  solemnities  of  an  oath.  Experts  are  not, 
therefore,  confined  wholly  to  their,  personal  knowledge  and  experience,  but 
may  give  their  opinion  formed  in  part  from  reading  of  books.  They  may 
give  the  source  of  their  opinions,  and  state  that  all  writers,  so  far  as  they 
know,  support  the  same  opinion.*  They  cannot,  however,  be  compelled  to 
name  the  particular  books,  even  when  they  state  that  their  opinions  are 
based  upon  standard  works.'  It  has  been  held  that  an  expert  cannot  read 
from  his  own  published  works  to  support  his  testimony,  especially  when  the 
witness  does  not  testify  as  to  the  truth  of  the  extracts  read.4 

Testimony  as  to  matters  gained  from  the  study  of  standard  works,  rather 

1  Stater.  Baldwin  (Kan.),  12  Pac.  Rep.  'Taylor  on   Evidence:  People  v.  Van- 

S18;   7   Amer.  &  Eug.  Ency.    Law  513;  derhoof  (Mich),  39  N.  W.  Rep.  28  [1888]; 

Johnston  v.  Richmond  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Gn.),  Marshall  «.  Brown  (Mich.),  15  The  Reptr. 

22  8.  E  Rep.  694.  693  [1883];  32  Alb.  Law  Jour.  54. 

9  State  v.  Baldwin  (Kans.),  12  Pac.  Rep.  4  Mix  t>.  Sin  pies,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  775, 

318  [1887].  Justice  O'Brien  dit tenting. 
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than  from  actual  practice,  is  admissible,1  and  the  fact  that  the  witness's 
knowledge  of  the  subject  is  limited  to  what  he  has  derived  from  books  is 
not  a  valid  objection  to  his  testimony.  He  is  entitled  to  speak  from  the 
accepted  facts  of  the  science.*  Physicians  have  been  permitted  to  give 
knowledge  and  opinions  confessedly  not  from  their  own  observation  and 
experience,  but  merely  from  reading  and  studying  medical  authorities.' 
When  books  are  referred  to  for  authority,  or  to  strengthen  opinions,  the 
opposition  may  bring  the  same  books  in  evidence  to  test  the  witness's  knowl- 
edge, or  to  contradict  him  or  his  opinion.4 

Rules  for  the  construction  of  cuts  and  embankments,  given  by  an  engi- 
neer, and  though  acknowledged  to  have  been  given  solely  from  his  recollec- 
tions of  what  he  had  read  in  Mahan,  Gillespie,  Oilmore,  and  other  authori- 
ties on  engineering,  were  received  as  competent.6  It  is  therefore  submitted 
that  though  books  themselves  are  not  admissible  to  prove  the  declarations 
they  contain,  yet  their  statements  and  opinions  may  be  brought  to  the  court 
and  jury  through  the  mouths  of  skilled  witnesses.  The  expert  engineer 
should,  to  that  end,  seek,  collect,  and  prepare  the  opinions  of  learned  authors 
to  sustain  his  position  and  carry  conviction  to  the  minds  of  court  and  jury. 
If  contents  of  books  are  to  be  introduced,  they  must  be  ushered  in  through 
the  familiar  acquaintance,  and  by  the  quotations  and  references,  of  skilled 
witnesses. 

Books  cannot  be  read  to  a  witness  and  the  questions  plied  to  prove  their 
contents.'  Their  contents  must  have  been  previously  known.  Though  they 
cannot  be  read  to  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of  showing  facts  set  forth,  yet 
questions  may  be  read  from  a  book  on  technical  science  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  questions  more  intelligible.7  The  use  of  a  standard  authority 
on  the  subject  of  inquiry  has  been  permitted  to  shape  questions  put  to  an 
•expert,  and  he  has  been  required  to  examine  and  read  from  the  book  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  his  knowledge  of  the  subject.8 

Books  may  also  be  read  to  a  jury  in  the  argument  by  counsel,  not  to 
prove  matters  of  opinion,  or  of  fact,  but  to  support  arguments  presented. 
Counsel  should  not  be  allowed  to  read  to  a  jury  from  a  legal  text-book,9 
and  permission  to  read  the  law  to  the  jury  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
trial  judge.10  Current  schedules  of  prices  in  trade,  calendars,  life-tables, 
and  so  forth,  have  been  admitted,  and  it  is  submitted  that  in  the  same  cate- 

1  Pordyce  v.   Moore  (Tex.),  22  8.  W.         •  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchel,  63  Gs. 

Rep.  235;  Hardiman  v.  Brown  (Mass.),  39  173. 
N.  E.  Rep.  192.  •  50  Mich.  148  and  296  and  629. 

*  Marshall    t>.    Brown  (Mich.),   12  The  T  Thoropkins  t>.  West,  56  Conn.  478. 

Rentr.   693  [1883],  and  32  Albany  Law '        •  Byers  t>.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co. 

Journal  54.  (T<*nn.),  20  S.  W.  Rep.  128. 

3  Rogers'  Expert  Testimony  28;  City  of         •  Yarbrough  t>.  State  (Ala.),  16  So.  Rep. 

Jackwm  v.  Boone  'Ga.)t  20  S.  E.  Rep.  46.  758. 

♦Marshall    t>.    Brown    (Mich.)    [18831,  ,0  Forbes  «.  State  (Tex.),  29  S.  W.  Rep. 

tupra;    People   v.   Vanderhoof   (Mich.),  784. 
+upra;  Taylor  on  Evidence. 
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gory  can  be  classed  standard  tables  of  sines,  cosines,  logarithms,  multiple 
cation  tables,  etc.1 

In  general,  it  may  be  stated  that  books  will  not  be  admitted  as  evidence 
of  the  facts  they  contain.  Their  statements  cannot  be  used  directly  to  prove 
the  size  or  shape  of  a  member  of  a  structure,  nor  what  is  or  is  not  a  proper 
construction  of  a  piece  of  work.  If  the  engineer  wishes  to  back  up  his 
assertions  by  the  authority  of  books  he  must  prepare  himself  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  give  others'  opinions  as  his  own.  Questions  as  to  materials,  what  is 
"a  good  and  workmanlike  manner/'  what  is  "hard-pan,"  cannot  be  proven 
by  reading  directly  from  a  book.* 

Whatever  beliefs  or  opinions  the  engineer  may  wish  to  advance  must  be 
his  own.  He  may  have  acquired  them  from  reading  or  the  study  of  books,, 
he  may  mention  books  or  cite  authority,  but  he  cannot  read  the  books  in 
court,  nor  literally  quote  the  author's  statements.  He  must  express  his  own 
indvidual  opinion  and  may  give  in  support  of  his  conclusions  the  fact  that 
others  have  arrived  at  the  same  decision,  or  that  other  engineers  hold  to  the- 
same  views." 

877.  Witness  may  Use  a  Book,  Chart,  or  Prepared  Memoranda  to  Refresh 
His  Memory. — What  has  been  said  need  not  convey  the  idea  that  the  engu 
neer's  preparation  requires  him  to  memorize  whole  pages  of  printed  matter, 
for  he  may  take  his  books,  maps,  and  notes  into  court  and  on  to  the  wit- 
ness-stand with  him  and  refer  to  them,  to  refresh  his  memory,  upon  questions 
in  doubt.  He  may  draw  up  a  written  narrative,  make  written  memoranda 
of  a  subject  or  transaction,  and  use  it  while  under  examination  as  a  script  to 
refresh  his  memory.4  If  he  is  able  to  testify  (1)  that  the  statements  con- 
tained in  such  memoranda  are  accurate  in  his  present  recollection,  or  (2) 
that  from  his  present  recollection  the  memoranda  were  accurate  when  made, 
he  may  refresh  his  memory  by  examination  of  memoranda  regarding  dates, 
figures,  results  of  calculation,  minutes  of  testimony,  and  the  like,  whether 
such  memoranda  has  been  made  by  the  party  himself  or  by  any  other  person. 
An  engineer  may  make  use  of  a  map  made  by  him,  with  figures  representing 
lengths  of  lines,  areas,  and  quantities,  and  testify  from  it.  Whether  such 
maps  and  calculations,  so  employed,  become  evidence  of  themselves,  is  in 
dispute.  If  positively  testified  to  by  the  witness,  they  are  admissible;  if 
sworn  to,  that  the  figures  well  and  truly  represent  the  true  distances,  quanti- 
ties, and  areas,  they  may  become  evidence.  In  the  discretion  of  the  court  they 
may  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  be  taken  out  with  them  when  they  re- 
tire as  a  memoranda  of  the  distances,  areas,  and  quantities  as  sworn  to  by  the 
engineer/    As  a  witness  he  cannot  read  from  his  memoranda,  even  though 

1  Morris  v.  Columbian  Dock  Co.  (Md.),  cited,  see  Central  Law  Journal,  vol.  5,  p. 

25  All.  Rep.  417;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co  v.  439.  and  vol.  15,  p.  88. 

Hisong  (Ala.).  13  So.  Rep.  209.  'Lawson's  Exp.   &  Opin.   Evdce.   169 

*  Larson's  Ex  pert  and  Opinion  Evdce.  etseq. 

187-192.     For  an  article  on  Books  of  Sci-  4  Best  on  Evidence  (Chamb.  ed.)  2127. 

ence  as  Evidence,  in  which  many  cases  are  *Neff  v.  Cincinnati,  82  Ohio   8t.  215; 
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made  by  himself;  he  can  refresh  his  memory  by  looking  at  the  writing,  but 
lie  must  testify  from  his  recollections.1  Even  though  the  memoranda  is  not 
admissible  ;is  evidence,  he  may  use  it,  if  he  knows  it  to  have  beeu  correct 
when  it  was  made,  to  refresh  his  memory,  after  which  he  must  testify  to  the 
original  facts.1  The  memoranda  is  not  of  itself  competent  evidence  to  prove- 
the  facts  stated.1  In  general,  such  memoranda  employed  by  a  witness  to  re- 
fresh his  memory  must  be  verified  as  correct 4  before  it  can  itself  become- 
evidence/  If  an  engineer  swear  that  the  figures  upon  a  plat  representing 
lengths  of  lines,  areas,  and  quantities  are  correct  and  represent  the  true 
distances,  areas,  and  quantities,  it  may  become  evidence,  and  the  trial  court 
may  in  its  discretion  allow  the  jury  to  take  the  plat  with  them  as  a  memoranda 
when  they  retire."  If,  however,  the  witness  has  no  recollection  of  the  facte 
contained  in  a  memorandum  independent  thereof,  yet  testifies  thereto  in  full,, 
it  is  not  error  for  the  trial  court  to  refuse  to  admit  the  memorandum  itself  as 
evidence/ 

A  witness  may  refresh  his  recollection  by  reference  to  any  memoranda, 
relating  to  the  subject-matter  to  which  his  attention  is  directed  on  the  stand,, 
whether  such  memoranda  is  competent  evidence  or  not,  and  then  he  may 
testify,  if  he  has  then  any  independent  recollection  of  such  subject-matter." 
This  is  not,  however,  a  general  rule.9 

Memoranda  of  facts  that  occurred,  must  have  been  made  at  the  time  or 
recently  after  the  event.  If  made  weeks  or  months  thereafter,  they  cannot 
be  used  to  refresh  the  memory,  nor  can  they  if  made  at  the  recommendation, 
of  one  of  the  parties.10  Memoranda  made  by  a  workman  from  day  to  day,  in* 
the  ordinary  course  of  business,  may  be  used  to  show  the  days  his  employer 
worked  on  a  certain  building."  An  architect's  certificate  has  been  admitted 
some  time  after  the  facts  of  the  case,  but  from  measurements  and  notes  made* 
contemporaneously  with  the  work.1*  In  general,  a  witness  must  swear  to  the 
facts  contained,  if  he  will  give  testimony  of  things  in  a  document  which  he 
is  using  to  refresh  his  memory.1' 


Cunningham  v.  Massena,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
(Sup.).  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  600. 

1  Wilde  «.  Hexter,  50  Barbour  448. 

'Bounette  v.  Gladtfeldt,  11  N.  E.  Rep. 
260  (Ills.)  1887;  Meade  t>.  White  (Pa.),  8 
Atl.  Rep.  912  [1887] 

*Baum  0.  Reay  (Cal.),  29  Pac.  Rep.  117. 

4  Elder  «.  Reilly  (Minn.).  51  N.  W.  Rep. 
226;  City  of  Birmingham  v.  McPoland 
(Ala.),  11  So.  Rep.  427. 

'Klepsch  t>.  Donald  (Wash.),  35  Pac. 
Rep.  621. 

•Neff  v.  Cincinnati,  32  Ohio  St.  215. 

'Butler  v.  Chicago.  B  A  Q.  R.  Co. 
Jowa),  54  N.  W.  Rep.  208 

8  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  R.  t>.  Wilson 
(Colo.  App),  36  Pac.  Rep  67;  McNeely 
t.  Duff  (Kan.),  31  Pac.  Rep.  1061. 

*  King  «.  Inhabitants,  2  A.  &  E.  210; 


and  $ee  Commonwealth  v.  Burke,  114* 
Mass.  261 ;  Merril  v.  The  Ithaca  &  O.  R. 
Co.,  16  Wend.  586;  Bissell  v.  Mich.  South- 
ern, etc.,  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  262:  Halsej  tr. 
Sincebnugh.  15  N.  Y.  485;  Harvey  if. 
United  States,  118  U   S   243. 

10 Spring  Garden  Mm.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Evans. 
15  Md.   54    [1859];    Howell    v.   Bowman 
(Ala.).  10  So.  Rep  640;  8te  also  Baum  «>.- 
Reay  (Cal.).  29  Pac.   Rep.   417;  Andersou. 
t>.  Inikoff  (Neb  ),  51  N.  W.  Rep.  854. 

11  Boughtou  v.  Smith  (Sup.),  22  N.    Y- 
Supp.  148 

19  Sanders  u.  Hutchinson,  26  Ills.  (Ct.  of" 
App.)  633  [18871;  also  Cunningham  c.  M. 
S.  &  Ft.  C.  R.  Co  ,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  600,. 
[18921.  citing  114  N.  Y   498. 

"  Harvey  t>.  United  States,  113  U.  8.  24&. 
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878.  Use  of  Written  Memoranda  and  Copies  Thereof. —Bills  for  materi- 
als, drayage  checks,  and  weigh  checks  received  with  materials  delivered  at 
works  are  only  hearsay  evidence  of  the  quantities  of  materials  purchased  and 
put  into  a  structure,  when  the  witness  does  not  know  that  they  were  correct, 
and  was  not  present  when  the  materials  were  delivered,  and  did  not  there- 
after measure  and  inspect  them.1  Books  of  account,  containing  items  for  work 
done  and  materials  furnished,  the  correctness  of  which  was  sworn  to  by  a 
bookkeeper  who  did  not  see  the  work  done  or  the  goods  delivered,  and  who 
made  the  entries  from  memoranda  furnished  by  others,  are  inadmissible, 
where  one  who  had  personal  knowledge  of  the  doing  of  the  work  aud  the 
furnishing  of  the  materials  was  present  at  the  trial,  and  was  not  called  to  the 
stand.*  However,  the  fact  that  books  of  account  contain  some  errors  does 
not,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  books  were  fraudulently  falsified, 
necessarily  render  them  incompetent." 

If  the  original  memorandum  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  the  witness  may 
use  a  copy  to  refresh  his  memory,  if  he  testify  that  the  figures  or  estimate  to 
be  used  were  made  at  the  time  of  the  measurement  of  the  work  and  that 
they  are  correct,  and  also  that  the  copy  is  a  correct  one*4  So  held  of  a  blue 
print.6  Proof  of  loss  of  books,  so  as  to  admit  the  testimony  of  the  book- 
keeper as  to  their  contents,  is  sufficiently  shown  by  his  testimony  that  he 
made  diligent  search  for  the  books,  and  found  some  of  them  in  the  cellar  of 
the  store,  in  some  old  rubbish,  and  among  them  the  covers  of  the  books  in 
question,  but  the  in  sides  of  them  had  been  torn  out  and  taken  away,  and  he 
could  not  find  them.6  The  copy  becomes  the  best  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  the  original  book  or  document,  and  is  admissible,  while  parol  evidence 
of  its  contents,  if  it  be  a  written  instrument,  is  not  admissible.7 

A  stenographer's  notes  of  the  witness's  testimony  given  at  a  former  trial, 
when  the  stenographer  has  shown  that  he  took  the  notes  and  that  they  are  cor- 
rect, may  be  read  to  impeach  the  witness's  present  testimony,  even  though  the 
stenographer  has  no  recollection  of  what  the  witness  said.8  So  where  the  books 
of  original  account  have  beeti  destroyed,  the  items  therein  may  be  proved  by 
the  ledger.*  A  manager  of  a  firm  business,  it  seems,  cannot  use  such  a  book 
to  refresh  his  memory,  if  he  did  not  make  the  entries,  or  see  them  made,  nor 
assure  himself  of  their  correctness  when  the  matters  were  fresh  in  his  memory. ,0 
Nor  if  such  entries  were  made  by  a  party  to  the  suit  in  his  own  behalf.11 

1  McCormick  v.  Saddler  (Utah),  87  Pac.  '  Dillon  v.  Howe  (Mich  ),  57  N.  W.  Rep. 

Rep.  332.  102 

9  Dodge  fj.  Morrow  (Iud.  App.),  48  N.  E.  8Klepsch  v.   Donald  (Wash.),   35  Pac. 

Rep.  158.  Rep.  621. 

1  Levtae  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.),  B  McCrady  t>.  Jones  (8  C),  15  8.  £.  Rep. 

-68  N.  W.  Rep.  855  480. 

♦Anderson  v.  Imhoff  (Neb.),  51  N.  W.  l0  Fritz  t>.  Burgiss  (8  C),  19  8.  E.  Rep. 

Rep  854.  304;  but  see  Levine  v  Lancashire  Ins.  Co. 

■Currier  t>.  B.  <fc  M.  R.  Co.,  31  N.  H.  (Minn  ).  68  N.  W.  Rep.  855. 

225  [1855].  »  Doty  v.  Smith  (Sup.),  23  N.  Y.  8upp. 

•  Stanfield  t>    Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  840. 
^(Sup.),  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  600. 
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It  is  proper  to  read  to  a  witness  extracts  from  evidence  given  by  him  on  a 
previous  trial  to  cause  him  to  recollect  the  facts  as  he  testified  on  a  former 
trial; '  and  a  witness,  either  on  direct  or  cross  examination,  may  be  com* 
pelled  to  inspect  a  writing,  if  it  is  in  his  own  handwriting  or  there  is  reason 
to  believe  it  will  refresh  his  memory.'  The  use  of  memoranda  to  refresh 
one's  memory  has  been  held  a  matter  largely  discretionary  with  the  trial 
court.* 

879.  Use  of  Maps,  Plans,  Photographs,  and  Models  in  Court.— It  being 
well  established  that  memoranda,  books,  and  maps  may  be  employed  to  illus- 
trate, explain.,  and  prove  the  expert's  opinions  and  testimony,  the  next  sub- 
ject for  consideration  is  what  preparations  to  make.  First  of  all  a  complete 
understanding  of  the  facts,  circumstances,  and  surroundings  of  the  case, 
and  the  preparation  of  diagrams,  models,  and  other  means  of  presenting 
them  to  the  court  and  jury.  The  conditions  and  surroundings  attending  a 
problem  are  primary  in  the  determination  of  results;  small  technicalities 
often  make  an  entire  change  in  the  results  and  deductions  to  be  drawn  from 
-certain  facts.  If  possible,  the  locality  should  be  visited  and  carefully  exam- 
ined, that  the  expert  may  be  familiar  with  all  its  peculiarities.  If  the  occa- 
sion requires  it,  a  careful  survey  and  map  of  the  ground  should  be  made. 
Samples  and  pieces  may  be  taken  of  the  soil,  structure,  and  materials. 

An  ex  parte  map  made  by  a  witness,  and  shown  to  be  correct,  may  be  in- 
troduced, not  as  independent  evidence,  but  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in 
connection  with  other  evidence.4  A  civil  engineer  who  has  made  a  survey 
of  the  locality  may  testify  that  there  was  no  obstruction,  and  that  the  head- 
light of  a  train  would  be  visible  from  points  in  the  neighborhood  of  the 
scene  of  a  collision/ 

880.  Use  of  Photographs  as  Evidence.— Photographic  views  should  be 
1  taken  from  selected  positions,  which,  if  sworn  to  as  being  true  representa- 
tions of  what  they  profess  to  be,  may  be  introduced  in  evidence.*  The  value 
of  photographic  views  cannot  be  overestimated.  They  are  invaluable  in 
case  of  destruction  of  buildings  or  other  structures  by  wind,  flood,  or  fire. 
They  are  much  easier  to  comprehend  than  are  maps  or  plans  by  jurymen, 
and  they  are  quite  difficult  of  misrepresentation,  and  are  now  generally 
accepted  as  evidence.  They  show  elevations  and  depressions,  distances  and 
shapes  as  they  naturally  appear  to  the  eye,  and  are  more  convincing  to  both 
jury  and  judge.  They  are  quickly  and  cheaply  made,  and  are  comprehensible 
to  the  most  uneducated  and  unskilled,  and  are  received  for  nearly  all  pur- 
poses and  in  all  cases  where  the  original  object  cannot  be  had.     It  must  be 

1  Elirisman  «.  Scott  (Ind.  App.),  32  N.       17  S.   E.    Rep.   794;    Roderiquez  v.  State 
E.  Rep.  867.  (Tex.),  22  S.  W.  Rep.  978;  McVey  t>.  Dar- 

*  State  v.  Stanton  (N.  C.),  19  S.  E.  Rep.       kin  (Pa.),  20  Atl.  Rep  541  [1890]. 

*96.  5  Chicago.   t«tc ,   Ry.   Co.  v.   Chambers 

8  Michigan  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wich  (Colo.),  46  (C.  C.  A.),  68  Fed.  Rep.  148. 

Pac.  Rep  687.  •  Howard  v.   Russi-ll,    12  S.    W.  Rep. 

*  Poling  t>.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.),  525;  German  T.  S.  v.  City  of  Dubuque,  64 
18  S.  E.  Rep.  782;  State  t>.  Harr  (W.  Va.),  Iowa  786. 
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admitted  that  photographs  taken  from  one  point  of  view  to  determine  matter* 
of  size,  relative  proportions,  grade,  etc.,  might  be  very  misleading,  as  very 
different  results  can  be  obtained  by  tilting  the  photographic  apparatus- 
(camera),  or  by  being  too  near  the  object,  resulting  in  distortions;  but  when 
a  set  of  photographic  views  are  made  of  an  object  from  different  points  of 
view  and  at  varying  distances,  it  is  a  very  difficult  matter  to  make  a  mis- 
representation of  the  object  and  its  attendant  conditions. 

The  following  examples  serve  to  show  their  admissibility  and  value :  They 
have  been  admitted  "to  show  damage  to  premises  injured  by  water/'1 
or  by  a  change  of  grade  of  a  street,*  to  show  wrecks,1  and  of  broken  parts 
of  fallen  structures,  to  show  the  obstruction  to  drainage  of  a  turnpike  by  the 
erection  of  a  bridge  or  causeway,4  to  show  a  defective  sidewalk.6  Photo- 
graphic views  of  streets,  buildings,  railroad  tracks,  bridges,  etc.,  have  been 
admitted.* 

Photographs  may  be  received  of  deeds  and  descriptions  taken  from  public 
records  which  could  not  be  withdrawn,  such  as  to  show  boundaries,7  and  to 
identify  and  describe  premises  in  dispute,8  to  identify  persons,*  a  lot  of  jew- 
elry,10 and  to  show  the  severity  of  wounds  due  to  an  assault;  and  the  fact 
that  the  expression  of  the  injured  person's  face  was  such  as  would  tend  to 
prejudice  the  jury  is  not  sufficient  to  show  error  in  allowing  it  to  be  used,, 
the  photograph  not  being  included  in  the  record.11  They  have  been  ad- 
mitted to  identify  documents,  and  in  place  of  the  original  if  the  original 
document  itself  cannot  be  had,1*  and  to  show  field  notes  of  a  survey." 

Photographic  copies  on  a  large  scale  have  been  admitted  to  show  com- 
parisons of  handwriting,14  but  such  copies  have  been  excluded  when  not 
offered  for  comparison  with  enlarged  copies  of  the  genuine  signature.1*  Tes- 
timony as  to  the  genuineness  of  handwriting  has  been  extended  to  a  mark 
or  cross  by  means  of  which  an  illiterate  person  signed  his  name,  its  weight 


1  64  la.  736. 
■  81  Wis.  512. 

*  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Smith  (Ala.),  8  So. 
Rep.  48  [18901;  46  la.  109. 

*  Cuestuut  H.  Tk.  Co.  v.  Piper,  Penna. 
Sup.  Ct.,  Jan'y  1884. 

1  Barker  t>.  Town  of  Perry  (la.),  26  N. 
W.  Rep.  100  [1885]. 

*  Glasier  t>.  Town  of  Hebron,  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  503,  an  embankment;  see  Locke  v. 
Sioux  City  &  P.  R.  Co.,  46  la.  109;  Red- 
din  9.  Gates.  52  la.  210;  German  T.  S.  v. 
City  of  D.,  17  N\  W.  Rep.  158;  Udder- 
zooks  Case,  76  Penn.  St.  840;  Ruloff  v. 
People,  45  N.  Y.  213;  Marcey  «.  Barnes, 
16  Gray  162;  note  26  Am.  Repis.  319;  note 
88  Amer.  Rep.  474;  note  23  Alb.  Law 
Journal  182;  Cozzens  v.  Higgins,  3  Eeyes 
206,  a  cellar  floor;  Dedrichsv.  Salt  Lake  C. 
R.  Co.  (Utah),  46  Pac.  Rep.  656. 

1  20  Alb.  L.  J.  4. 


8  Blair  v  Pel  ham,  118  Mass.  421 ;  Mulhado 
«.  R.R.Co.,  30  N.  Y.  870;  Cooper  t>.  8t.Paul 
City  Ry.  Co.  (Minn.),  56  N.  W.  Rep.  42. 

•  Udderzook  v.  Commonwealth,  76  Pa. 
St.  352;  People*.  8mith.  121  N.  Y.  578. 

10  59  Fed.  Rep.  684;  Rulof  v.  People,  45 
N.  Y.  213. 

11  Cooper  u.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.,  supra. 
»  In  re  Foster  (Mich.)  8  Am.  Law  Times 

Rep.  411  [1876];  tee  also  Eborn  v.  Zimple- 
man  (Tex.)  [18771 ;  Haynes  v.  McDennott, 
11  Cent.  L.  J.  878. 

11  Ayers  v.  Harris  (Tex.).  18  S.  W.  Rep. 
768  [1890]. 

14  Marcy  v.  Barnes,  82  Mass.  161 ;  but  see 
Hynes  v.  McDermott  (N.  Y.);  22  Alb.  L.  J. 
367  [1880];  also  Tome  v.  Parkerburgh  B. 
R.  Co..  39  Md.  87  [18731. 

11  White  S.  M.  Co.  t>.  Gordon  (Ind.),  24 
N.  £.  Rep.  1058;  and  see  Geer  v.  Lumber 
Co.  (Mo.),  84  S.  W.  Rep.  1099. 
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being  for  the  jury.1  The  question  of  admissibility  of  photographs  is  one 
largely,  if  not  entirely,  for  the  trial  judge;9  it  is  within  his  discretion  to 
admit  a  photograph  of  a  plaintiff  in  a  damage  suit,  as  evidence  of  the  claim- 
ant's health  and  strength  at  the  time  of  the  injury,'  or  to  show  the  effect  of 
■a  flood  from  a  dam  that  had  given  way.4  The  rejection  of  a  photograph  of 
premises  whose  boundaries  are  in  dispute  does  not  furnish  a  ground  of 
exception.*  Photography  is  almost  indispensable  to  the  expert  in  the 
•enlarged  representation  of  minute  objects  or  to  emphasize  details  *  not  easily 
recognized  by  the  naked  eye.  In  all  cases,  either  the  witness  himself  or  the 
photographer,  or  some  one  familiar  with  the  locality,  should  be  called  to 
testify  that  the  photograph  is  a  correct  likeness  or  representation  of  the 
■original  object  or  locality/ 

881.  Expert  Witness  should  Fortify  His  Opinions  with  Authority  and 
Undisputed  Facts. — The  expert  having  made  all  arrangements  for  the  care- 
ful and  critical  representation  of  the  circumstances,  he  must  next  prepare 
himself  to  present  his  case  clearly  and  forcibly.  Although  he  need  not  be 
familiar  with  the  language  of  the  authors  or  books  he  quotes  or  refers  to,  he 
should  be  acquainted  with  the  substance  and  theory  of  the  subject,  and 
know  the  volume  and  page  in  which  it  is  contained.  He  should  review  his 
notes  and  memoranda  of  his  past  work  and  experience,  compare  it  with  the 
books,  reports,  and  views  of  other  engineers,  check  them  by  computations  and 
experiments,  and  use  every  exertion  to  determine  what  is  and  what  is  not 
the  true  merit  of  the  question. 

His  reasons  should  be  formulated  and  prepared,  for  he  may  or  may  not 
be  asked  to  explain  the  reasons  of  his  opinions. 

882.  Experts  should  Seek  the  Confidence  and  Respect  of  the  Court. — In  his 
preparation,  the  engineer  always  should  have  in  mind  the  presentation  of  plain 
truth  in  plain  English.  It  should  be  his  aim  and  effort  to  gain  the  respect, 
confidence,  and  good  will  of  the  court  and  jury.  His  competency  and  privi- 
leges depend  upon  the  impression  made  upon  the  court  and  the  discretion 
and  judgment  it  may  exercise.  It  should  be  his  highest  endeavor  to  present 
his  beliefs  and  opinions  by  the  most  convincing  proofs,  and  in  a  manner  that 
may  be  fully  comprehended  by  every  member  of  the  court  and  jury.  New 
and  unaccepted  theories,  foreign  phrases,  terms,  and  titles,  and  technical  dis- 
tinctions, cannot  have  the  weight  of  plain  Anglo-Saxon  common-sense,  or 
some  simple  illustration  in  every-day  life.     A  sensible,  moderate,  earnest 


1  State  v.  Tice  (Oreg.),  48  Pac.  Rep.  367. 

*  Verran  v.  Baird  (Mass.),  22  N.  E.  Rep. 
630  [1889];  Cleveland,  C,  0.  &  St.  L.  Ry. 
Co.  t>.  Monaghan  (Ills.),  30  N.  E.  Rep.  869 
r 18921 

'  Gilbert  t>.  West  End  St.  Ry .  (Mass. ),  36 
N.  E.  Rep.  60. 

4  Verran  v.  Baird  (Mass.),  22  N.  E.  Rep. 
680[1889]. 

*  Hollenbeck  v.  Rowley,  8  Allen  478 
£1864]. 


6  Marc  v  v.  Barnes,  82  Mass.  161 ;  and  $ee 
9  Amer.  Law  Rvw.  178. 

7  Nies  *  Broadhead,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  52, 
also  Roosevelt  H.  v.  N.Y.  El.  R.  Co.,  21  N. 
Y.  8upp.  205;  Miller  v.  L.  N.  A.  &  C.  Ry. 
Co.  (Ind.),  27  N.  E.  Rep.  839_[1891];  Leid- 
lein  v.  Meyer  (Mich.),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  367; 
Hollenbeck  «.  Rowley,  8  Allen  478  [1864]. 
which  seems  to  hold  that  photographer 
must  verify  the  picture  under  oath. 
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disposition  to  present  one's  views  plainly  and  clearly  for  what  they  are  worth, 
a  careful  avoidance  of  any  effort  to  force  conviction  into  the  minds  of  the 
court,  is  far  more  effective  than  any  attempts  to  show  how  very  simple  and 
plain  the  one  side  is  and  how  preposterous  and  unheard  of  are  the  opinions 
of  the  opposite  side.  A  simple  acknowledgment  that  contrary  opinions 
exist,  and  the  fact  that  witness  is  familiar  with  them,  has  considered  and 
weighed  both  sides  of  the  question,  and  has  come  to  his  conclusion  by  study 
observation,  and  reasoning,  will  carry  with  them  much  stronger  convictions 
than  any  amount  of  blustering. 

Force  cannot  exist  without  counter  resistance  in  mechanics,  and  this  is 
equally  true  in  argument.  The  moment  a  witness  insists  or  undertakes  to 
impose  his  views,  that  moment  he  arouses  resistance  iti  his  listeners,  which 
renders  his  efforts  the  more  unavailing.  Much  depends  upon  the  good  opin- 
ion of  the  court.  It  is  within  its  power  to  permit  or  deny  the  engineer  the 
privilege  of  testifying,  to  determine  whether  the  witness  comes  within  the 
requirements  of  an  expert,  which  is  in  nowise  a  question  for  the  jury.1 

883.  Trial  Court  Determines  the  Privileges  of  an  Expert  Witness.— The 
preliminary  question  whether  a  witness  offered  as  an  expert  has  the  neces- 
sary qualifications  is  for  the  court,  and  is  largely  within  its  discretion.* 
Unless  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  trial  court's  decision  was  erro- 
neous or  founded  on  an  error  in  law,  it  is  conclusive.' 

If  it  be  apparent  that  expert  testimony  would  tend  to  assist  the  jury  in 
coming  to  a  conclusion  on  the  facts,  it  is  not  error  for  the  trial  court  to 
admit  it.4  It  has  been  held  no  error  for  the  trial  judge  to  refuse  to  receive 
the  expert  testimony  of  a  professor  of  civil  engineering  who  has  made  the  law 
of  moving  bodies  a  study  and  can  tell  how  far  a  train  will  move  by  its 
momentum,  as  to  the  distance  a  train  would  travel,  on  a  question  to  contra- 
dict the  testimony  of  other  witnesses  testifying  from  practical  experience, 
on  appeal/ 

The  manner  and  extent  to  which  an  expert  may  refresh  his  recollections 
by  references  to  memoranda  or  books  is  also  determined  by  the  presiding 
judge — a  discretion  that  may  be  exercised  with  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  and  sometimes  with  reference  to  the  conduct  and  bearing 
of  the  witness  upon  the  stand.* 

Iti  the  furtherance  of  justice,  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  depart  from 


1  Jones*.  Tucker,  41  N.  H.  546  [18601; 
Mut.  F.  I.  Co.  v.  Alvord  (C.  C.  A.),  61 
Fed.  Rep.  752. 

»  Snedau.  Libera  (Minn.),  68  N.  W.  Rep. 
36;  Hel  fen  stein  v.  Medart  (Mo.  Supp.).  86 
8.  W.  Rep.  863;  Beckett  v.  N.  W.  Ma- 
sonic  Aid  Assn  (Minn.),  69  N  W.  Rep. 
928. 

"Manghan  v.  Burns  Estate  (Vt.),  28  Atl. 
Rep.  588;  St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Bradley.  54  Fed.  Rep.  680;  Howl  nd  v. 
Oakland  St.  Ry.  Co.  (Cal.),  42  Pac.  Rep. 


988;  see  also  Santa  Cruz  v.  Eurigbt  <Cal.).  30 
Pac.  Rep.  197;  and  Chateaugay  O.  &  J.  (  o. 
«.  Bluke,  1*2  Sup.  Ci.  Rep.   731.  as  to  the 
capacity  of  an  ore  crusher;  Campbell  v.  Rus- 
sell, 139  Mas*.  278  [1885].  and  cases  cited. 

*  State  t>.  Hendel  (Idaho).  85  Pac.  Rep. 
886. 

5  Blue  u.  Aberdeen  &  V.  E.  R.  Co.  (N. 
C.),23S.E.  Rep.  275. 

•Johnson  v.  Coles.  21  Minn.  108  [18741; 
Wabash  R.  Co.  t>.  Defiance  (Ohio),  40  N. 
E.  Rep.  89. 
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the  usual  order  of  introducing  testimony.  It  may  permit  experts  to  testify 
before  the  establishment  of  facts  by  the  other  witnesses.1  It  determines  the 
propriety  of  questions  asked,  and  it  is  within  its  discretion  to  reject  ques- 
tions put  to  witnesses,  if  in  its  opinion  they  do  not  bear  upon  the  question 
at  issue.  Questions  to  experts  are  in  a  large  measure  hypothetical  and 
remote,  and  are  likely  to  receive  a  much  more  liberal  consideration  under  a 
good  impression  on  the  part  of  the  judge  than  in  the  face  of  distrust  and 
fear.*  After  the  witness  has  given  his  own  professional  opinion  in  reference 
to  what  he  has  seen  and  heard,  or  upon  hypothetical  questions,  it  is  then 
within  the  court's  discretion  to  limit  further  interrogatories  as  to  what  other 
scientific  men  have  said  on  such  matters,  or  in  respect  to  the  general  teach- 
ings of  science  thereon." 

The  extent  to  which  the  temper  and  disposition  of  a  witness  may  be 
shown  on  cross-examination  is  largely  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court; 4  and  the  extent  to  which  it  may  be  pursued  to  test  his  memory  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court.*  In  cross-examination  a  witness  may  be 
asked  in  regard  to  any  interest  he  may  have  in  the  result  of  the  trial,  as 
affecting  his  credibility,6  and  he  may  be  asked  as  to  whether  the  examina- 
tions made  by  him  were  made  in  a  careful  or  a  superficial  manner.  Such  a 
question  is  not  objectionable  as  substituting  the  opinion  of  the  witness  for 
the  judgment  of  the  jury  on  that  point.7 

In  conclusion,  it  may  be  said  that  too  much  care  cannot  be  taken  in  the 
preparation  for  the  expert  witness-stand,  and  any  man  (engineer)  who  con- 
scientiously does  his  duty  will  merit  all  that  he  is  likely  to  get  for  his 
services. 

884.  Behavior  of  Expert  Witness  in  Court— When  will  Expert  Testi- 
mony be  Admitted. — An  expert's  duties  in  court  may  be  embraced  in  two- 
classes  :  (1)  The  suggestions  and  promptings  he  may  give  to  the  attorney 
in  examination  of  other  witnesses,  and  (2)  his  offices  and  privileges  while 
upon  the  stand  himself.  Little  can  be  said  upon  the  former,  as  the  charac- 
ter and  amount  of  assistance  must  depend  upon  the  character,  disposition, 
and  private  ideas  of  the  individuals,  and  their  skill,  practice,  and  methods. 

As  a  general  rule,  opinions  of  witnesses  are  not  admissible  as  evidence; 
they  must  speak  as  to  facts  within  their  knowledge;  but  upon  questions  of 
skill  or  science,  with  which  the  jury  are  not  familiar,  men  who  have  made 
the  subject-matter  of  inquiry  the  object  of  their  particular  attention  or 
study  are  permitted  to  give  their  opinions.  They  are  admissible  (1)  when 
the  question  involves  subjects  which  are  beyond  the  determination  and  full 

1  City  of  Denver  v.  Dunsmore,  7  Colo.  4  Czezewzka  v.  Benton-Bellefontaine  Ry. 

828  [1884].  Co.  (Mo.  Sup.),  25  S.  W.  Rep.  911. 

*  Harland  v.   Lillienthal,  58  N.  Y.  488  B  Noblin  v.  State  (Ala.),  14  So  Rep.  767. 

[18731 ;  People  v.  Angaberry,  97  N.  Y.  501  •  Blenkiron  t>.  State  (Neb.),  58  N.  W.Rep. 

[1884].  587. 

■  Davis  v.  United  States,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  *  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Urlin,  15  Sup. 

300.  Ct.  Rep.  840. 
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■understanding  of  the  judge  and  jurors,  and  (2)  when  the  witness  offered  is 
fully  qualified  to  give  the  required  information. 

The  rule  determining  the  subjects  upon  which  experts  may  testify  and 
the  rules  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  experts  are  matters  of  law,  but 
whether  a  witness  offered  as  an  expert  has  those  qualifications  is  a  question 
of  fact  to  be  decided  by  the  court  at  the  trial.1  We  have  chiefly  to  deal 
with  the  law,  as  we  cannot  determine  the  judges'  opinions  of  individual  cases 
(or  person).  Courts  are  inclined  to  limit  the  testimony  of  experts  to  the 
rules  now  in  use,  and  to  confine  witnesses  to  facts  in  all  cases  where  practi- 
cable, and  to  leave  the  jury  to  exercise  their  judgment  and  experience  upon 
the  facts  proved.  Facts  may  be  specifically  contradicted,  and  if  witnesses 
testify  falsely  they  are  liable  to  punishment  for  perjury,  while  opinions  may 
not  be  proved  positively  wrong,  and  false  opinions  may  be  given  without 
fear  of  punishment.* 

The  fact  that  a  witness  may  know  more  of,  or  may  better  comprehend, 
the  subject  than  the  jury  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  opinion  evidence,  but 
it  must  relate  to  some  trade,  profession,  science,  or  art  in  which  the  expert 
has  more  skill,  and  can  pass  better  judgment  than  jurymen  of  average  intel- 
ligence.* If  the  facts  can  be  placed  before  the  jury,  and  they  are  of  such  a 
-nature  that  jurors  generally  are  as  competent  to  form  an  opinion  in  refer- 
ence to  them  and  to  draw  inference  from  them  as  experts,  then  the  opinions 
of  witnesses  are  not  competent,  and  such  evidence  should  only  be  received  in 
case  of  necessity.*  A  question  which  elicits  a  reply  based  on  a  mere  arith- 
metical calculation  is  not  objectionable  as  calling  for  expert  testimony.4 

If  the  relation  of  facts  and  their  probable  results  can  determined  with- 
out special  skill  or  study,  the  facts  must  go  to  the  jury,  who  will  be  left  to 
•draw  their  own  conclusions  and  to  form  their  own  opinions.1  If  the  inquiry 
Telates  to  a  subject  which  does  not  require  peculiar  habits  of  study  in  order 
to  enable  a  man  to  understand  it,  the  opinion  of  skilled  witnesses  is  not 
admissible.*  The  true  test  is  not  whether  the  subject-matter  is  common  or 
uncommon,  or  whether  many  persons  or  a  few  have  some  knowledge  of  it, 
but  whether  the  witnesses  offered  as  experts  have  any  peculiar  knowledge  or 
experience,  not  common  to  the  world,  which  renders  their  opinions  founded 
on  such  knowledge  any  aid  to  the  court  or  jury  in  determining  the  ques- 
tions at  issue. 

885.  Some  Questions  Held  Hot  to  Require  Experts  to  Determine. — It 
lias  been  held  that  a  question  "whether,  under  circumstances  proven,  it  was 
a  proper  time  to  burn  brush,"  was  not  a  question  requiring  the  assistance  of 

1  Jones  c.  Tucker.  41  N.  H.  546.  App).  41  N.  E.  Rep  78. 

•Furgeson   v.   Habbell,   97  N.   Y.   507  ■  Belair  «  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  43  In.  662; 

[1884].  Van  Wyclen  t>.  City  of  B.,  118  N.  Y.  434 

•  Stafford*  v.  City  of  Oskaloosa.64 la.  251  [1890]. 

(18851.     Oveiby  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  6Overby  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Rv.  Co.. 

Co.  (W.  Va.),  16  S.  E.  Rep.  813.  (W.  Va.),  16  8.  E.  Rep.  813. 

*  Witmark  v.  Manhattan  Ry.  Co.  (N.  Y. 
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experts/  even  though  the  witness  offered  had  many  years  of  experience  in 
clearing  land  by  fire,  and  had  observed  the  effect  of  wind  on  fires,  in  the  local- 
ity in  question,  and  had  visited  the  land  and  made  a  plan  of  it.  On  the 
same  ground  opinion  evidence  has  been  rejected  as  to  whether  a  horse  should 
have  been  tied/  whether  stairs  were  located  in  a  safe  place  in  a  building/  as 
to  the  effect  of  water  in  disintegrating  mortar  of  a  wall/  as  to  the  value  of 
real  estate/  whether  a  survey  was  actually  located  on  the  ground  or  was 
made  in  the  office  from  plats,9  and  whether  wood  was,  or  was  not,  rotten.7 
Generally  questions  of  value,  as  of  a  horse  or  land,  do  not  require  expert 
knowledge.  Witnesses  who  are  not  architects,  builders,  or  contractors  may 
be  allowed  to  state  their  opinions  as  to  the  worth  of  a  building  from  a  gen- 
eral knowledge  of  it  without  being  able  to  estimate  the  value  of  any  of  the 
materials  entering  iuto  its  construction.8 

It  has  been  held  not  to  require  an  expert  to  prove  that  a  wall  might  have 
cracked  as  a  result  of  defects  in  the  wall  and  foundations  to  show  that  the 
wall  was  defective;  *  whether  boards  piled  in  a  certain  manner  will  protect 
a  cargo  of  perishable  freight; l0  if  a  certain  arrangement  of  machinery  is 
dangerous;  "  as  to  the  safety  and  fitness  of  a  belt-fastening  when  a  piece  of 
the  belt  and  the  fastenings  are  before  the  jury; "  as  to  how  much  limestone 
is  beneath  a  railroad  and  its  value  per  ton ; "  as  to  what  hard-pan  is  and 
whether  any  was  found;14  as  to  how  much  a  man  can  improve  his  hand- 
writing in  a  short  time.16  In  determining  the  explosive  character  of  dust  in 
a  bin,  a  chemist,  not  shown  to  have  had  any  experience  with  the  same  kind 
of  dust  outside  of  his  laboratory,  is  not  competent  to  testify  that,  if  fire 
came  in  contact  with  it,  an  explosion  would  occur.1* 

Witnesses  cannot  give  any  opinions  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  documents 
or  events/'  nor  will  their  opinion  be  received  as  to  the  amount  of  damages 
suffered  in  an  action  for  damages;10  nor  as  to  whether  a  certain  ailment 
would  bring  to  a  man  the  knowledge  that  he  was  not  in  perfect  health.11 

1  Furgeson  «.  Hubbell,  97  N.  Y.  507.  £.  Rep.  952  [1887]. 

*  Stone  t>.  Bishop  (Vt.),    22  Rept'r.  819  "  Freeburg  v.    St.    Paul    Plow   Works 
[18861.                                                                   (Minn.),  50  N.  W.  Rep.  1026;  Kaufman  v. 

•Underwood  v.  Waldron,   83  Mich.  232  Maier  (Cal.),  29  Pac.  Rep  481. 

(18781.  "  Harley  v.  Buffalo  C.  Manfg.  Co.  (N. 

'Naughton  v.  Stagg,  4  Mo.   App.   271  Y.  App.),  36  N.  E.  Rep.  818. 

T 18771.  ,§  Reading* P.  R.  Co.  v  Balthaser(Pa.), 

5  Schwander  v.  Birge,  46  Hun  66.  18  Atl.  Rep.  294  [1888]. 

*  Reast  v.  Donald  (Tex.),  19  S.  W.  Rep.  u  Currier  r.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  34  N.  H. 
795  498. 

1  Reynolds  v.  Van  Beuren,   31  N.   Y.  "  McKeone  v.   Barnes,    108  Mass.    344 

Supp.  827.  [1871]. 

*  Springfield  Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  '•  Shtifeldt  v.  Searing.  59  111.  App.  841. 
Payne  (Ka,u.  Sup.),  46  Pac.  Rep.  315;  but         "  Thompson  t>.  Brannin  (Ky.),  21  S.  W. 
see  Little  Rock,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.   «.  Alister  Rep.  1057. 

(Ark.).  34  8.  W.  Rep.  82  ;  and  Joske  v.  "  Tingley  «.  City  of  Providence,  8  R.  I. 

Pleasants  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  89  S.  W.  Rep.  498;  affirmed,  Brown  v.  Providence  R  Co.. 

,586  [1897].  12  R.  1.288(1879]. 

9  Turner  v.  Haar  (Mo.),  21  8.  W.  Rep.  If  Mut.  L.  ln<*.  Co  of  N   Y.  t.  Simpson 

737.  (Tex.).  28  S.  W.  Rpp.  n:'.?. 

,0  Schwirger  «.  Riymond  (N  Y.).  11  N. 
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886.  Expert  Cannot  Determine  Questions  which  the  Jury  are  to  Decide. 

— The  opinion  of  witnesses  upon  the  precise  questions  the  jury  is  to  deter- 
mine is  competent  only  when  the  nature  of  the  case  is  such  that  facts  can- 
not be  stated  or  described  to  the  jury  in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable  them 
to  form  an  accurate  judgment  thereon  and  no  better  evidence  than  such 
opinions  is  attainable.1  The  object  of  all  questions  to  experts  should  be  to 
obtain  their  opinions  as  to  the  matter  of  skill  or  science  which  is  in  con- 
troversy, and  at  the  same  time  to  exclude  their  opinions  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  evidence  in  establishing  controverted  facts.  Questions  that  require  the 
witness  to  draw  conclusions  of  fact  should  be  excluded.*  Opinions  cannot 
be  asked  upon  facts  or  questions  that  are  to  be  determined  by  the  judge  or 
jury,  but  experts  may  give  scientific  opinions,  under  an  assumption  of  facts 
similar  to  or  identical  with  those  presented  in  the  case.9  Such  questions 
are  termed  hypothetical,  the  witness  being  asked  if  certain  facts  testified  to 
are  true,  if  he  can  form  an  opinion,  and  what  his  opinion  is.1  The  opinion 
of  witnesses  cannot  be  asked  directly  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
being  tried,  but  hypothetical  cases  very  similar  may  be  described  and  the 
opinion  of  the  expert  asked  upon  such  hypothetical  case.4  So  when  the 
question  to  be  determined  was  whether  the  state  or  its  employees  were 
negligent  in  making  changes  in  a  bridge,  a  question  to  the  person  who  built 
it  whether  he  "left  the  bridge,  in  his  judgment,  safe  for  the  ordinary  uses 
of  a  highway  bridge,"  was  held  inadmissible,  as  he  was  thereby  permitted 
to  determine  the  question  which  was  at  issue  and  to  be  decided  by  the 
board  (jury).  And  where  the  negligence  of  the  party  injured  by  the  fall  of 
the  bridge  was  at  issue,  it  was  held  improper  to  admit  the  testimony  of  an 
engineer  that  the  load  was  excessive  and  that  the  stones  were  negligently 
united  and  moved  over  the  bridge,  though  it  would  have  been  proper  to  have 
admitted  him  to  testify  to  the  supporting  power  of  the  bridge  or  any  one  of  its 
panels  or  any  one  of  its  stringers/  So  where  a  scaffold  has  given  way,  a  witness, 
should  not  be  allowed  to  testify  as  to  whether,  in  his  opinion,  the  scaffold  was 
"put  up  right/' *  though  he  may,  as  an  expert,  show  the  effect  of  a  knot  or 
cross-grain  upon  the  strength  of  a  timber  supporting  the  scaffold.7  Where 
the  question  at  issue  is  the  faulty  construction  of  a  railroad,  an  engineer, 
testifying  as  to  the  construction  of  the  track  and  the  probability  of  deposits 
of  sand  thereon  in  rainy  weather,  could  not,  on  cross-examination,  state 

»  Van  Wycklin  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  118  *  The  C.  R.  J.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mofflt, 

N.  Y.  424  [18901;  Paclieco  v.  Judson  Mfg.  75  111.  524. 

Co.  (CaU,  45  Pac.  ReD.  838;   Ewing  v.  *  McDonald  «.  State  (N.  Y.),  27  N.  E. 

Goode  (C.  C.),  78  Fed.  Rep.  442.  Rep.  358  [18911;  Eastman  v.  State.  27  N. 

*  Hunt  v.  Lowell  Gas  Lt.  Co.,  8  Allen  E.  Rep.  358  ;  Hughes  v.  Muscatine  Co.,  44 

169;  B.  &  L.  Tpke.  Co.  v.  Ciissell.  86  Mil.  Iowa  672. 

419  [1886];  Butler  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  •  Mauer  v.  Ferguson,   17  N.  Y.  Supp. 

Co.,  54  N.  W.  Rep.  208;  Yeaw  v.  Williams  349. 

(R.  I.).  23  Atl.  Rep.  33  [1892];  Mauer  t>.  '  Boettger  v.  Scherpe  &  K.   A.  L  Co. 

Ferguson,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  349.  (Mo),  27  S   W.  Rep.  466. 

»  Rogers'  Expert  Testimony  89. 
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that  the  engineers  on  the  road  were  all  aware  of  that  fact,  this  being  a  mere 
inference.1 

887.  Hypothetical  Questions  may  be  Asked  of  an  Expert  Witness. — The 

hypothetical  question  must  not  call  for  an  inference  which  is  within  the 
province  of  the  jury  to  draw.'  The  witness  should  not  be  called  on  for  his. 
opinion  on  disputed  questions  of  fact,  or  as  to  the  credibility  of  any  of  the 
witnesses."  A  witness  is  not  to  be  asked  if  he  believes  another  told  the 
truth.  An  opinion  is  worth  nothing  as  against  absolute  knowledge,  fact, 
or  law,  and  the  expert  should  furnish  the  facts  on  which  his  opinion  is 
founded.  In  asking  questions,  the  facts  should  be  clearly  stated,  and  the 
question  should  be  clearly  within  the  expert's  special  knowledge.  If  ques- 
tion is  clearly  within  expert's  special  knowledge,  you  can  sometimes  ask  the 
very  point  which  is  to  be  decided.  The  facts  assumed  need  not  have  been 
proved,  nor  can  the  question  be  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  facts, 
assumed  are  not  true.4  The  testimony  offered  should,  however,  establish 
every  fact  embraced  in  a  hypothetical  question,  or  it  may  be  objected  to 
and  the  jury  be  instructed  to  disregard  that  part  of  the  evidence. 

It  is  error  to  receive  answers  of  expert  witnesses  to  hypothetical  ques- 
tions which  assume  the  existence  of  facts  of  which  no  evidence  is  offered;* 
but  any  facts  may  be  assumed  which  the  evidence  tends  to  establish.4  If 
the  engineer  has  heard  or  read  the  evidence,  or  is  familiar  with  the  facts  of 
the  case,  he  may  be  asked  his  opinion  on  the  assumption  that  they  are  true. 
If  the  facts  are  not  disputed,  the  question  should  include  them  all.  The 
facts  upon  which  an  opinion  is  based  must  always  be  laid  before  the  court 
and  jury.  This  must  be  done  in  order  that  the  jury  may  judge  for  them- 
selves, and  for  the  further  reason  that  other  experts  may  be  called  to  con- 
trovert the  opinion.7  It  is  erroneous  to  permit  a  witness  to  be  asked  to 
state  his  opinion,  based  on  his  recollection  of  the  testimony  of  another  wit- 
ness.* The  assumed  facts  should  be  stated  hypothetically  in  the  ques- 
tion. An  expert  bridge-builder  has  been  properly  allowed  to  give  his 
opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  timber  like  nnto  one  that  broke  in  a 
staging.9 

Some  courts  have  held  that  such  questions  should  state  all  the  facts,10 
while  others  have  allowed  questions  that  embrace  facts  deducible  from  the 
evidence,11  and  others  have  permitted  questions  that  assume  any  facts  that 


1  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  O'Brien.  16  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  618;  Darling  v.  Thompson 
(Mich.),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  754. 

•  Prentiss  t>.  Bates  (Mich.),  50  N.  W. 
Rep.  637. 

?  Stoddard  «.  Town  of  Winchester 
(Mass.),  82  N.  E.  Rep.  948. 

*  Deig  v .  Moorhead  (Ind.),  11  N.  E.  Rep. 
468  [1887]. 

*  North  Amer.  Ace.  Ass'n  v.  Woodson 
(C.  C.  A.),  64  Fed.  Rep.  689. 

•  Hicks  *.  Citizens'  lij.  Co.  (Mo.),  27  8. 


W.  Rep.  542;  Bever  v  Spanirler  (In.),  61 
N.  W.  Rep.  1072:  Neudeck  t>.  Grand 
Lodge,  1  Mo.  App.  880. 

1  Frankfort  v.  Manhattan  Ry.  Co.,  33  N\ 
Y.  Supp.  86. 

•  Bedford  Belt  Ry.  Co.  t>.  Palmer  (lnd. 
App.),  44  N.  E.  Rep.  688. 

9  Stanwick  v.  Butler-Ryan  Co.  (Wis.), 
67  N   W.  Rep.  728. 

10  Prentiss  v.  Bates  (Mich.),  60  N.  W. 
Rep.  687. 

,rPeoplet>.  Vanderhof  (Mich.),  39  N.  W, 
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the  evidence  fairly  tends  to  prove,  though  they  may  not  be  fairly  proved.1 
It  has  been  held  not  necessary  that  the  hypothetical  question  propounded 
to  an  expert  witness  shall  embrace  all  the  facts  as  to  the  particular  subject 
under  investigation.*  If  the  facts  on  which  the  opinion  is  based  are  dis- 
puted, their  truthfulness  may  be  assumed  hypothetically." 

It  has  been  held  even  that  a  hypothetical  case  stated  need  contain  only 
such  facts  as  tend  to  support  counsel's  theory  of  the  case.4  Testimony  that 
a  thing  has  been  done  three  or  four  times  a  day  for  a  month  will  support  a 
question  whether  a  certain  result  would  follow  if  a  thing  had  been  done  as 
many  as  one  hundred  times/  But  an  inquiry  as  to  how  much  water  would 
be  thrown  from  a  certain  opening,  "  under  a  pressure  such  as  was  on  the 
pumps,"  was  denied,  when  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of 
pressure.'  Generally,  an  expert  witness  should  not  be  allowed  to  testify  to 
hypothetical  questions  based  upon  facts  a  part  of  which  only  have  been 
proved.7  The  fact  that  the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  are  mentioned 
in  putting  hypothetical  questions  is  not  objectionable.8 

It  is  safer  to  embody  all  the  particulars  on  which  his  opinion  is  asked, 
though  the  trial  court  may  in  its  discretion  allow  questions  to  be  put  in 
other  form.*  Decisions  are  found  which  hold  that  the  opinion  of  an  expert 
witness  must  be  based  on  proved  or  admitted  facts,  or  upon  such  facts  as 
are  assumed  to  exist  for  the  purpose  of  a  hypothetical  question,  and  it  is 
not  a  sufficient  objection  to  such  question  that  the  facts  stated  thereiu  had 
not  been  put  in  evidence,  nor  can  it  be  objected  to  upon  the  ground  that 
the  facts  assumed  are  not  true.10  In  an  action  for  work  and  labor  performed, 
it  is  proper  for  plaintiff  to  put  to  ordinary  witnesses  hypothetical  questions 
in  regard  to  the  value  of  the  services  alleged  to  have  been  performed.11  An 
opinion  may  be  asked  of  a  physician  as  to  what  would  be  the  result  of  a 
disease  in  the  natural  and  ordinary  course — to  wit,  that  the  plaintiff  would 
never  be  any  better  and  never  be  able  to  strengthen  his  limbs." 

888.  Witness  Acquainted  with  Facto  of  Case.— If  the  engineer  has 
personal  acquaintance  with  the  subject-matter,  and  a  knowledge  of  the 


Rep.  28  [18881:  People  v.  Durrant  (Cal.), 
48  Pac:  Rep.  75  [1897]. 

1  Hall  t>.  Rankine  (Iowa).  54  N.  W.  Rep. 
217;  Kelly  v  Perrault  (Idaho),  48  Pac. 
Rep.  45  [1897]. 

9  Davidson  v.  State  (Iod.  Sup.),  84  N. 
E.  Rep  972. 

*  Frankfort  v.  Manhattan  Ry.  Co.,  38 
N.  Y.  Supp.  36. 

4  Bowen  v.  City  of  Huntington  (W.  Va.), 
14  S.  E.  Rep.  217. 

» K.  C,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Webb  (Ala.). 
11  So.  Rep.  888. 

•  Vermillion  A  W.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Vermil- 
lion (S.  D ).  61  N.  W.  Rep.  802. 

7  //*  7v*  Mjisoii,  14  N.  Y.  8unp.  484; 
tembU,  111.  Silver  M.  &  M.  Co.  «.  Roff  (N. 


M.),  34  Pac.  Rep.  544. 

8  Lee  v.  Heuman  (Tex.),  32  8.  W.  Rep. 
93. 

9  Roreback  v.  Penna.  Co.  (Conn.),  20 
Atl.  Rep.  465  [1890] ;  In  re  Miller's  Estate, 
26Pittsb.  Leg.  J.  (N.  8.)  428;  Hammer- 
burg  v.  Met.  St.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Mo.  App.  Rep. 
578 

10  Deig  i>.  Morehead  (Ind.),  11 N.  E.  Rep. 
458  [1887] ;  tee  also  Baltimore  &  L.  T.  Co. 
v.  Cassell,  66  Md.  419  [18861. 

11  Graves  v.  Pemberton  (lnd.  App.),  29 
N.  E.  Rep.  177. 

»  8tromm«.  N  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.R.Co..96 
N.  Y.  305;  Me  Cole  v.  Fall  Brook  C.  Co. 
(Sup.),  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  572. 
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facta  and  circumstances  surrounding  it,  he  may  be  permitted  to  give  his 
opinion  directly  without  any  hypothesis,  or  if  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the 
facts,  the  question  may  be  direct,  upon  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  facts 
must  be  stated,  for  even  though  the  witness  may  have  read  testimony  and 
all  the  facts  he  cannot  be  asked  for  his  opinion.  There  must  be  a  specific 
question  covering  the  facts  or  the  assumed  facts.1 

Thus  an  engineer  who  has  had  charge  of  the  erection  of  a  wall  may 
testify  whether  or  not  it  was  properly  and  compactly  constructed.*  If  he 
has  inspected  and  made  a  proper  investigation  of  a  bridge  he  may  give  his 
opinion  whether  the  abutments  of  the  bridge  were  skillfully  and  properly 
placed.'  He  may  testify  as  to  the  effect  of  decay  of  the  bridge  timbers 
upon  the  bridge  itself,  and  as  to  the  ordinary  life  of  such  timbers  as  were 
used  in  the  bridge/  and  as  to  whether  in  his  opinion  the  decay  set  in  before 
or  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  when  the  inspection  was  made  a  year 
thereafter,  and  as  to  whether  a  superintendent  was  qualified/  If  the  evi* 
dence  be  conflicting,  i.  e.,  if  the  facts  are  not  admitted,  then  questions  must 
be  put  hypothetically. 

In  engineering  cases,  and  to  engineering  experts,  questions  may  usually 
be  put  directly.  Generally,  the  circumstances  are  such  that  an  engineer  may 
visit  the  scene  of  the  difficulty  and  investigate  the  facts  for  himself; A  but  a 
hypothetical  question  put  to  an  expert  witness,  calling  upon  him  to  take 
into  account  his  own  personal  knowledge  of  facts,  is  not  permissible.7  If 
he  has  inspected  the  work  or  the  wreck,  and  has  qualified  himself  by  stating 
the  facts  upon  which  his  opinion  is  based,  his  testimony  may  be  admitted 
even  when  he  is  not  an  expert.* 

889.  Weight  and  Value  of  an  Expert's  Testimony  is  Determined  by 
Jury. — Although  it  is  the  office  of  the  judge  to  determine  who  are  experts, 
what  are  proper  questions,  and  how  they  be  put,  yet  the  truthfulness, 
weight,  and  importance  of  his  testimony  is  decided  by  the  jury.  It  is  for 
them  to  determine  from  the  facts,  the  conduct  and  behavior  of  the  witness, 
how  much  to  believe  and  what  to  believe.*  The  judgments  of  witnesses 
are  not  as  a  matter  of  law  to  be  accepted  by  the  jury  in  the  place  of  their 
own  decisions.    Juries  are  not  precluded  from  exercising  their  own  ideas 


1  In  re  Snelling's  Will  (N.  Y.),  32  N.  E. 
Rep.  1006. 

*  Pullman  v.  Coming.  9  N.  Y.  98. 

8  Conrad  v.  Trustees,  16  N.  Y.  158  [18671. 

4  Morgan  v.  Fremont  Co  (la.),  61  N.  W. 
Rep.  331. 

6  Washington  C.  A  A.  T'p'ke  t>.  Case 
(Md.),  30  All.  Ren.  571;  Bnckalew  v.  Ten- 
nessee, C.  I.  &  R.  Co.  (Ala.)-  20  So.  Rep. 
606. 

*  O'Keefe  v.  St.  Francis'  Church.  59 
Conn.  551  [18901. 

1  Bramble  «.  Hunt,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  842. 

*  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry  Co.  v.  Dan 


iels  (Tex.),  28  S.  W.  Rep.  548.  failure 
of  a  bridge  :  accord.  Denver.  T.  &  Ft  W. 
Ry.  Co.  v.  Pulaski  I.  D.  Co.  (Co'.o.).  85 
Pac.  Rep.  910.  bridge  abutments  ob- 
structing an  irrigation  ditch  :  Helfenstein 
9.  Medart  (Mo.  Sup. ),  36  S.  W.  Rep.  863, 
speed  of  a  burs  ted  grindstone ;  Sneda  *. 
Libera  (Minn.).  68  N.  W.  Rep.  36,  thick- 
ness and  strength  of  a  cistern  wall  :  Egnn 
t>.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (Sup).  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  188,  time  to  corrode  a  boiler. 

9  Spring  Co.    t>.    Edgar,  99  U.   8.  645 
[1878]. 
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-and  knowledge  upon  the  subject;  it  is  their  province  to  weigh  the  opinions 
offered,  the  time  devoted,  and  other  circumstances,  and  to  apply  to  them 
their  own  experience  and  knowledge  of  the  character  of  such  questions.1 
The  opinions  of  experts  cannot  be  substituted  for  the  common-sense  and 
judgment  of  the  jury;  the  purpose  of  their  own  introduction  is  to  supple- 
ment the  general  knowledge  and  experience  of  the  jury.*  It  is  therefore 
error  for  a  judge  to  charge  a  jury  that  expert  testimony  should  be  met  by 
other  expert  testimony,  and  if  it  is  not,  it  (the  jury)  should  regard  their 
opinion  as  correct.  Such  evidence  is  to  be  weighed  like  other  testimony 
by  the  jury,  and  a  defendant  to  a  suit  is  not  bound  to  employ  rebutting 
■experts.1 

890.  Expert  Witness  must  Hot  Try  to  Determine  Questions  whose  Deter- 
mination Is  for  the  Court  or  Jury. — The  construction  of  written  instru- 
ments is  for  the  court  or  jury,  and  not  for  the  surveyor  or  engineer  (wit- 
ness); the  fact  that  a  surveyor  has  scaled  the  map  by  which  land  is 
described,  and  found  it  incorrect,  cannot  be  admitted  to  prove  title  to  land 
in  dispute.4  Nor  can  the  opinion  of  other  witnesses  be  admitted  to  show  the 
true  meaning  and  location  of  boundary  lines  in  dispute.6  Or,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court,  "  Experts  cannot  be  called  to  give  their  opinions  on  sub- 
jects of  this  character.  Witnesses  are  competent  to  show  lines  and  measure- 
ments, but  the  construction  of  written  instruments  is  for  the  court  alone."  * 
Although  a  surveyor  may  in  some  instances  be  called  upon  to  explain  or 
account  for  a  mistake  in  a  survey/  or  give  his  opinion  as  to  how  he  would 
locate  a  tract  similar  to  the  one  in  controversy,8  yet  he  may  not  give  his  own 
construction  of  the  description  and  survey,  nor  determine  what  are  the  con- 
trolling calls  of  the  deed.9  Though  his  evidence  may  be  admitted  to  aid  in 
locating  the  land  by  the  description  in  the  deed,10  he  cannot  determine  the 
location  of  a  tract  according  to  a  description  when  it  is  a  duty  devolving 
Tipon  a  jury.11  He  may  not  testify  that  there  was  no  conflict,  as  that  ques- 
tion is  to  be  determined  by  the  jury."  A  question  whether  there  were  any 
marks  to  show  that  any  persons,  other  than  those  mentioned,  got  any  of  the 
land,  when  the  surveyor  has,  as  an  expert,  fully  explained  a  plat,  and  all 
that  he  saw  or  could  find  in  regard  to  the  lines  therein,  calls  for  witness's 
opinion  as  to  facts,  and  is  leading.1*     He  is  a  qualified  witness  to  test  and 

1  Head  t>  Hargrave,  105  U.  8.  45.  •Whittesley   v.   Kellogg,   38  Mo    404; 

*  Leittensdorfer  «.  Kind's  Admx.,  7  Colo.  Tate  *.  Fratt  (CaL),  44  Pac  Rep.  1061. 
43611884].  "Corowell    v.   Cornwell,   91    111.   414. 

*  People  v.  Vanderhoof  (Mich.),  89  N.  [1879];  affirming  Colcord  t>.  Alexander,  67 
W.  Rep.  38  [1888];  The  Conqueror,  17  111.  584;  Ormsby  t>.  Ihrascn.  84  Pa.  St 
Sup.  Cf.  Rep.  610;  Ewing  t>.  Goode  (C.  463. 

C),  78  Fed.  Rep.  443.                            *  "  Schultz  e.  Lindell.SOMo.  810;  Blumen- 

4  Twogood  d.  Hoyt.  43  Mich.  609.  thai  v.   Roll.   34  Mo.   118;   Randolph  v. 

8  Public  School  t>.  Risley's  Heirs,  40  Mo.  Adams,  3  W.  Va  519. 

856.  "  Bugbee  Land  Co.  ©.  Brents  (Tex.  Civ. 

*  Norment  «.   Fastnaught,  1  McArthur  App.),  81  S.  W.  Rep.  695. 

515.  »  Rapley  t>.  Klugh  (8.  C).  18  S.  E.  Rep. 

1  Forbes  f>.  Carutbers,  8  Yeates  537.  680. 

1  Farr  «.  Swan,  3  Pa.  St.  345. 
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apply  data  on  a  map,  in  determining  their  sufficiency  as  guides  by  which  to 
ascertain  a  location.1  The  interpretation  of  a  contract  is  for  the  court, 
though  it  contains  technical  terms,  and  it  is  error  to  allow  an  expert  wit- 
ness to  state  how  he  understands  it;  the  expert  may  explain  the  meaning 
of  such  terms.9 

If  skilled  in  mason  work,  his  testimony  is  admissible  to  show  the  mean- 
ing of  the  terms  "  mason  work  "  as  used  in  a  contract  for  the  construction 
of  water- works,  and  whether  they  include  the  laying  of  certain  pipes;'  and 
if  a  builder,  he  may  testify  as  to  the  meaning  among  mechanics  of  "  smoke- 
stack." 4 

891.  Qualifications  of  an  Expert— Who  may  Be  an  Expert  Witness.— 
After  having  determined  that  the  question  is  one  requiring  expert  testi- 
mony, it  next  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  if  the  witness  offered  is  quali- 
fied. To  render  an  opinion  admissible,  it  must  first  be  shown  that  the  wit- 
ness possesses  superior  skill  and  scientific  knowledge  in  relation  to  the 
question.  This  must  be  done  before  the  opinion  caif  be  asked/  An  expert 
has  been  defined  as  nothing  more  than  a  man  of  experience  in  the  particular 
vocation  to  which  the  inquiry  relates,  or  as  one  having  peculiar  knowledge 
or  skill  in  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry,  or  simply  as  a  person 
instructed  by  experience.6  They  have  been  defined  as  "  men  of  science," T 
"  persons  professionally '  acquainted  with  the  sciences  or  practice,"  *  "  con- 
versant with  the  subject-matter," 10  "  persons  of  skill,"  !1  "experienced  per- 
sons," "  possessed  of  some  particular  science  or  skill  respecting  the  matter  in 
question." 

No  precise  knowledge  is  required.  It  is  enough  if  the  witness  shows  an 
acquaintance  with  the  subject  as  to  qualify  him  to  give  an  opinion.14  He  is 
not  incompetent  to  testify  because  he  has  acquired  his  knowledge  from 
books,  but  he  must  have  made  the  subject  of  inquiry  a  professional  study 
and  a  calling.  It  cannot  be  understood  that  a  lawyer  may,  by  a  few  weeks' 
Btudy  of  engineering  books,  qualify  himself  to  testify  as  an  expert  engineer, 
or  vice  versa.1*  A  witness  who  testifies  that  he  is  a  mechanical  engineer, 
that  he  graduated  several  years  before  from  a  university,  and  since  then  has 
been  engaged  in  civil  and  mechanical  engineering;  that  he  has  given  some 
study  to  the  investigation  of  the  strength  of  grindstones,  and  the  safe  rate 
of  speed  at  which  such  stones  of  various  size  might  be  run,  and  that  he 


1  Grand  R.  L  &  D.  R  C  \  v  Chesebro 
(Mich.i.  42  N  W.  Rep  66  ("1889]. 

•  Canrill  t>.  Thompson  (Minn.),  59  N.  W. 
Ren.  638. 

1  Elgin  t>.  Joslyn  (111.),  36  N.  E.  Rep. 
1090  [1891]. 

4  Skelton  v.  Fenton  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co. 
(Mich),  58  N.  W.  Rep.  609 

•  Page  v.  Parker.  40  N  H.  59  [18601. 

•  Louisville,  E  .  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v  Don- 
LJgan.  HI  Ind.  179;  58  Ala.  290;  92  Ind. 
464;  102  Ind.  188. 


T  Polkes  v.  Chadd,  3  Doug.  157. 
8  Jones  u.  Tucker,  41  N.  H.  546. 
•  Strickland  on  Evidence. 

10  Best  on  Evidence 

»  Rochester  v.  Chester.  3  N  H.  349,  365. 
"  Peterborough  t>.  Jaffrey,  6  N.  H.  462, 
464. 
»  Beard  v.  Kirk,  11  N.  H.  897. 
14  Terre  Haute  «.  Hudnutt,  112  Ind.  542. 

11  Ropers'    Expert  Test.    28;  People  ». 
Thackery  (Mich.),  66  N.  W.  Rep.  562. 
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thinks  he  cuu  state  what  is  a  safe  rate  of  speed,  is  qualified  to  testify  as  an 
expert  in  regard  thereto.1  Mere  opportunities  for  observation  are  not  suf- 
ficient; thus  the  opinion  of  a  civil  engineer  on  the  sufficiency  of  a  highway 
was  held  incompetent/  while  the  opinions  of  professional  road  contractora 
have  been  held  to  be  competent." 

An  editor  of  a  stock  journal  was  rejected  as  an  expert  on  diseases  of 
Bheep,  having  had  no  practical  experience  or  veterinary  practice  ;  *  but  per- 
sonal experience  with  and  care  of  stock  will  qualify  a  witness/  A  professor  of 
veterinary  medicince,  employed  for  many  years  by  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture in  the  investigation  of  diseases  of  animals,  is  competent  to  testify 
as  to  the  nature  and  symptoms  of  Texas  cattle  fever.  He  may  state  what 
districts  of  Texas  are  infected  with  the  cattle  fever,  though  he  has  never 
visited  those  districts,  the  knowledge  gained  by  him  in  the  correspondence 
of  the  department,  and  in  the  investigation  of  such  diseases  as  to  the 
places  of  their  origin  or  prevalence,  not  being  properly  hearsay.* 

A  druggist  who  dfd  not  make  an  analysis  of  a  compound,  and  who 
was  unable  to  do  so,  and  only  judged  its  character  by  taste  and  smell,  can- 
not testify  as  to  a  preparation,  and  that  it  contained  alcohol ; '  but  a  miller 
of  tweny  years'  experience,  accustomed  to  analyze  flour  by  a  process  used 
more  or  less  by  others,  may  testify  as  an  expert  as  to  the  component  parts  of 
of  flour,  though  he  is  not  a  practical  chemist.'  The  objection  that  expert 
witnesses  based  their  opinions  of  a  stated  question  upon  a  crude  and  insuf- 
ficient analysis  does  not  affect  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  but  its  suf- 
ficiency only.* 

The  evidence  offered  through  an  expert  must  be  confined  to  the  subject- 
matter  in  which  he  is  skilled,  experienced,  or  learned.  An  engineer  cannot 
testify  as  an  expert  in  medicine,  nor  a  painter  in  regard  to  the  framing  of  a 
building,  or  its  construction.10  Nor  can  a  brick  and  stone  mason  give  an 
opinion  as  to  what  caused  the  floors  and  walls  of  a  building  to  collapse.11 
It  has  therefore  been  held  that  a  witness  familiar  with  earth  dams  could  not 
testify  as  to  a  dam  built  of  wood,19  and  that  the  apparent  safety  of  an 
embankment  cannot  be  judged  by  one  who  has  merely  seen  it  collapse.1' 

One  who  has  been  a  civil  and  hyd  raulic  engineer  for  several  years  is  qualified 


i 


1  Helfensteiu  v.  Medart  (Mo.  Sup.).  36  S. 
W.  Rep.  868. 
f  Benedict  t>.  City,  44  Wis.  495 

*  Taylor  v.  Town  of  Monroe,  48  Conn. 
48;  accord,  Bergen  Neck  Ry.  Co  v.  Pt. 
Breeze  F.  &  J.  Co.  (N.  J),  80  All.  Rep. 
584;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Buckout 
(N.  J.  Sup.).  86  Atl.  Rep.  772. 

4  Rogers'  Expert  Testimony  88 

5  Peare«»n  v.  Zehr  (111.),  29"  N.  E.  Rep. 
854;  semble,  State  v.  Dixon  <La.).  16  So. 
Rep.  589. 

•  Grayson  t>.  Lvnch,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1064. 


'  Dane  «.  Slate  (Tex.),  35  S.  W.  Rep. 
661. 

8  Davis  r.  Mills  (Mass ),  40  N".  E.  Rep. 
852. 

•  State  v.  Martin  (8.C.),  25  S.  E.  Rep.  113. 

10  KilbourDe  v.  Jennings,  38  la.  538. 

11  Peteler  Portable  Ry.  Mf*.  Co.  t>. 
Northwestern  A.  Mfg.  Co.  (Minn.),  61  N. 
W.  Rep.  1024. 

18  Wcidekind  v.  Twolume  Co.  W.  Co. 
(Cal.},  25  Pnc.  Rep.  811. 

"  Central  R.  Bkg.  Co.  f.  Kent  (Ga.),  10 
S.  E.  Rep.  965. 
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to  testify  as  an  expert  in  matters  touching  civil  and  hydraulic  engineering.1 
An  engineer  who  examined  a  ditch  two  months  after  it  was  abandoned  by 
the  contractors,  and  found  the  original  stakes,  showing  the  depth  of  the 
ditch,  and  was  able  to  verify  his  estimate  from  such  stakes,  is  competent 
to  testify  to  the  cost  of  completing  the  ditch.*  His  testimony  has  been, 
admitted  to  prove  that  stakes  were  surveyors'  stakes; '  that  piles  of  stones 
and  marks  upon  trees  were  monuments  of  a  boundary; 4  that  a  particular 
line  was  marked  by  government  surveyors/  They  have  been  permitted  to 
give  results  of  surveys  made,  and  the  relative  position  of  the  line  to  exist- 
ing monuments,  fences,  and  buildings;1  their  opinions  have  been  allowed 
upon  the  location  of  boundary  lines  which  had  not  previously  been  officially 
located/  These,  however,  cannot  be  allowed  if  the  true  location  of  the 
boundary  is  a  question  upon  which  the  jury  is  to  pass.*  A  surveyor  may 
testify  in  such  a  case  that  in  his  opinion  certain  marks  upon  a  tree  were 
corner  or  line  marks,  but  he  may  not  testify  to  his  opinion  that  a  particular 
tree  is  the  corner  of  a  grant  in  question." 

Engineers  experienced  in  construction  are  frequently  called,  and  cases 
are  frequent  where  they  have  given  opinions  in  that  branch  of  engineering. 
Examples  as  to  the  time  required  to  construct  and  complete  a  railroad,9  to 
show  what  is  a  reasonable  time  in  which  a  contract  shall  be  performed ; 10  as 
to  the  value  of  the  work  done,11  or  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  house;  "  as  to- 
whether  abridge  was  skillfully  constructed  with  reference  to  a  creek;  "  as  to 
the  proper  size  of  the  base  of  certain  columns; "  to  show  the  strength  of 
materials,  and  to  show  that  a  structure  was  not  properly  constructed  to  sus- 
tain the  weight  to  which  it  was  subjected ;  *  to  establish  that  a  crack  in  iron 
machinery  could  have  been  ascertained  in  certain  ways; ,a  as  a  defect  in  a  car- 
wheel  by  the  hammer  test; "  to  prove  the  faulty  construction  of  a  dock ; "  that 
in  order  properly  to  carry  out  a  construction  contract,  certain  methods  of 
erection  and  certain  work  done  were  necessary;  "  and  what  the  rule  is  as  to 
constructive  measurements." 


1  Egger  v.  Rhodes  (Cal.),  87  Pmc.  Rep. 
1037;  and  see  5  B.  &  A.  64. 

1  McDonald  «.  Dodge  County  (Neb.),  60 
N.  W.  Rep.  866. 

•  McGrann  v  Hamilton  (Conn.),  10  Atl. 
Rep.  376  [1890]. 

4  Davis  v.  Mason,  4  Pick.  156 

•  Barron  v.  Cobleigb,  11  N.  H.  567;  Wal- 
lace v.  Goodall,  18  N.  H.  489;  24  Ala.  890. 

•  Messer  «.  Regunter,  32  la.  312. 

I  Kinsley  v.  Crane,  84  Pa.  St.  146. 

•  Clegs  t>.  Fields,  7  Jones'  Law  (N.  C.)  87; 
Tate  t>.  Fratt  (Cal  ),  44  Pac.  Rep.  1061. 

•  L.  E.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Donnegan, 
llllnd  179. 

10  Goddard  v.  Crefield  Mills  (C.  C.  A.).  75 
Fed.  Rep.  818. 

II  Crawford  v.  Wolfe,  29  Iowa  567. 


^Woodruff  v.  Imp.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  88  N.  Y. 
138 

"Bellinger  v.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  Co.,  2a 
N.  Y.  42. 

14  Linen  «.  Paris  L.  &  G.  E.  Co.  (Tex.), 
15  8.  W.  Rep.  208  [1891]. 

"  Cal  I  a  u  t>.  Bull  (Cal.),  45  Pac.  Rep.  1017. 

"Pacheco  v.  Judson  Mfg.    Co.   (Cal.), 
45  Pac.  Rep.  833. 

11  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  «.  Sheppard 
(Ohio  Sup.),  46  N.  E.  Rep.  61. 

'"  Munroe  t>.  Godkin  (Mich.),  69  N.  W. 
Reo.  244. 

"  Haver  t>.  Tenney,  88  Iowa  80  [18751; 
see   also   Hamilton  v.   Railroad    Co.,   & 

Iowa  81 

90  Ambler  t>.  Phillips  (Pa ),  19  Atl.  Rep. 
717. 


*  See  Sees.  886  and  890,  supra. 
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Engineers,  architect*,  and  surrejoin  may  in  general  testify  to  any  opin- 
ions which  belong  peculiarly  to  their  occupation  and  business.1  An  engineer 
who  has  acted  as  such  on  construction  of  a  work  may  testify  to  his  opinion 
whether  it  was  properly  built  at  a  certain  point,  and  whether  it  was  con- 
structed in  the  usual  manner;  and  so  may  a  witness  who,  though  not  a  civil 
engineer,  has  had  experience  in  railroad  construction,  and  is  familiar  with 
the  road;9  and  an  engineer  may  testify  as  to  the  necessary  capacity  of  a 
sewer,*  or  whether  a  cellar  would  be  water-tight  if  built  according  to  specifi- 
cations.4 

The  rules  determining  the  subjects  upon  which  experts  may  testify  and 
the  rules  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  experts  are  matters  of  law;  but 
whether  a  witness  offered  as  an  expert  has  those  qualifications  is  a  question 
of  fact  to  be  decided  by  the  court  at  the  trial/  The  fact  that  a  witness 
offered  as  a  chemical  expert  had  abandoned  his  studies  as  a  chemist  and 
become  a  druggist  does  not  render  him  incompetent,*  and  the  3ame  may  be 
said  of  an  engineer  or  architect  who  has  given  up  his  professional  work  for 
teaching  or  writing. 

Practical  mechanics  of  many  years'  experience  may  testify  as  to  the  meas- 
urement of  masonry/  as  to  the  amount  and  value  of  labor,  based  upon  a 
given  state  of  facts  and  their  personal  knowledge  to  a  certain  extent  of  the 
work  done; a  that  a  wall  though  a  little  out  of  plumb  is  just  as  valuable  for 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  built;9  and  blacksmiths  may  testify  as  to  the 
quality  and  condition  of  a  piece  of  iron.19 

If  a  witness  is  not  an  expert  on  the  subject  of  inquiry,  he  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  give  an  opinion  on  the  subject.  It  is. error  therefore  to  admit  the 
opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  overflow  of  lands  dne  to  railroad  embankments, 
unless  such  witnesses  have  peculiar  knowledge  of  such  matters.11  A  civil 
engineer  with  a  long  experience  in  railroad  work,  and  in  the  same  vicinity, 
was  held  a  competent  witness  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  whether  it  was  pos- 
sible for  an  embankment  to  back  water  on  to  certain  lands; "  as  was  a  resi- 
dent who  for  twenty-six  years  liad  been  familiar  with  a  stream  and  knew 
from  observation  what  had  obstructed  or  would  obstruct  its  flow,  though  he 
was  not  an  expert  in  building  embankments,  bridges,  and  culverts;  "  and  a 
witness  having  twenty  years'  experience  in  the  construction  of  railroads  to 


1  Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop  (Sup.),  8N.  Y. 
Supp.  125. 

*  St.  L.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Johnston  (Tex.),  15 
8.  W.  Rep.  104  [1891]. 

*  Hession  v.  Wilmington  (Del.).  27  Atl. 
Rep.  830. 

4  McNigbt    8tone   Co.    «.    New    York 
{Sup.),  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  139. 

*  Jones  t>.  Tucker,  41  N.  H.  546  [18001. 

*  Haas  v.  Green  (Com.  PL).  27  N.   Y. 


Supp.  347;  Bears  t>.  Copley  10  N.  Y.  93. 
1  Shulte  v.  Hennesy,  40  Iowa  352  [18751. 
•  Crawford  t>.  Wolf,  29  Iowa  567  [18701. 


*  Stiles  o.  Neillsvillc  M.  Co.  (Wis.),  58 
N.  W.  Rep.  411. 

>•  L.  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co. «.  Berkly  (Ind.), 
35  N.  E.  Rep.  3. 

11  Gulf  C.  A  8.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hepner 

S^ex.),  18  S.  W.  Rep.  441;  K.  C.  Ft.  S.  & 
.  R.  Co.  v.  Cook  (Ark.),  21  8.  W.  Rep. 
1066. 

M  8t.  L.  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  v.  Lyman  (Ark.), 
22  8.  W.  Rep.  170,  218. 

11  Ethridge  v.  San  Antonio  Ry.,  etc.,  Co. 
(Tex.),  39  8.  W.  Rep.  204. 
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his  credit,  after  describing  the  manner  in  which  the  culvert  was  constructed, 
may  testify  that  it  was  not  properly  constructed.1  A  person  whose  knowl- 
edge of  coal  veins  and  overhead  and  underlying  strata  is  entirely  theoretical 
is  not  competent  to  testify  as  an  expert  as  to  the  cause  of  the  breaking  in  of 
the  roof  of  a  mine  which  he  had  never  examined,  and  of  which  he  had  no 
knowledge  except  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses  in  the  case.* 

Where  a  witness  qualifies  as  an  expert,  and  states  that  certain  indenta- 
tions on  a  drawbar  were  made  by  a  round  instrument,  he  should  be  allowed  to 
state  what,  in  his  opinion,  that  instrument  was.*  An  expert  eugiueer  may 
give  his  opinion  that  certain  culverts  through  an  embankment  would 
materially  help  in  draining  certain  lands; 4  and  that  from  certain  statements 
given  in  the  testimony  of  another  engineer  there  is  a  certain  quantity  of 
stone  in  a  wall/ 

Evidence  is  admissible  as  to  different  methods  employed  by  the  profes- 
sion, and  as  to  who  are  standard  authors,  and  their  several  modes  of  treat- 
ment; *  aa  to  what  it  was  worth  to  build  a  structure; T  as  to  the  usual  and 
proper  way  of  removing  paint;  *  as  to  the  construction,  strength,  and  suffi- 
ciency of  a  building; 9  to  prove  that  black  means  white,  in  showing  a  usage 
of  trade;  "  that  "  one  ton  "  was  used  to  include  a  pile  or  heap; u  that  work 
on  a  job  was  completed  as  soon  as  practicable  under  the  circumstances; " 
and  current  prices  of  materials  may  be  shown  by  schedule  of  established 
prices  in  the  trade.1*  The  reasonable  value  of  professional  services  as  those 
of  an  engineer,  architect,  or  physician,  may  be  shown  by  an  expert  in  the 
same  profession.14  The  expert  opinion  cannot  be  based  upon  his  knowledge 
and  acquaintance  of  the  client  or  patient,  or  of  the  tatter's  circumstances, 
but  must  be  founded  upon  his  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  services.14 
The  qualifications  of  such  witness  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  services  may 
be  tested  by  the  opinions  of  other  experts.1*  An  expert  carpenter  who  has 
seen  only  the  outside  of  a  building  may  testify  as  to  its  value,  upon  a  descrip 
tion  of  its  interior.1* 

To  determine  handwriting  an  expert  may  give  his  opinion  that  the  body 


1  Bonner  v.  Mayfield  (Tex.),  18  8.  W. 
Rep.  805. 

*  Lineoski  v.  Susquehanna  Coal  Co.  (Pa. 
Sup.),  27  Atl.  Rep.  577. 

'  Galveston  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Briggs  (Tex  ),  28  S.  W.  Rep  508. 

♦AVillits  v.  C.  B.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co. 
(Iowa),  55  N.  W.  Rep.  818. 

6  Moerling  t>.  Smith  (Ind.),  34  N.  B. 
Rep.  675;  see  also  Vulcanite  Paving  Co.  «. 
Ruch  (Pa.),  23  All.  Rep.  555. 

•Broadhead  t>.  Wiltse,  85  Iowa  429; 
citing  also  6  Iowa  880,  886,  and  30  Iowa 

456; 

'O'Keefe   c.   St.   Francis1   Church,  59 
Conn.  551  [1890]. 
8  First  Cong.   Church  of   Rockland  v. 


Holyoke  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (Mass.),  83  N. 
E.  Rep.  572. 

•  Turner  v.  Haar.  (Mo  )  21  8.  W.  Rep. 
737 

"Mitchel  t>.  Henry,  15  Ch.  D.  181. 

11  Barry  v.  Bennett,  7  Met.  254. 

11  Stiles  t>.  Neillsville  Mill  Co.  (WK),  58 
N.  W.  Rep.  411;  Chamberlain  t.  Dunlop 
(Sup.),  8N  Y.8upp  125. 

11  Morris  o.  Columbian  Iron  Works  (Md.), 
25  Atl.  Rep.  417. 

14  Lee  v.  Heuman  (Tex.),  32  S.  W.  Rep. 
93. 

18  Buehler  t>.  Reich  (Com.  PI.),  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  114  [1892]. 

"  Pierce  «.  Boston  (Mass.),  41  N.  E.  Rep. 
227. 
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and  signature  of  an  instrument  were  written  by  the  same  person/  but  the 
genuineness  of  a  signature  cannot  be  proved  by  simple  comparison.'  The 
correctness  of  the  opinion  of  an  expert  on  handwriting  can  usually  be  shown 
by  ocular  demonstration;  it  should  always  be  accompanied  by  such  demon- 
stration.* 

A  court  will  not  allow  an  engineer  who  has  planned  and  superintended 
the  erection  of  a  culvert  to  testify  that  the  plan  of  it  was  a  judicious  and 
proper  one,  or  that  it  was  a  properly  constructed  one,  in  an  action  against, 
his  employers  for  damages  resulting  from  the  washing  away  of  the  culvert.4 

A  non-expert  witness  should  not  be  allowed  to  state  that,  if  the  timbers 
of  the  bridge  had  been  larger  and  sound,  the  bridge  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient for  the  uses  of  the  railroad  company,  except  in  extraordinary  rainfalls/ 
Whether  a  certain  kind  of  wood  is  strong  or  weak  is  a  matter  of  fact,  though 
it  requires  knowledge  of  and  experience  with  such  wood,  and  the  exercise  of 
judgment  on  such  experience,  to  become  aware  of  the  fact." 

892.  Witness  may  Employ  Practical  Illustrations  and  Experiments. — In 
advancing  his  opinion  the  engineer  is  not  confined  to  the  mere  assertion  of 
his  opinion.  He  may  give  his  reasons  and  offer  explanations  in  support  of 
them.  This  must  be  done  in  his  examination-in-chief,  and  it  is  important, 
for  if  the  witness  can  clearly  represent  the  reasons  of  his  conclusions,  tliey 
are  likely  to  have  much  more  weight  with  a  jury  than  a  mere  naked  opinion 
of  a  witness,  however  large  his  experience  or  extensive  his  observation/ 

The  engineer  may  employ  almost  any  reasonable  means  to  explain  his 
reasoning  and  deductions,  such  as  blackboards,"  diagrams,"  maps,19  models, 
and  photographs."  In  testifying  as  to  a  disputed  boundary, a  surveyor  may  use 
a  diagram  to  illustrate  his  evidence  or  make  it  intelligible  to  the  jury,  although 
the  diagram  was  not  made  by  himself,  and  is  not  shown  to  contain  a  per- 
fectly accurate  description  of  the  lands  A  county  surveyor  testifying  as  to 
a  line  which  he  has  himself  run,  may  state  that  it  was  run  correctly,  and 
may  state  the  facts  on  which  he  bases  his  opinions  of  its  correctness — as 
that  he  found  the  "corner  stake,"  "bearing- points,"  "  marked  trees,"  etc." 
When  the  accuracy  of  a  plat  is  verified  by  a  witness  as  correctly  represent- 
ing the  relative  situation  and  location  of  certain  lots  with  reference  to  other 
property,  it  is  not  error  to  allow  such  a  witness,  on  his  examination,  to  use 
the  plat  in  pointing  out  to  the  jury  such  lots,  their  situation  and  location.11 


1  Reese*.  Reese,  90  Pa.  St.  89  [1879]. 

9  Bevan  t.  Atlanta  Nat.  Bk.  (111.),  81  N. 
£.  Rep.  679;  The  State  v.  Owen,  78  Mo. 
440  [1881]. 

*In  re  Gordon's  Will,  26  Atl.  Rep.  368. 

4  Galena  &  C.  U.  R.  Co.  t>.  Welch,  24 
111.  81  [I860]. 

6  Galveston  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dan- 
iels (Tex.),  20  S.W.  Rep.  955. 

•  Gerbig  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (Sup.),  27  N  Y.  Supp.  594. 

1  Lewiston  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Androscoggin 


W.  P.  Co.  (Me.  Sup  Ct).  June  [18861. 

•McKay  t>.  Lasher,  121  N.  Y.  477 
[1890]. 

•  8tate  *.  Henderson,  29  W.  Vs.  147. 

10  Shook  v.  Pate, 50  Ala.  91  [18741;  Calu- 
met Ry.  f>.  Moore  (111.),  15  N.  E.  Rep.  764 
[1888];  Neil  v.  Cincinnati,  82  Ohio  St 
215 

"Rippe  t>.  C.  D.  &  M.  R.  Co..  23  Minn* 
18  [1878]. 

>*  Shook  v.  Pate,  50  Ala.  91  [1874]. 
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It  has  been  held  error  to  refuse  to  permit  a  diagram  of  the  place  to  be  taken 
out  by  the  jury,  it  haying  been  prepared  by  a  civil  engineer  who  testified  to 
its  correctness  and  it  having  been  admitted  in  evidence.1 

It  is  generally  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  presiding  officer  of 
the  court,  to  what  extent  practical  tests  may  be  employed.  It  may  deter- 
mine whether  persons,  models,  and  things  shall  be  exhibited  in  court  to  the 
jury,  and  the  court  may  properly  refuse  permission  to  bring  into  court  such 
models,  as  for  example,  two  planks  and  a  cross-bar/  or  a  section  of  a  human 
body  to  show  the  exact  location  of  certain  parts/  or  a  sample  of  needlework 
by  a  person  who  has  lost  her  capacity  to  do  such  work.4  There  is  no  rule 
requiring  a  person  or  tiling  to  be  produced  or  brought  into  court  for  exhibi- 
tion, nor  is  it  necessary  to  account  for  its  non-production.5  The  trial  court 
may  in  its  discretion  permit  the  jury  to  go  from  the  court-room  and  view  the 
premises/  and  the  court's  refusal  to  permit  such  excursion  is  not  review- 
able on  appeal."  Where  counsel  had  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  a  part  of 
the  jury  had  visited  the  place  of  the  accident,  he  cannot,  in  default  of  ob- 
jection at  the  time  of  the  trial,  complain  of  the  misconduct  of  the  jury  on 
appeal.7 

Plaster  casts  of  a  person's  mouth  and  the  teeth  supposed  to  fit  them/ 
impressions  of  a  horse's  mouth  in  wax  and  plaster/  weapons  used  and  clothes 
worn/0  are  instances  recorded.  Courts  have  permitted  chemical  tests  of  the 
ink  with  which  a  paper  has  been  written/1  and  it  has  been  held  an  error  to 
exclude  expert  testimony  showing  the  appearance  of  a  note  under  the 
microscope,  where  the  jurors  could  use  such  microscope  for  themselves;  and 
notwithstanding  a  witness  testified  that  almost  daily  for  five  years  he  had 
used  a  microscope  in  the  examination  of  handwriting,  and  that  one  without 
experience  could  not  so  use  it,  though  he  might  if  he  had  intelligence  and 
judgment  as  to  the  use  of  the  different  object-glasses.1* 

Building  materials,  such  as  a  piece  of  a  column  used  by  a  contractor  in 
the  construction  of  a  building,  have  been  admitted  in  evidence  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  contract  on  part  of  owner,  for  not  .allowing  the  contractor  to 
complete  tho  contract  because  the  columns  used,  Were  not  such  as  were 
required  by  the  contract,  nor  is  it  error  to  allow  the  jury  to  take  such  pieces 


1  Western  &  A.  R  Co.  v.  Stafford  (Ga.), 
25  S.  E.  Rep.  656;  accord,  Clegg  v.  Metro- 
politan Ry.  Co.  (Sup.),  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
130 

*  Mnyor  v.  Pool  (Tenn.),  19  8.  W.  Rep. 
325  ri8921. 

3  Knowles  v.  Crauipton  (Conn.),  11  Atl. 
Rep.  598  [1888]. 

4  Younirstown  Bridge  Co.  «.  Barnes 
<Tenn).  39  S.  W.  Rep  714. 

5  Gilmanton  v.  Ham,  38  N.  H.  108;  King 
r.  N.  Y.  Central,  etc.,  R  Co.,  72  N.  Y. 
607;  Dickinson  v.  City  of  Poughkeepsie. 
75  N.  Y.  64;  Commonwealth  v.  Sturtivant, 


117  Mass.  122,  spots  of  blood;  Herman  «. 
State,  41  N.  W.  Rep.  171. 

*  Board  of  Comm'rs  v.  Castetter  (Ind.), 
83  N.  E.  Rep.  986;  ue  also  14  Gratt.  448. 

I  City  of  Shelbyville  t>.  Brant.  61  111. 
App.  153. 

*  Commonwealth  v.   Webster,   5  Cush. 
295 

*  Earle  t>.  Lefler,  46  Hun  9. 

10  Best's  Evdce.  (Cbamb.  Ed.)  198. 

II  In  re  Monroe  Estate.  5  N.  S.  552. 

"  Bridgman's  «.  Corey's  Estate  (Yt.),  20 
Atl.  Rep.  278  [1890]. 
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to  the  jury-room.1  The  results  of  practical  experiments  made,  such  as  the 
stopping  of  a  train  of  cars  under  the  same  conditions,9  may  be  shown  in  evi- 
dence. In  another  case  an  expert  witness  was  not  allowed  to  testify  that,  as 
an  experiment,  he  fired  a  bullet  through  a  plank,  to  ascertain  the  size  of  the 
hole  made  as  compared  with  the  bullet." 

892a.  Judicial  Notice. — Courts  frequently  take  notice  of  certain  noto- 
rious facts  as  being  prima  facie  true  and  as  not  needing  proof.  Some 
things  are  so  well  known  to  all  that  they  cannot  be  denied,  but  whether  or 
not  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  may  depend  largely  upon  the  trial 
justice.  If  self-evident  or  so  notorious  as  to  require  no  proof,  then  expert 
testimony  will  not  be  admitted  to  prove  or  disprove  them. 

The  appellate  court  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  rules  of  the  court 
below,4  of  the  rules  of  the  county  court,5  or  of  city  ordinances;*  but  a  city 
court  may  take  notice  of  city  ordinances/  Courts  will  take  judicial  notice 
of  a  statute  incorporating  a  town  in  a  certain  county,8  or  that  a  city  is  duly 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  state.* 

Courts  have  taken  judicial  notice  of  the  following  facts,  viz.:  that  a 
certain  day  of  a  certain  month  was  Sunday;1*  that  the  September  term  of 
the  circuit  courc  does  not  extend  beyond  October;11  of  the  population  of 
cities  and  towns  according  to  the  authorized  census  reports;1'  of  mortality 
tables  showing  the  natural  expectancy  of  duration  of  one's  life  at  a  given  age.1' 

A  court  will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  geographical  facts  and  features 
of  the  country,  of  the  existence  of  a  large  body  of  water  in  the  state,14  of  its 
rivers  and  mountains,1*  of  the  boundaries  of  an  incorporated  city,  and  of  the 
location  and  course  of  a  river  frequently  mentioned  in  the  public  statutes  of 
the  state;16  that  a  certain  county  in  the  state  is  in  an  arid  region.17 

The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  organization  of  the  Dominion 
of  Canada;18  of  the  fact  that  several  railroads  run  into  a  city;"  that  the 
streets  run  in  certain  directions,  and  where  they  begin  and  end;**  how  the 


1  Liuch  v  Paris  L.  &  G.  E  Co.  (Tex.), 
15  S.  W.  Rep.  208  [1891] 

1  Byerst>.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co. 
(Tenu.),  29  S.  W.  Rep.  128 

9  Evans  t>.  State  (Ala.),  19  So.  Rep.  585. 

•  Gudgeon  v.  Casey,  62  111.  App.  599. 

1  Kessd  v.  O'Sullivnn,  60  111.  App.  548. 

•  Weaver  v.  Snow,  60  111.  App.  624 ; 
Shaufelter  v.  Baltimore  (Md.),  81  Atl.  Rep. 
489. 

1  City  of  McPherson  t>.  Nichols  (Kan.), 
29  Pac.  Rep.  679. 
8  Stone  t>.  Halstead,  62  Mo.  App.  186. 

•  Penna.  Co.  v.  Horton  (Ind.  Sup.),  81 
N.  E  Rep.  45. 

10  Brennnn  f>.  Vogt  (Ala),  11  So.  Rep. 
893  :  Williamson  v.  Brandenburg  (Ind.). 
32  N.  E.  Rep.  1022. 

11  Anderson  t?.  Anderson  (Ind.  Sup.),  40 
N.  E  Rep.  131. 

"  Hawkins  v.  Thomas  (Ind.  App),  ?9  N. 


E.  Rep.  157;  State  t>.  Mnrion  Co.  Ct.  (Mo.) 
30  S.  W   Rep.  108.  31  S.  W.  Rep.  103. 

13  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Phil- 
lips (Ala.),  13  So.  Rep.  65. 

14  Mo8sman  «.  Forrest,  27  Ind.  233; 
People  v.  Brooks  (Mich.),  59  N.  W.  Rep. 
444. 

11  Win nepiseogee  Lake  Co.  v.  Young.  40 
N.  H.  420;  Coin.  t>.  Desmond,  103  Jftass. 
445;  and  see  12  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency  Law 
169. 

"  De  Baker  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ry.  Co. 
(Cal),  39Pnc.  Rep.  610. 

"  McGhee  Irrigating  Ditch  Cot.  Hudson 
(Tex.  Sup.),  22  8.  W.  Rep.  398. 

18  Calhoun  v.  Ross.  60  111.  App  809 

"Texas  &  P.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Black  (Tex.).  27 
S.  W.  Rep.  118. 

*°  Skclly  v.  New  York  El.  R.  Co.,  27  N. 
Y  Supp.  304 
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houses  are  numbered,  and  on  which  Bide  are  the  odd  numbers;1  but  not  of 
the  distance  between  the  various  streets  of  the  city  of  Chicago.' 

Courts  have  taken  judicial  notice  of  the  government  surveys  and  the  legal 
subdivision  of  public  lands; '  of  the  initials  used  in  surveys  and  descriptions; 4 
of  the  magnetic  variation  of  a  needle  from  the  true  meridian; B  that  railroad 
lines  are  marked  out  and  the  grades  fixed  by  the  company's  engineer; '  that 
trains  running  upon  a  railroad  are  run,  directed,  and  controlled  by  the 
owners  of  the  road;7  that  it  is  within  the  scope  of  a  section-foreman's 
agency  to  keep  both  the  track  and  right  of  way  in  proper  condition ; '  of 
what  everybody  knows  incident  to  railway  travel;0  but  not  that  C.  B.,  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  means  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Railroad  Company;10 
that  the  telephone  has  become  an  ordinary  medium  of  communication; "  of 
the  art  of  photography,  the  mechanical  and  chemical  processes  employed, 
and  the  scientific  principles  on  which  they  are  based,  and  their  results  " 

The  court  has  recognized  the  fact  that  a  man  sitting  down  on  top 
of  a  car  could  not  strike  his  head  against  an  overhead  bridge  that  was  4 
feet  7  inches  above  the  top  of  the  car,  for  such  a  man  would  have  to  have 
been  9  feet  high,  which  was  never  known; ,8  that  a  person  with  an  artificial 
leg  can  stand;14  that  whisky,  apple-brandy,  and  a  whisky  cocktail  are 
intoxicating; lft  that  kerosene  is  inflammable,10  but  not  that  it  is  refined 
coal-oil  or  earth-oil.17 

These  examples  are  sufficient  to  show  what  the  courts  may  take  judicial 
notice  of,  but  there  can  be  no  certainty  that  they  will  do  so.  The  expert 
must  be  prepared  to  prove  anything  and  everything  necessary  to  the  eluci- 
dation and  explanation  of  the  truth,  and,  if  necessary,  by  practical  example. 
All  courts  have  not  had  the  same  experience  and  training  and  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  equally  well  informed.  One  might  know  less  of  cocktails  and 
applejack  and  more  of  coal-oil  and  kerosene,  while  another  might  have 
lived  in  many  districts  of  this  country  and  never  have  seen  the  common 
crude  petroleum,  or  coal-oil. 

893.  Right  to  Use  Models  and  Make  Tests  Rests  with  Trial  Court— 
While  illustrations  bearing  more  directly  upon  engineering  are  the  use  of 

1  Can a van  v.  Stuyvesaut,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  Iowa  185. 

413  »  Globe  Priuting  Co.  t>.  Stohl,  23  Mr). 

1  North  Chicago  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheetham,  App  451. 

58  III.  App.  318.  i*  Lnke  «.  Calhoun  Co.,  52  Ala.  115. 

8  See  caws  12  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law  !»  Hunter  v.  New  York,  O.  &  W.  Ry. 

171.                                                                 '  Co  (N.  Y),  23  N.  E.  Rep.  9. 

4  Kile  v.  Yellowhead,  80  111.  208  ,4  New  Jersey  Traction  Co.  v.  Brabhan 

6  Bryan  t.  Beckley,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  (N.  J),  32  Atl.  Rep.  217. 

91.  »  Schlicht  v.  State.  56  Ind.  173;  Thomn* 

•  Alabama  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Coskey  (Ala.),  v.  Commonwealth  (Va.).  17   S.   E.  Rep. 
9  So.  Rep.  202.  788;  United  States  v.  Ash  (D.  G\),  75  Fed. 

1  South,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pilgreen,  62  Ala.  Rep.  651. 

805.  "  Wood  v.  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  46  N.  Y. 

•Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  «.  Stinson  iMiss.),  421:  Sate  «.  Hnves.  78  Mo.  307. 

21  8o.  Rep.  522.  "  Bennett  v.  N.  British  Ins.  Co.,  8  Daly 

•  Dow ole  t>.  Hendrie,  46  Mich.  498.  (N.  Y.)  471. 
10  Accola  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R  Co.,  70 
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maps,  monuments,  and  descriptions  in  deeds  as  evidence  of  titles;  valuable 
evidence  furnished  by  accurate  and  verified  models;  instances  in  which  the 
jury  is  taken  to  view  works  and  premises  in  question, — the  employment  of 
all  these  is  in  general  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  an  expert 
witness  should  not,  under  any  circumstances,  be  surprised  if  he  be  refused 
the  privilege  of  making  practical  tests  or  illustrations.  His  privileges  will 
probably  depend  upon  the  importance  of  his  tests,  the  leisure  of  the  court, 
and  the  disposition,  impressions,  and  intelligence  of  the  court  and  jury. 

894.  An  Expert's  Advice  to  Fellow  Experts. — Before  drawing  the  division 
of  this  subject  to  a  close,  the  author  adds  a  few  maxims  recommended  by  an 
eminent  engineer  of  experience  as  an  expert,  who  concludes: l 

"That  the  court  always  understands  that  an  engineer  has  been  pre- 
viously advised  in  regard  to  questions  upon  which  his  direct  examination 
will  be  made,  and  that  he  has  prepared  himself  by  study  and  reasoning  to 
apply  to  the  case  in  hand  all  of  the  scientific  principles  which  are  necessary 
to  elucidate  it. 

"It  is,  therefore,  unwise  to  attempt  to  conceal  from  the  court  that  the 
•engineer  has  been  in  consultation  with  the  lawyers  upon  the  side  upon 
which  he  has  been  called,  or  that  he  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  paid  profes- 
sional prices  for  his  services. 

•*  No  provocation  on  the  part  of  a  lawyer  will  justify  an  uncourteous 
reply,  and  it  is  unwise  to  give  back  a  sharp  or  witty  answer. 

"If  the  lawyer  uses  improper  language  in  addressing  the  witness,  the 
latter  may  appeal  to  the  judge. 

"If  questions  requiring  study  and  research  are  put  to  the  witness,  he 
may  reply,  'I  have  not  considered  the  subject  under  that  aspect  sufficiently 
to  reply,'  or  'I  shall  require  a  little  consideration  before  I  can  reply;  I  will 
make  a  note  of  your  question,  and  answer  it  as  soon  as  possible.' "  * 

"  A  witness  is  often  called  upon  to  express  an  opinion  on  some  subject 
which  is  a  matter  of  exact  or  approximate  measurement  and  calculation  ;  it 
is  often  impossible  for  him  to  make  such  calculations  accurately  in  the 
presence  of  a  roomfull  of  people.  His  proper  course,  under  such  circum- 
stances, is  to  take  a  note  of  the  question  and  inform  the  counsel  that  he 
will  make  the  calculation  and  give  it  in  writing.  In  strict  law,  however,  a 
witness  on  the  stand  is  not  compelled  to  make  any  calculations  except  those 
of  a  simple  and  elementary  character.8*     It  is  absurd  to  call  upon  the 

1  William    J.     Mc Alpine    before     tbe  tell  the  contents  of  a  stomach  on  the  stand. 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  1870.  Easthain  «.  Riedell,  125  Mass.  585,  and 

*  This  is  justified  by  the  courts,  for  an  Insurance  Co.  v.  Tobin,  82  Ohio  St.  96. 
engineer  can  no  more  be  expected  to  an-         *Newlan  v.  Dunham.  60  111.  233.     An 

swer  questions  embodying  tedious  calcu-  expert  witness  will  not  be  required  to  give 

lations  than  ran  a  chemist  be  required  to  a    categorical    answer  to    n    question   of 

*  Although  :«n  engineer  may  not  be  required  to  make  calculations  upon  the  witness- 
stand,  he  may  be  required  to  give  the  basis  upon  which  they  wer  or  should  be  made  If 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  opposition  to  show  that  the  engineer  is  unable  to  make  tbe 
estimate  and  do  the  necessary  calculations,  he  may  be  asked  if  be  can  make  them. — Ed. 
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engineer  to  perform  duties  of  a  professional  character  when  upon  the  starid 
as  a  witness  or  to  give  professional  opinions  as  it  would  be  for  a  lawyer, 
under  the  same  circumstances,  to  be  called  upon  for  legal  opinions  upon 
some  grave  question  of  law." 

The  distinguished  engineer  continues  by  adding,  "  that  for  many 
years  the  engineer  abroad  has  been  called  into  a  new  field  of  duty,  viz., 
that  of  acting  as  associate  or  adviser  to  the  counsel  in  regard  to  all  profes- 
sional (engineering)  points  of  the  case." 

895.  Experts  as  Assistants  in  Examination  of  Witnesses  by  Attorneys. — 
It  must  be  evident  that  an  engineer  could  not  perform  such  functions  with- 
out a  fair  knowledge  of  the  rules  and  laws  of  expert  testimony,  upon  which 
ground  the  author  will  excuse  the  considerable  depth  to  which  he  has  gone 
into  the  subject.  This  position  has  long  since  become  a  field  of  large  prac- 
tice and  high  compensation,  and  no  lawyers  now  venture  upon  the  conduct 
of  a  case  involving  important  engineering  or  architectural  questions  without 
assistance  from  engineers  or  architects.  A  professional  man  appointed  under 
€ode  Civ.  Proc.  §  873,  to  make  an  examination  of  a  subject-matter  of  an  ac- 
tion, is  an  officer  of  the  court,  aud  should  be  sworn.1  An  attorney  has  not  the 
right  to  be  present,  nor  to  have  men  present,  at  the  physical  examination  of 
his  female  client,  made  by  order  of  the  court  pursuant  to  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
§  873,  providing  for  the  physical  examination  of  a  female  plaintiff  by  a 
female  physician.1 

896.  Compensation — Reward  for  Services  as  an  Expert  Witness. — The 
-question  of  extra  compensation  to  an  expert  who  is  called  to  give  an  opin- 
ion which  requires  the  exercise  of  professional  skill  and  study  is  one  about 
which  there  is  no  general  rule.  The  decisions  are  wholly  at  variance,  and 
-different  states  have  established  their  own  laws.  Some  have  enacted  laws 
giving  extra  compensation,  and  some  have  denied  it  altogether.  Rhode 
Island,  North  Carolina,  and  Iowa  *  have  statutes  allowing  such  additional 
compensation  as  the  court  may  determine.  Massachusetts  courts  have 
allowed  experts  to  be  selected  in  criminal  cases  and  their  compensation  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  public  treasury.'  Indiana,  on  the  other  hand,  refuses  to 
acknowledge  the  right  to  extra  compensation,  and  requires  experts  to  attend 
her  courts  and  give  their  opinions  with  no  compensation  more  than  that 
-allowed  to  any  other  witness.4 

Courts  have  usually  expressed  the  opinion  that  services  of  an  expert  wit- 
ness should  be  compensated,  but  the  decisions  rendered  as  to  whether  he 
must  be  remunerated  before  he  testifies  are  opposed.  Physicians  have 
been  committed  for  contempt  of  court  and  fined  for  refusing  to  testify  until 

•opinion  evidence,  which   lie  says  he  can-  *  See  Statutes  of  the  States. 

not     answer     cati  g  >rically.      Quinn     «.  *  Rules  <>f    Practice  in   Chancery,   104 

O'Keeffe  (Sup.).  41  N.  Y.  Supp  116.  Mass.  578. 

'Lawrence  v  Samuels  (City  Ct.),  44  N.  4  Indiana  Revised  Statutes,  1881,  p.  94. 

Y.  Supp.  608  §  504. 
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their  fees  were  paid  or  secured  to  them.1  In  Arkansas  it  has  been  held 
that  a  physician  is  not  entitled  to  any  more  than  the  regular  witness 
fees  for  his  expert  testimony  in  respect  to  a  post-mortem  examination 
he  had  made.* 

In  these  cases  the  physician  had  been  employed  in  attendance  of  the 
case  or  had  made  examinations  of  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  investiga- 
tion. They  were  criminal  cases,  in  whicli  it  was  the  duty  of  every  man 
to  lend  his  efforts  in  aid  of  justice ;  but  one  of  those  cases  held  that 
it  made  no  difference  whether  the  judicial  investigation  was  of  a  civil 
or  criminal  nature.1  Two  decisions  were  reached  iu  Indiana,  where  a 
physician  had  been  called,  not  on  account  of  any  knowledge  of  the  facts 
of  the  case,  or  because  he  had  had  any  connection  with  it,  but  merely  for 
his  opinions  on  professional  questions,  and  it  was  held  that  he  need  not 
answer  questions  involving  professional  skill  atid  knowledge.4  This  deci- 
sion was,  however,  opposed  by  two  dissenting  judges/  and  can  have  little 
weight  to-day  from  the  fact  that  a  statute  has  been  passed  opposed  to  the 
decision.* 

It  is  established  law  in  England  that  a  witness  selected  and  called  for  his 
opinion  need  not  testify  without  extra  compensation.  The  earlier  decisions 
in  this  country  followed  the  English  law,  and  higher  courts  refused  to  sanc- 
tion penalties  and  fines  imposed  for  such  neglect  or  refusal  to  give  pro- 
fessional opinions,  without  extra  compensation.  The  skill  and  knowledge 
of  experts  were  regarded  as  professional  services  and  as  property,  which 
were  no  more  at  the  mercy  of  the  public  than  were  the  goods  of  the  mer- 
chant or  the  crops  of  the  farmer,  and  the  decision  was  based  upon  the 
broad  principle  of  the  constitution  that  "  property  [services]  shall  not  be 
taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 

On  the  same  principle,  it  has  been  held  that  interpreters  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  serve  a  court  without  compensation/  If  a  man  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  translate  the  language  of  a  foreign  people,  how  can  the  scientist 
be  required  to  divulge  the  secrets  and  interpret  the  laws  of  nature  ? 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  claimed  that  the  opinion  of  a  skilled  witness  is 
no  more  his  property  than  is  the  time  of  any  witness.  That  a  physician's 
vocation  is  that  of  healing  and  treating  diseases,  that  of  a  lawyer  is  the  in- 
vestigation, securing,  and  protection  of  his  clients*  rights  and  property,  and 
semble  of  engineering,  that  an  engineer's  professional  practice  or  business  is 
that  of  the  designing,  direction,  and  construction  of  works,  and  that  in  every 
case  their  opinions  are  not  the  object  of  their  studies,  but  a  necessary  result 
of  their  calling. 

lBi  parte  Dement.  53  Ala.  389,  5 Tex.  Alb  L  J.  242. 
App.  374.  112  111.  540  >  Dills  v  State,  59  Ind.  15. 

'Clark  County  «.  Kerstan  (Ark.),  30  S.  'Indiana  Revised  Statutes  1881,  p.  91 

W.  Rep.  1046.  §  504. 

1  Rat  parte  Dement,  53  Ala.  389.  '  Rogers'  Expert  Testimony  350. 

4Bucbannnnt>  Stale,  59  Ind.  1;  s  c,  17 
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897.  Expert  Witness   in    Civil  and    Criminal  Cases   Distinguished. — 

Whether  the  power  of  a  court  in  civil  cases,  to  summon  an  expert  to  appear, 
and  to  compel  him  to  testify  to  professional  opinions,  in  cases  of  which  he 
has  no  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  with  which  he  has  had  no  connection* 
would  be  upheld  by  higher  courts,  cannot  be  foretold.  In  criminal  casea 
where  the  law  is  endeavoring  by  its  every  effort  to  do  justice  to  a  man  who 
has  been  charged  with  committing  a  great  crime,  it  may  be  that  public 
policy  demands  that  every  citizen  should  assist  in  the  administration  of  the 
laws  of  his  country  ;  but  in  civil  cases  it  is  submitted  that  the  necessity 
does  not  exist,  and  such  a  usurping  of  a  man's  freedom  and  appropriation 
of  his  services  is  an  outrage,  in  a  professedly  free  country,  not  countenanced 
by  the  autocratic  governments  of  Europe. 

There  is  no  doubt  a  strong  tendency  to  maintain  this  imperious  practice 
of  appropriating  professional  services  to  public  use,  but  it  must  be  accom- 
plished by  judicial  legislation  if  extended  to  cases  in  which  the  witness  has 
no  interests  nor  knowledge.  If  the  witness  in  the  beginning  professes  his 
utter  ignorance  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  claims  to  have  no  knowledge  of  the 
parties  or  the  circumstances  of  the  complaint,  it  will  require  an  exercise  of 
power  not  often  manifest  to  compel  him  to  testify. 

898.  If  Expert  Has  Knowledge  of  Facts  of  Case,  He  must  Testify.— If  an 
expert  takes  the  stand  and  without  protestation  testifies  in  part  to  facts 
and  circumstances,  it  is  quite  likely  that  the  court  will  insist  on  his  answer- 
ing questions  calling  for  his  professional  opinion.  This  belief  is  supported 
by  a  recent  Illinois  case,  in  which  a  physician  who  had  attended  the  vic- 
tim, and  had  testified  to  some  facts  of  the  case,  refused  to  give  his  profes- 
sional opinion  as  to  the  canses  and  results  of  his  investigations  until  his 
professional  fee  was  paid  or  secured  to  him.  He  was  fined  as  for  contempt* 
which  was  supported  on  appeal.1  In  Arkansas  it  has  been  held  that  in 
criminal  cases  where  no  preliminary  examination  or  preparation  has  been 
required,  an  expert  who  testifies  can  demand  no  compensation  in  addi- 
tion to  the  usual  fees  allowed  witnesses.3  In  Colorado  court  of  appeals  it 
has  been  held  that  if  the  witness  testifies  in  a  criminal  case  in  obedience  to 
a  subpoena,  without  making  in  advance  any  demand  for  special  compensation, 
he  can  recover  only  the  statutory  witness  fees.* 

It  has  been  held  that  where  an  agreement  is  made  by  one  to  go  into 
court  at  a  future  day  and  testify  as  an  expert  as  to  a  matter  which  he  had 
examined  as  a  civil  engineer,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  reasonable  com- 
pensation (in  addition  to  the  statutory  fees)  promised  him  therefor,  though 
he  is  afterwards  summoned  and  paid  the  regular  statutory  fees,  and  does 
not  then  claim  extra  compensation,  or  give  notice  that  he  will  make 
such  claim,  and,  though  testifying,  and  advising  counsel  as  to  questions 

1  Wright  v.  The  People,   112  Ills.  540      Rep.  451. 
[18841.  *  Board  Com'rs  Larimer  County  v.  Lee 

•  Flinn  «.  Prairie  Co.  (Ark),  29  8.  W.      (Colo.  App.),  32  Pac.  Rep.  841. 
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to  be  asked  him  and  other  witnesses,  lie  is  not  asked  any  question  as  an 
expert.1 

An  expert  witness  employed  by  an  attorney  to  testify  in  a  proceeding 
may  recover  compensation  therefor  from  the  party  represented  by  the 
attorney,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  witness  had  notice  of  the 
limitation  of  the  attorney's  authority,  or  agreed  to  look  solely  to  the  attor- 
ney for  compensation.' 

899.  Expert's  Knowledge,  Experience,  and  Character  may  be  Inquired 
Into. — When  an  expert  takes  the  stand  he  must  answer  under  the  same 
rules  as  ordinary  witnesses,  however  embarrassing  the  questions  may  be. 
Not  only  his  character,  reputation,  and  truthfulness  may  be  inquired  into  and 
tested,  but  he  is  subject  to  an  examination  as  to  his  professional  qualifica- 
tions, his  knowledge,  accuracy,  and  learning. 

For  the  annoyance  and  risks  of  injury  to  a  man's  business  consequent  to 
undergoing  such  an  examination  and  for  the  information  thus  established, 
the  courts  must  declare  no  compensation  is  due  or  they  cannot  support  their 
decisions. 

900.  If  Expert  Cannot  Collect  Extra  Compensation,  then  Ho  Extra  Prep- 
aration Can  be  Required. — However  doubtful  the  law  may  be  as  to  extra 
compensation  to  experts  for  professional  opinions,  it  is  certain  that  if  an 
expert  can  demaud  no  more  pay  than  an  ordinary  witness,  so  certain  is  it 
that  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  make  any  more  preparation.  He  may  re- 
fuse to  make  investigations,  inquiries,  or  any  preparation  whatever  for  the 
occasion  of  the  trial.  If  an  engineer,  he  cannot  be  required  to  inspect 
works,  or  to  investigate  a  casualty,  or  to  make  estimates  and  computations; 
but  whether,  having  made  them  with  the  expectation  or  under  the  promise 
of  compensation,  he  can  be  compelled  to  testify  to  his  results  and  con- 
clusions before  being  paid,  is  an  unsettled  question.  Some  inference  may  be 
drawn  from  a  case  of  a  physician  who,  having  made  a  post-mortem  ex- 
amination of  a  body,  was  compelled  to  give  the  results  of  it  without  extra 
compensation,  though  the  court  acknowledged  it  could  not  have  ordered  him 
to  make  the  examination  for  the  purpose  of  testifying/  Where  there  has 
been  no  special  contract  with  the  witness,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  re- 
fusal to  pay  him  extra  compensation  would  be  an  injustice,  the  court  trying 
the  case  has  no  power  to  order  payment  of  extra  fees  to  the  witness.4 

901.  Legislation  is  Heeded  to  Improve  Expert  Testimony.— In  con- 
clusion, it  may  be  said  that  the  law  of  expert  testimony  is  m  a  very  un- 
satisfactory condition,  and  sadly  needs  legislation.  It  should  be  the  duty  of 
every  engineer  to  use  his  efforts  to  secure  that  legislation,  each  in  his  own 
state. 

1  Barrus  v.  Phaneuf  (Mass.),  44  N.  E.  *  Rogers'  Expert  Testimony  961. 

Rep.  141.  «  Board  Com're  Larimer  County  «.  Lee 

•  Mulligan  v.  Cannon  (Sup.),  41  N.  Y.  (Colo.  App.),  33  Pac.  Rep.  841. 
Bupp.  279. 
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First,  some  law  should  be  enacted  to  abolish  the  present  system  of 
allowing  the  parties  or  their  attorneys  to  select  the  experts.  Secondly,  com- 
pensation should  be  allowed,  and  either  fixed  by  law  or  power  given  the 
court  to  determine  it.  Thirdly,  experts  should  be  selected  by  the  court  or 
appointed  by  the  government,  to  do  away  with  the  present  practice  of  using 
experts,  on  the  witness-stand,  to  win  cases. 

No  men  or  body  of  men  have  more  regret  that  "engineering  science 
has  become  a  commodity,  and  that  engineers  have"  (in  some  instances) 
"become  hired  advocates"  than  engineers  themselves;  and  to  their  own 
efforts  chiefly  must  they  look  for  such  a  change.  A  well-directed  crusade 
by  the  organized  industrial  and  scientific  forces  of  the  country  is  what, 
would  bring  it  about.  It  cannot  come  too  soon.  Then  only  will  courts 
get  true  scientific  opinions,  and  the  scientific  professions  free  themselves, 
from  the  suspicion  of  bartering  their  opinions.1 

1  Upon  the  subject  of  Expert  Testimony  Clemens  Herschell,  C.E.,  in  Engineering- 

the  engineer  is  referred  for  special  study  New,  1887,  vol.  17,  pp.  284  et  eeq  ;  Inau- 

to  Lawson's  Expert  and  Opinion  Evidence,  gural  Address  of  President  Wolcott  Qibbs* 

by  John  D.  Lawson,  1888;  Rogers'  Expert  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  Proceed- 

Testimony,  by  Henry  Wade  Rogers,  1888;  ings  1896. 
an    article   of   interest   to  engineers  by 


INDEX. 


References  eyre  to  section*. 


ABANDONMENT  OF  WORK  (see  also 
Forfeiture  ;    Liquidated    Dam- 
ages): 
By  contractor : 
Justified  by  abusive  conduct  of  owner, 

688 
Justified  by  owner's  neglect  to  furnish 
labor,  materials,  lines,  levels,  etc, 
689 
Must  be  intentional  to  justify  a  rescis- 
sion, 687 
Neglect  for  considerable  time,  699 
Percentage  retained  never  became  due, 
781 
ABSENCE : 
A  cause  for  dismissing  an  employee,  806 

ABSOLUTE  ACCURACY  : 
Not  required  of  a  professional  man,  899, 
858 

ABUSIVE  CONDUCT : 

Of  owner,  a  cause  for  abandonment  of 
work  by  contractor,  688 

ABUTTING  OWNER : 

His  property  rights  in  street  or  way,  266 

ACCEPTANCE  (see  also   Offer  and 
Acceptance)  : 
Of  offer : 

Must  be  absolute,  positive,  and  un- 
conditional, and  in  same  terms  as 
offer,  96 

Without  restating  terms  of  offer,  96 

Conditional  acceptance  is  a  counter- 
offer, 96 

Within  time  fixed  for  acceptance,  96, 
97 

No  acceptance  amounts  to  a  rejection, 
96 

By  post  or  telegraph,  96 

Is  completed  by  mailing  of  letter  or 
delivery  of  message  of  acceptance, 
95 

Massachusetts  rule  that  message  of  ac- 
ceptance must  be  communicated  to 
offerer,  95. 

Letter  addressed,  stamped,  and  mailed 
is  presumed  to  have  been  received, 
95 


ACCEPTANCE— Continued. 

When  one  party  refuses  to  sign  con- 
tract subsequently  prepared,  797 
Of  office : 
Time  of  acceptance  limited  by  terms 
of  offer,  96,  97 
Of  plans: 

Submitted  in  competition  for  prize,  812 
Of  proposal  (see  also  Award  of  Con- 
tract, 182-183) : 
What  is  an  acceptance  that  will  create 

a  binding  contract,  188 
For  public  work,  170-171, 182-184 
Conditioned  on  execution  of  formal 

cou  tract,  91,  97,  188,  797 
For  private  work,  188 
Of  works  (see  also  Destruction   of 
Works  ;  Works  ;  Time  of  Comple- 
tion) : 
What  will  amount  to,  701 
What  is  not  an  acceptance,  577 
Precautions  to  be  exercised  before,  648 
Use  is  not  always,  557 
Liability  before  and  after,  648 
Not  a  ratification  of  a  void  contract,  45 
No  contract  to  pay  to  be  implied  there- 
from, 58 
Does  not  render  city  liable  for  work, 

45,  53 
Which  are  destroyed  before  comple- 
tion, 675 
After  it  the  owner  is  responsible  for 

safety  of  works,  648 
And  materials,  when  irrevocable,  276, 

388,  890 
Contractor  should    secure  engineer's 

414,  437.  489 
Not  a  waiver  of  certificate,  417 
Not  to  be  a  waiver  of  defects,  701 
By  inspectors,  that  are  defective.  467- 

469 
By  engineer,  that  do  not  conform  to 

contract,  370,  881-390,  446 
Not  a  waiver  of  damages  for  delay,  675 

ACCIDENT  (see  also  Destruction  ;  Im- 
possibility ;  Work)  : 
Custom  in  guarding  against,  627 
Causing  destruction  of  works,  674-680 

881 
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AMBIGUITY—  Continued. 
Courts  decide  if  it  exists,  610 
Cleared  up,  by  parol  evidence,  123-136 
Explained  by  custom  aud  usage,  618 
There  must  be,  to  admit  evidence  of 

usage,  619 
Resulting  in  claims  for  extras,  599-608 
"Road  and  track,"  601 

AMERICAN    AND    ENGLISH    DB 
CI8ION8,  see  English  and  American 

Decisions. 

AMOUNT  OF  RECOVERY,  see  Meas- 
ure of  Recovery  ;  Recovery  of  Con- 
tractor. 

AMOUNT  TO  BE  PAID: 

Should  be  the  amount  determined  by  the 
engineer,  370 

ANNULMENT  OF  CONTRACT,  see 
Breach  ;  Rescission  ;  Termination. 

ANY  AND  ALL  BTD8 :  (see  also  Bids): 
Right  to  reject,  171,  172 

APPOINTMENT  : 

Of  engineer  by  court,  854 

APPRAISAL  (see  also  Arbitration)  : 
Distinguished  from  an  arbitration,  848, 

496,  525 
Engineer's   certificate   compared   with, 
496 

APPROPRIATIONS : 
For  the  work : 

Contractor  should  wa'ch  them,  44-47 
Should  not  be  exceeded,  44-47,  556 
Excess  ratified  by  legislature,  46,  141 

APPROVAL : 

Work  to  be  done  to  approval  of  em- 
ployer, 840 

Of  materials  should  be  obtained  before 
using  them,  276,  414 

Contractor  should  get  engineer's  ap- 
proval, 414,  487,  439 

ARBITRATION     (see     also     Award; 
Engineer  or  Architect  ;    Engin- 
eer's Certificate,  etc.): 
What  is  not  an  arbitration,  348,  525 
Distinguished  from  an  appraisal,  525 
What  questions  may  be  submitted,  521 
Costs  of,  determined,  533 
Costs  of,  fixed  by  arbitrators,  583 
Rules  of,  applied  to  determine  engineer's 

powers,  389 
Laws  of,  govern  submissions  to  engineer, 

445 
Begins  when  work  is  commenced,  857 
Disputes  re  extra  work  submitted,  597, 

598 
Partner  cannot  bind  his  copartner  to,  522 
Partners,  joint  heirs  and  joint  tenants 

bind  themselves  only,  522 
.Elements  of.  destroyed  by  clauses  em- 
ployed in  New  York  contracts,  453, 454 


to  teetions. 

ARBITRATION—  Continued, 
In  government  contracts,  authority  to  in- 
sert, 582 
Submission  to : 
What  constitutes  a,  524 
What  it  must  contain,  524 
Uuder  statutory  regulations,  624 
Question,  should  be  one  of  doubt,  531 
Mailers  of   doubt  and  dispute   sub- 
mitted, 519-588 
Should  be  in  writing,  524 
Parol  must  be  clearly  established,  524 
Binding  upon  both  parties,  445 
May  be  revoked,  519 
Is  revocable   before  award  is  made. 

848 
Breach  of  contract  to  submit  to,  221 
Re  disputes  not  arisen,  not  enforceable, 

86 
Of  existing  difficulties  are  encouraged 

by  court 8,  848 
Courts  favor  them,  436 
Agreements  for,  to  the  exclusion  of 

the  courts,  839,  344,  345 
Specific  performance  of,  851 
Rules  to  govern  agreed  upon,  526 
Who  may  be  parties  to,  522 
Who  may  submit  to,  522 
By  city,  to  board  of  health  as  arbi- 
trators, 522 
Power  to  submit  to,  of  cities,  towns, 

etc.,  522 
Agent  cannot  submit.  522 
By  personal  representatives,  522 
Officer  cannot  agree  to,  522 
Agreement  for,  may  be  ratified,  522 
Compared  to  a  submission  to  engineer 

or  architect,  625 
Is  agreement  to  abide  the  decision  of 

engineer  one,  846-866 
Of  a  boundary  line,  524 
Parties  are  entitled  to  a  hearing,  493- 

498 
Meetings,  parties  should  have  notice 

of,  527 
Hearing  may  be  adjourned,  528 
Delay  caused  by  one  party,  528 

ARBITRATORS  (see  also  Engineer  or. 
Architect)  : 

Who  may  become.  364-366 

Who  may  act  as,  523 

Should  be  named,  519 

Court 8  will  not  compel  them  to  act,  851 

Parties  refuse  to  name,  851 

Courts  will  not  appoint,  851 

Selected  with  special  reference  to  per- 
sonal skill,  498 

Selected  purely  on  account  of  skill  and 
knowledge,  528 

Must  act  together,  501,  5*0 

All  must  attend  heating,  €80 

May  consult  specialists,  5G1,  529, 

May  take  counsel  of  experts,  529 

Surveyor  or  engineer  to  assist,  599 
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-ARBITRATORS—  Continued. 
Power  of,  to  call  in  umpire,  531 
Powers  to  Inquire  into  case,  351 
May  conduct  bearing,  528 
Should  receive  evidence  offered,  493 
Must  determine  questions   themselves, 

529 
Cannot  delegate  duties,  529 
Must  decide  upon  their  own  knowledge, 

530 
Cannot  decide  from  knowledge  and  in- 
spection of  associates,  530 
May  go  to  view  premises,  528 
'  Should  be  disinterested,  364-866 
Can  have  no  secret  interest  in  hearing, 

343,  364-366 
Cannot  be  a  stockholder  of  either  party, 

510 
Powers  at  end  when  award  is  made, 

484-491 
Powers  to  correct  award,  483-491 
Award  must  be  certain  aud  possible,  582 
Testimony  re  award,  491 
Compensation  of,  how  fixed,  538 
Given  power  to  determine  costs  of  arbi- 
tration, 519 
Engineer  or  architect,  335,  469 
Engineer  sometimes  held  not  one,  509, 

511 
Not  liable  for  want  of  care  and  skill,  847 
Must  be  dishonest  or  fraudulent  to  make 

liable  to  an  action,  848 
Position  an  "absurd "  one,  848 


Falls,  from  defective  plans,  289 
Falls,  must  be  rebuilt,  678 

ARCHITECT  (see  also  Engineer  ob 
Abchitect)  : 

When  his  acts  cause  delay,  824 

Custom  of,  to  employ  surveyors  to  esti- 
mate quantities,  616 

Direction  and  control  of,  equivalent  to 
specifications.  244 

Liability  of,  to  employer  for  damages 
sustained  from  use  of  defective  plans, 
243 

His  property  in  plans  and  specifications, 
252,  815,  816-822 

ARCHITECTS  APPROVAL : 

In  many  cases  is  the  approval  of  his  em- 
ployer. 841 

ARCHITECTS    CERTIFICATE    (see 
also  Certificate  ;  Engineer's  Cbr- 
picate  ;  Award)  : 
To  be  a  condition  precedent  to  payment, 
336a 


TECTS    DECISION   (see  also 

Engineer's  Decision)  : 
Made  final  without  appeal,  385^337 
To  be  final  and  conclusive  and  without 

appeal,  885-469 


ARCHITECTS  POWERS,  see   Engi- 
neer's Powers. 

ARCHITECTURE : 

Questions  in,  the  subject  of  expert  testi- 
mony, 891 

ARDENT  SPIRITS: 

Not  to  be  sold  or  given  away  about 
works,  283 

ARTICLE : 

Sale  of  article  to  be  manufactured,  101 
Patented,  in  bids  for  public  work,  168, 

164 
To  be  made,  completed  and  destroyed, 

675 

ASSENT : 

An  essential  element  of  a  contract, 
88-97 

ASSESSMENTS        FOR        PUBLIC 
WORK: 

May  be  vacated  when  contract  is  illegal, 

167 
ASSIGNABLE : 
Contracts: 

For  personal  service,  18-16,  289-296 

What  is  assignable,  14 

Building  contracts  are,  14 

Construction  contracts  are,  14 

To  build  lighthouse,  18 

To  drill  an  oil-well,  14 

To  make  gravel  roof,  14 

For  street  cleaning,  14 

For  street  construction,  14 

Awarded  to  lowest  bidder  are,  15,  148 

Lien  of  mechanic  or  materialman,  16 

Moneys  not  earned,  16 

Test  of,  in  N.  Y.  State,  15 

ASSIGNEE : 

Interest  which  he  takes,  13-16,  289-296 

Named  in  contract,  11 

If  named,  cou  tract  is  assignable,  11,  13 

Use  of  term  in  contract  raises  presump- 
tion that  service  is  not  personal,  13 

Construction  contracts  are  usually  assign- 
able, 14 

When  engineer  has  been  fraudulent,  516 

ASSIGNMENT : 

What  amounts  to,  13-16 
Invalid  and  worthless,  assignee's  loss,  16 
Is  subject  to  defenses  of  obligor,  16 
Notice  of,  should  be  given,  16 
Prohibited  by  contract,  289-296 
Of  contract,  agreement  not  to  assign  bind- 
ing, 293 

ASSISTANTS : 

Delegation  of  duties  to,  499-507 
Certificates  made  by,  413,  417 
Cannot  make  certificate,  473 
May  not  sign  the  certificate,  503,  504,  507 
His  estimate  and  certificate  held  not  suf- 
ficient, 504 
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ASSISTANTS—  Continued. 

Certificates  made  by,  and  payments  i here- 
on a  waiver,  418,  417 

Chief  engineer's  decision  cannot  be  en- 
tirely from  reports  of  subordinates,  505 

Power  to  employ,  evidence  of  predeces- 
sor's practice,  556 

Recovery  for  services  of,  814 

Liability  for  the  acts  of,  843 

Liability  of  public  officers  for  acts  of, 
853 

To  engineers,  to  be  furnished  by  con- 
tractor, 284 

A8SOOIATION8 : 

Unincorporated,  parties  to  contract,  48 

A8  SOON  A8  POSSIBLE  : 

Means  in  a  reasonable  time,  810 


AT  ONCE  AND  WITHOUT  DELAY  : 

Means  within  reasonable  time,  810 

ATTACHED  TO  CONTRACT  : 
Specifications  and  plans,  214-220 
Written  order  for  extras,  547 

ATTORNEYS,  see  Lawyers. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL : 
Intervention  of,  when  contract  is  i  ot  let 
to  lowest  bidder,  177,  178 

AUCTION  SALE: 

Memorandum  of,  not  attached  to  ton- 

tract,  215 
Compacts  to  stifle  competition,  148 

AUTHORITY  : 

Of  engineer  (see  also  Engineer's  Au- 
thority, Decision,  and  Powbk)  : 

To  order  extras  must  be  specially  con- 
ferred, 553 

To  make  alterations,  etc.,  ^  not  au- 
thority to  order  extras  except  as  re- 
quired by  contract,  552 

To  make  changes  is  not  oower  to  stop 
work,  577 

To  delegate  to  assistant*   499-507 
To  contract : 

Not  proved  by  busin^ps  or  family  rela- 
tions, 88 

Is  power  io  extend  Mme,  558. 

Not  authority  to  submit  to  arbitration, 
522. 

Implied,  from  u*ior  acts,  558 

To  order  ex'ras,  established  by  impli- 
cation, ratification,  or  adoptiou,  557 
558 

AVERAGE 

When  Arbitrators  cannot  agree,  581 

AVERAGE  ADJUSTER: 

Not  'iable  for  want  of  care,  849 

AWARD ; 

Made,  binds  parties,  856 

Practical  reason  for  holding  it  final,  858- 

863 
Only  one  party  bound,  454 


AWARD— Continued. 
Before  made,  submission  to  arbitration 

may  be  revoked,  848 
After  it  is  made,  submission  is  irrero- 

cable.  848,  850 
What  completes  it,  848-350 
Is  complete  on  delivery,  484,  491 
Made,  powers  of  arbitrator  at  an  end. 

484-491 
Rules  as  to  correction  of,  by  arbitrator, 

488—491 
Errors   in,    and    statutes  re  correcting 

them,  489 
A  condition  precedent  to  recovery,  842, 

855,856 
Made  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery, 

519 
Make  it  a  condition  precedent,  525 
Distinguished  from  a  certificate,  425 
By  one  arbitrator  and  umpire,  530 
By  three  arbitrators,  requires  all  to  take 

part,  478 
Must  be  result  of  concurrent  judgment, 

530,581 
Mode  of  arriving  at,  580,  581 
Must  not  be  decided  by  lot  or  chauce, 

531 
The  average,  in  case  of  disngreenieut, 

531 
Notice  of,  when  required,  498 
Vitiated  by  refusal  to  grant  a  bearing, 

493 
Performance  of,  must  be  possible.  532 
To  pay  money,  not  impossible,  582 
Performance  must  be  legal,  532 
Must  be  explicit  and  certain,  582 
Must  be  certain  and  complete,  475 
Must  dispose  of  all  matters  submitted*. 

475,  532 
Testimony  re,  of  arbitrator,  491 

AWARD  OF  CONTRACT : 

What  constitutes,  176.  182,  183 
To  lowest  bidder,  176-178 
Act  is  discretiouary,  171-173 
May  be  deferred,  or  the  project  aban- 
doned, 171 

AWNING: 
Contract  to  erect  held  void,  76 


Which  amounts  to  fraud.  428,  429 

Of  engineer,  for  not  holding  contractor 

to  strict  and  ultimate  completion  of" 

contract,  442 
Use  of  inferior  materials  evidence  of, 

443 

BANKRUPTCY  OF  CONTRACTOR: 

Owner  may  terminate  contract  or  em* 
ploy  others  to  complete  works,  711, 
717 

Title  to  materials  to  pass  to  owner,  273 

BANKRUPT8 ; 
Parties  to  contract,  27 
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BEARINGS: 

By  magnetic  needle,  433,  629 

BEGINNING : 
Of  a  building,  what  is,  326 


Mistake  in,  affecting  estimate,  434 

BENEFICIARY : 

Of  a  contract,  effect  of  allowing  him  to 
sue  on  contract,  68 

BENEFIT  (see  also  Contracts  Implied 
in  Law): 
Obligation  imposed  by  law  to  pay  for 

benefit  conferred,  340 
Conferred  by  part  performance,  681 
Benefit  to  promisor  a  consideration  of  a 
contract,  61 

BIAS: 

Of  engineer  against  employer,  51 4-518 a 
Of  expert  witnesses,  870 
Not  confined  to  experts,  871 

BEDS     OR    PROPOSALS     (see      also 
Bidder  ;   Competition  ;    Lowest 
Bidder)  : 
Are    but   offers,   require   accepting   to 

make  contracts,  132 
Invitation  to  make  proposals,  182 
Mode  of  entering  into  contract,  132 
Must  be  complete  and  definite,  146 
Made  a  part  of  contract,  791,  792 
Plans  and  specifications  a  part  of.  188 
There  must  be  competition,  53,  82,  182, 

140,  148,  456 
Contract  stipulations  that  destroy  com- 
petition, 456 
System  of  letting  contracts,  advantages, 

132 
Matters  to  be  considered  in  preparing, 

151 
Necessity  for  restrictions   and   regula- 
tions, 137 
Conventional  form  for,  185 
Form  of  instruction  to  bidders,  145,  151, 

165,  167,  170 
Must  be  in  form  prescribed,  146 
Information  in  regard  to  awarding  and 

executing  contract,  170 
Should  be  a  standard  for  comparison,  153 
Should    be   compared    by   a   common 

standard,  132 
Must  conform  to  quantities,  specifica- 
tions, and    stipulation  adopted  as  a 
standard,  155,  157 
Contract  must  conform  to  bid,  140 
Contractor  can  insist  on  same  terms  in 

contract,  168 
Terms   of    contract   must  agree   with 

terms  of  bid,  156,  157 
Should  not  contain  more  nor  less  than 

are  called  for,  155 
Bid    must   conform   to   instruction   to 
bidders,  as  to  labor  laws  and  limita- 


BEDS  OR  PROPOSALS—  Continued. 
iion,   though    their  legality  may   be 
doubtful,  144 
Irregularity  in  awarding  contract  not 
remedied  by  subsequent  ratification, 
141 
Informal  bids  cannot  properly  be  con- 
sidered, 146 
Must  be  considered  in  its  entirety,  171 
Cannot    be    compared,    after    omitting 

part  of  work  advertised,  157 
When    work    cannot   be  estimated  or 

described,  53 
By     unit     measure,    and    dimensions 
changed,  not  necessary  to  readvertise, 
175 
To  furnish  materials,  184 
To  furnish  materials,  unrestricted,  184 
For  patented  articles,  163,  164 
Must  be  upon  a  cash  basis,  139 
Custom  to  require  bond,  615,  629 
Work  undertaken,  by  what  authority, 

136 
Contracts  let  in  violation  of  constitu- 
tional requirement  that  public  work 
be    let    to    lowest  bidder  cannot  be 
ratified  by  legislature,  141 
Acceptance  of,  should  be  conditioned  on 
execution  of  formal  contract,  91,  97, 
183,  797 
Certified  check  required  to  insure  good 

faith,  168 
Certified  check  to  accompany,  167-169 
All  bids  may  be  rejected,  171,  172 
Right  to  reject  any  bid,  171,  172 
Right  to  reject  any  and  all  bids,  171, 

174 
Cannot  be  recalled,  181 
Lowest  bidder  fails  to  execute  contract, 

175 
Surety's  refusal  to  qualify,  169 
Rejected  for  being  informal,  152 
Reconsidered  without  a  new  advertise- 
ment, 174,  175 
Work  readvertised  or  abandoned,  178 
Unbalanced  bid,  not  the  lowest  bid<  54 
Unbalanced,  evidence  of  fraud,  149 
Extraordinary  bids,  evidence  of  fraud 

and  collusion,  54 
Fraudulent  bid  renders  contract  void,  148 
For  work,  for  private  parties,  186-188 
Rights  and  liabilities  of  bidden*,   132- 
185 
BIDDERS  (see  al«o   Lowest   Bidder; 
Surbty)  : 
Formalities  to  be  observed,  151,  152 
Propriety  of  certain  requirements  and 

restrictions,  152 
Must   conform    to    reasonable    require- 
ments, 146 
Required  to  name  all  parties  interested, 

148 
Oath  as  to  truth  of  statements  of  bid, 
145,150 
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BIDDERS— Continued. 

Information  for,  to  prepare  bids,  183-140 

Information  should  be  full,  154 

Need  not  furuisb  plans,  etc.,  154 

Should  see  that  terms  of  contract  agree 
with  those  of  bid,  90,  156,  157 

Is  not  beuefited  by  offering  a  better  ma- 
terial or  guarauty,  155 

Must  take  materials  furnished  by  state 
or  city,  when  included  in  advertise- 
ment, 162 

Should  verify  estimates,  589 

Should  be  invited  to  the  opening  of  bids, 
183 

Cannot  alter  his  bid,  140 

Restrictions  excluding  certain  persons, 
147 

Required  to  possess  certain  qualifica- 
tions, 146 

Must  have  other  qualifications  than  pecu- 
niary, 173 

In  arrears,  or  default  to  city,  145,  147 

Who  acts  upon  representations  of  unau- 
thorized persoL'8  does  so  at  his  peril, 
155 

Act  of  awarding  cou tract  discretionary, 
171-173 

When  can  lowest  bidder  compel  the 
award  of  contract  to  himself,  176 

Contract  to  refrain  from  bidding,  82, 148 

BILATERAL     CONTRACT    (see    also 
Contracts)  : 
Both  parlies  are  bound,  93 

BINDING  EFFECT : 

Of  stipulation  giving  engineer  power  to 
determine  damages  for  rescission,  744 

BLASTING : 

In  public  way  by  contractor,  liability  for 

injuries,  645 
On  one's  premises.  643 
BLUNDERS,  see  Mistakes. 

BOARD  BILLS  : 

Custom  to  pay  held  binding,  627 

BOARD,  MEMBERS  OF  : 

Must  act  as  a  unit,  89,  40,  48,  555-557 

BOND: 

Form  of,  in  a  proposal,  185,  Art.  22 
To  accompany  bid,  167-169 
May  be  required  of  bidder  if  it  is  a  cus- 
tom, 615,  629 
Of  contractor  for  indemnity  of  owner, 

638 
To  owner  to  indemnify  him  does  not 

change  owner's  relations  to  injured 

party,  688 
Reference  in,  to  plans  and  specifications, 

219 
For  payment  of  labor  and  materials,  755 
To  pay  all  claims  for  labor  and  materials, 

765 
Required  by  statute,  to  protect  laborers 

and  materialmen,  755 


|  BOHD— Continued. 

For  benefit  of  laborers,  who  may  sue 
upon  it,  17,  765 

BONUS: 

For  early  completion,  326 

BOOKS : 

Read  to  the  jury,  876 

Reading  of,  to  expert  witness,  876 

Are  not  evideuce  of  what  they  contain,. 

876-878 
Use  of,  by  expert  witness,  876-878 

BORINGS  : 

To  be  made  by  contractor,  286 
Engineer  liable  for  neglect  to  make,  83S 

BOUNDARIES  : 

Agreement  with  regard  to,  and  statute  of 
frauds,  106 

BOWLING-ALLEY : 

Contract  to  erect,  held  void,  76 

BOYCOTTS: 

Briefly  referred  to,  326,  686 

BREACH  OF  CONTRACT  (see  also- 
Default;  Measure  of  Recovery; 
Recovery  of  Contractor  ;  Rescis- 
sion ;  Termination)  : 

What  will  amount  to,  681-680 

What  constitutes,  is  a  question  of  law, 
442 

Mutt  go  to  essence  or  substance  of  the 
cou  tract,  681 

Must  go  to  the  root  or  essence  of  con- 
tract, 722 

At  the  beginning  of  performance,  681 

When  only  partly  performed,  692 

After  pan  performance,  681 

A  suspension  of  work  is  not,  683,  684 

Deltiy  is  uot,  when  liquidated  damages 
are  stipulated,  326 

That  are  unimportant  do  not  justify  a 
rescission,  687 

By  lowest  bidder  on  public  work,  174, 
175 

To  submit  to  arbitration,  848-351 

Refusal  of  either  party  to  perform,  jus- 
tifies a  rescission  by  other  parly,  681- 
688 

Four  independent  breaches,  action  for,. 
696 

By  contractor : 
What  is  not  a  breach,  722 
Because  easier  and  profit-paying  woi  k. 

is  omitted,  582 
In  not  paying  claims  for  labor  aud 

materials,  755 
By  joint  contractors.  685 
Owner's  duty  to  avoid  injury,  704 

By  owner : 
Of  contract,  681-696 
An  express  repudiation,  682-688 
Must  amount  to  a  command,  739 
By  his  abusive  con  duel,  688 
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BREACH  OF  CONTRACT—  Cont'd. 
By  owner— Continued. 
Failure  to  make  specific   payment*, 

686,687 
By  failure  to  furnish  materials,  labor, 

lines,  levels,  etc  ,  per  contract,  689 
Must  prevent  contractor  from  com- 
pleting, to  justify  a  rescission,  687 
Advice  to  contractor,  578-581 
Should  be    promptly   recoguized  by 

contractor,  735 
Contractor  may  repudiate  contract,  or 

bold  to  it.  691 
Form  of  action  by  contractor  575 
Contractor  has  two  lines  of  action, 

690-696 
Measure  of  liability,  681-696 
Contractor  in  default.  697-704 
Powers  of  engineer,  897 
Dispenses  with  engineer's  certificate, 

440 
Engineer's  power  to  fix  damages,  596 


After  acceptance  must  be  mended  by 
owner,  446,  468-469 

BRIBES: 

Of  engineer,  effect  of,  5 12-51  8a 

BRICKS  : 

Used,  made  of  poor  clay,  277a 
Falling  from  work,  liability  for  injuries 
from,  640a,  641 

BRICKWORK  : 

Custom  and  usage  of,  620,  629 


Built  under  inspector  found  defective, 
467 

Foundation  for,  over  river,  when  con- 
tract was  to  build  to  river,  601 

Destroyed  by  a  flood.  674 

BROKERS : 

Agreements  to  divide  profits,  85 
Profits  made  by,  out  of  employer's  trans- 
action, must  be  paid  over,  615 

BUILDERS  : 

Agreements  between,  to  refrain  from 
bidding,  82,  148 

BUILDER'S  ACCOUNT  : 
Rendered  and  checked  off  by  engineer 
is  not  a  certificate,  477 

BUILDER'S  FAILURE : 

Owner  may  terminate  contract,  711-717 

BUILDING      (see     also     Structure  ; 
Work8)  : 

Commencement  of,  what  is,  826 

Contract  to  erect,  to  be  used  for  iin 
moral  purposes,  87 

Destroyed  ;  new  one  erected,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  claims  on  old,  675 

Tied  together,  one  fell,  owner  liable, 
643 


are  to  sections. 

BUILDING  INSPECTORS  : 

Of  a  city,  liable  for  neglect  of  duty, 
889 

BURDENS  UPON  PROPERTY  : 

Created  by  liens  imposed  by  unauthor- 
ized persons,  768 

BURDENSOME  STIPULATIONS  : 

In  construction  contracts,  455,  456 

CARE  (see  also  Engineer  or  Archi- 
tect ;  Employee)  : 
What  is  ordinary  care,  648,  644 
Required  of  public  officers  in  selection 
of  plan  for  public  improvement,  246- 
248 

CARE    AND    SKILL    (see    Want   op 

Care  and  Skill)  : 
Required  of  a  professional  man,  826- 

887 
Required  of  specialists,  886 

CARPENTER : 

Undertakes  only  part  of  works,  which 

are  destroyed,  676 
Killed  by  defective  mason- work,  644 

CARRIAGE  HIRE  : 

For  public  officers,  need  not  be  adver- 
tised, 164 

CARVING  AND  CUTTING  STONE  : 

Act  relating  to,  in  New  York  State,  186, 
144 

CASUALTY  : 

Destruction  of  work  due  to,  671-680 
Do  not  relieve  contractor  from  stipu- 
lated damages,  821 

CEREMONY : 

Attending  bids  and  bidding,  182 

CERTIFICATE  (see  also  Award  ;  En- 
gineer's   Certificate  ;     Decision 
and  Estimate): 
Should  be  made  a  condition  precedent 

to  owner's  liability,  342-845 
Not  necessary  to  enable  owner  to  with- 
hold liquidated  damages,  826 
By  assistant  engineers  or  architects,  418, 

417 
Made  by  a  firm  of  architects,  505 
That  contractor  is  uegligent,  720 
From  register  of  deeds,  that  no  liens  are 
filed,  760 

CERTIFIED  CHECK  (see  also  Liqui- 
dated Damages  ;  Bids  and 
Bidders)  : 

Bids  cannot  be  withdrawn,  181 

To  accompany  bid,  167,  168 

Must  accompany  bid  if  stipulated  for* 
168,  169 

Liquidated  damages  or  penalty,  168 

Forfeiture  of,  for  failure  to  execute 
contract.  168 

Forfeiture  of,  cannot  be  relieved,  168 

Deposit  returned  to  bidder  and  accepted, 
not  a  waiver  of  right  to  contract,  188 
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CHAINING: 

Custom  to  allow  for,  over  uneven  land, 
609,  615,  627,  629 

CHANGE: 

Award  canoot  be  determined  by,  581 

CHANGES     (see    also    Alterations  ; 
Omissions)  : 
In  written  contracts  by  parol  evidence, 
122-126 

In  'work : 

Effect  of,  on  contract,  570-577 

Effect  of  unauthorized  changes  on 
contract,  285 

Verbal,  may  reduce  written  to  parol 
agreement,  574 

Which  do  not  destroy  contract,  572 

Extent  to  which  they  may  be  made, 
572-577 

Not  to  violate  or  vitiate  contract,  824 

Which  extinguish  original  contract, 
572-577 

What  changes  amount  to  a  rescission 
of  contract,  572-577 

Effect  of,  on  powers  of  engineer,  898, 
399 

That  release  surety,  20-22.  576 

Affect  form  of  action,  575 

Must  be  made  by  parties  thereto,  555 

Cannot  lie  made  by  engineer,  879,  880, 
552-554 

Ordered  by  individual  members  of  a 
council  or  committee,  555-557 

Power  to  make,  not  authority  to  stop 
work,  577 

Authority  to  make,  is  not  power  to 
direct  mode  and  manner  of  doing 
work,  666 

Right  to  make,  in  public  work  let  to 
lowest  bidder,  reserved  in  contract, 
158 

In  terms  of  contract  so  as  to  differ 
from  terms  of  advertisement,  can- 
not be  made  safely,  157 

In  the  size  of  structure,  582,  588 

Which  do  away  with  profit-paying  part 
of  work,  582 

In  amount  of  work,  let  to  lowest  bid- 
der, 157,  158 

By  which  amount  of  work  is  reduced, 
566 

Liability  of  person  making  unauthor- 
ized changes,  284,  285 

In  plans  and  specifications  by  con- 
tractor, are  at  his  risk,  242 

Must  have  a  consideration,  69 

CHARACTER  : 

Of  extra  work,  left  to  engineer,  892-396, 
592-596 

CHARGES : 

That  amount  to  fraud,  428,  429 
For  Kervices  of  engineer  unreasonable, 
616 


CHARTER  (see  also  Statutes)  : 
Limitations.  43-47 

Limits  powers  of  corporation,  44,  188 
Sometimes  require  a  bond  from  contract- 
ors  to  protect  laborers  and  material- 
men, 765 

CHARTER  POWERS  : 
Cannot  be  delegated,  646 

CHARTER  REQUIREMENTS : 

lie  lowest  bidder,  51 

Must  be  strictly  carried  out,  51 

CHARTS,  see  Maps  and. Charts. 

CHEAPER  MATERIALS  : 
Used  by  consent  of  owner,  568 

CHEMIST : 

His  right  to  discoveries  when  an  em- 
ployee, 819 

CITIZEN'S  DUTY: 

To  promote  justice  applied  to  an  expert, 

874 


CITY  (see  also  Employer  ;  Ownkr)  : 
It*  liability : 

For  mistakes  of  its  officers  and  ser- 
vants, 246-248 

For  blunders  of  public  officers,  36,  45 

For  errors  of  its  engineers,  179 

For  act  of  its  officers  in  rejecting  low- 
est bid,  179 

For  damage  for  illegal  award  of  con- 
tract for  public  work,  178 

When  appropriation  has  been  ex* 
ceeded,  44 

When  limit  of  indebtedness  has  been 
exceeded,  44 

For  extras  without  written  order.  564- 
569 

For  damage  from  use  of  defective 
plans,  245-248 

For  work  done  under  an  illegal  con- 
tract, 148 

For  safe  condition  of  streets  and  ways, 
645 

Its  rights  to  dispose  of  the  materials  of 
excavation  of  streets,  266 

Must  employ  experts  when  it  under- 
takes work  requiring  the  services  of 
specialists,  246 

CITY  ENGINEER: 

Liability  for  mistakes,  858 

CITY  OFFICERS: 

Compared  with  county  officers,  852 

CLAIMS: 

Contractor  to  indemnify  owner  from, 

750-754 
Of  laborers  and  materialmen  disputed, 

758 
None  can  be  had  for  work  on  a  chattel 

until  completion,  675 
Doubtful  claim  n  consideration  for  anew 

promise,  69   181,  568 
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CLASSIFICATION     (see     also     Engi- 
neer's   Duties,    Estimates,     and 

Powers)  ; 
In  regard  to,  378,  383-390,  463-468 
To  be  made  by  engineer,  367,  883 
Must  be  according  to  cou tract,  383-387 
Must  be  in  accordance  with  contract  and 

specifications,  370,  382-390 
Engiueer  cannot  make  a  new  and  inter- 
mediate class,  883-385 
Prior  promise  by  engineer  to  classify  in 
a  certain  way,  388-390,  482 

CLAUSES,  see  Contract  Stipulations. 

CLEARING   LAND: 

Includes  cutting  brush,  601 

CLERICAL  ERROR  : 

Apparent  on  face  of  award,  may  be  cor- 
rected, 483 

CLUBS  : 

Parties  to  contract,  48 

COLLISIONS : 

Between  owner's  and  contractor's  men, 

747 

COLLUSION  (see  also  Fraud  and  Col- 
lusion): 
Its  effect  on  bids  for  public  work,  148 
Of  engineer  and  owner,  may  relieve  con- 
tractor from  producing  <  ertificate,  422- 
432,  437 
Between   engineer  and  contractor,  120, 
121,  516 

COMBINATIONS : 

Of  contractors  to  lessen  rivalry  in  bid- 
ding. 148 

To  prevent  bidding  not  crimiual  act, 
148 

COMMENCEMENT  (see  also  Comple- 
tion; Time  of  Performance): 

Of  a  building,  what  is,  826 
Of  contract  work,  300-810 

COMMISSIONERS  : 
Of  Public  Works : 

Not  liable  for  tortious  acts  of    em- 
ployees, 853,  859 

COMMISSIONS : 

To  engineer,  from  contractor,  51 2-51  8a 

COMMITTEE,   MEMBER  OF: 

Must  act  as  a  unit,  89,  40,  48,  555-557 

COMMON  SENSE  : 
Reasons  for  upholding    engineer's  de- 
cisions, 851-368 

COMMUNICATIONS : 

Between  owner  and  engineer  not  privi- 
leged, 849a 

COMPANY  OR  CORPORATION  (see 
also  Owner  ;  Parties  to  Con- 
tract) : 

As  partv  to  contract,  43-48 

Capacity  of,  to  contract,  48 


COMPANY     OR    CORPORATION  — 

Continued. 

Powers  limited  to  those  conferred  by 
charier,  48 

Contracts,  ultra  tires t  48 

Information  iu  regard  to,  87 

Who  are  representatives  of,  37 

Relation  of  departments  of,  5 

Cannot  subscribe  to  stock  of  another 
company,  43 

Employment  of  engineer  beyond  power 
conferred  by  charter,  48 

Appropriation  exceeded,  44 

Officers  and  agents  must  protect  its  in- 
terests, 84,  85 

Must  furnish  competent  and  honest  en- 
gineers, 421.  435,  437,  488 

Must  have  certificate  made  by  engineer, 
744 

Prevents  performance  dispenses  with 
certificate,  440 

Liable  for  extras  without  written  order, 
564-569 

Its  liability  conditioned  on  engineer's 
certificate,  842,  355 

COMPENSATION  (see  also  Employee  ; 
Wages)  : 
Of  engineer  as  an  arbitrator,  583 
Of  engineer  or  architect,  811-814,  860 
Of  expert  witness,  recovery,  896 
For  injuries  while  riding  on  a  pass,  864 

COMPETENT  PERSONS : 

Owner  must  employ.  644 

Owner's  engineer  must  be,  421.485,  487 

COMPETITION  (see  also  Bids  and  Bid- 
ders): 
Necessary  when  law  requires  it,  148 
Required  for  contracts  for  public  work, 

456 
Required  in  compliance  with  statute,  140 
Required  by  statute  or  charter  must  ex- 
tend to  ail  work,  53.  148 
Public  must  have  full  benefit  of,  140 
Secured  by  inviting  proposals,  132 
Contracts  to  stifle,  are  void.  81,  82,  148 

COMPETITIVE  PLANS  (see  also  Em- 
ployment of  Engineer)  : 
Lost  by  express  company,  815 
Rights  of  competitors,  812-814 

COMPLETED  WORK  : 

Difficulty  in  estimating,  860,  437 

COMPLETE  PERFORMANCE  : 

Not  excused  by  monthly  estimates,  779- 

781 
Usually    not    required    <f    contractor, 

697-704. 

COMPLETION  OF  WORE    (see    also 

Time  of  Completion)  : 
To  satisfaction  of  owner.  259  835-347. 

406-411 
To  owner's  reasonable  satisfaction,  840 
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COMPLETION  OF  WORK— ttmftt 
To  satisfaction  of  engineer  or  architect, 

268,259 
Time  for,  fixed  in  contract,  800-306 
Day  named  for,  a  holiday,  810 
Time  of  completion  may  be  changed  by 

parol  agreement,  130 
Forbidden  by  owner,  682-688 
Rendered  impossible  by  owner,  670 
Delayed,  by  failure  or  owner  to  do  his 

part,  670 
Prevented  by  misfortune  beyoud  control 

of  either  party,  669,  670,  674 
Prevented  by  law,  city,  or  state.  488 
By  owner,  must  not  be  extravagant,  788 
Is  bound  to  use  appropriate  materials 

prepared  by  contractor,  738 
No  recovery  for  work  on  chattel  before, 

675 

COMPROMISE  : 

Of  a  claim,  consideration  for  new  prom- 
ise, 69,  181,  561-563 
COMPTROLLER  (see  also  Public  Offi- 
cers) : 

Suestions  engineer's  certificate.  445 
andamus  to  compel  him  to  pay  on  en- 
gineer's ceriificate,  445 

CONCEALMENT  OF  INJURY  : 

Effect  on  statute  of  limitations,  119-121 

CONCURRENCE : 

Of  arbitrators  in  award,  530 

CONDEMNING : 

Inferior  materials  and  work,  276-282 

CONDITIONAL  ACCEPTANCE  : 

Of  a  bid,  written  contract  to  be  executed, 
183,  797 

CONDITIONS  AND  STIPULATIONS 

(see  also  Contract  Stipulations)  : 
In  regard  to  performance  and  completion 

of  work,  165,  166 
Should  be  enforced.  413 
Courts  cannot  modify  them.  418 
Of    contract,    that    the    subject-matter 

should  exist,  676 

CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT : 

To  payment  for  work,  842 

Engineer's  decision  may  be  made  one, 

407-412 
When  is  engineer's  derision,  870 
Engineer's  decision,  to  liability  of  owner, 

will  hold,  414 
To  payment,  engineer's  certificate,  886a, 

771-777 
Makes  liability  to  pay  depend  upon  prom- 
ise to  pny,  and  not  upon  performance 
of  work,  342 
To  payment  will  not  be  implied,  416 
If  intention  be  clear,  it  will  prevail,  415 
May  be  shown  by  parol  evidence,  123 
Language  that  makes  engineer's  certifi- 
cate one,  410-412.  415 


CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT— Cont'd. 

Courts  unwilling  to  construe  stipulation* 
as,  411 

To  an  appeal  to  the  courts,  86 

Written  order  for  extra  work,  to  liabil- 
ity therefor,  545 

To  liability  for  extra  work  must  be 
strictly  performed,  546 

Defeated  by  owner,  488^140 

Failure  to  perform  must  be  pleaded,  413 

Engineer's  failure  or  refusal  to  perform, 
489 

Engineer's  certificate  not  excused  be- 
cause of  mistakes,  429 

What  will  excuse  production  of  engi- 
neer's certificate,  422 

Engineers  certificate  excused  for  certain 
%    causes,  418-443 

Release  of  all  claims  to  final  payment, 
763 

Agreements  to  furnish  proof  that  claim* 
are  paid  aud  no  liens  filed,  750-768 

CONDUCT : 

Of  expert  on  witness  stand,  882 

CONFIDENTIAL  AGENT: 

Engineer  or  architect  is  not,  849a 

CONFLICT  : 

Between  contract  and  plans  and  speci- 
fications, 225-233 

Between  contract  and  specifications; 
the  one  followed  will  control,  580 

Between  engineer's  decislou  and  speci- 
fications, 446 

CONGRESS : 

May  ratify  in  valid  contract,  46 

CONNECTION: 

Between  plans  and  specifications  and 
contract,  216-219 

CONNIVANCE  OR  FRAUD  : 

In  absence  of,  contractor  not  responsi- 
ble for  defects  after  acceptance,  469 

CONSENT  OF  SURETIES : 

To  accompany  proposal  for  work,  169 
In  form  of  proposal,  185,  art.  191 

CONSIDERATION     (see     also     Con- 
tracts) : 
Defined  and  described,  60 
As  regards  the  consideration,  61 
Essential  to  a  valid  contract,  60 
Obligation  of  a  contract  cannot  be  as- 
sumed for  nothing.  60 
Must  be  something  of  value,  68,  568 
Must  be  legally  equivalent  to  promise, 

60,  63,  568 
Must  be  commensurate  with  the  obliga- 
tion assumed,  68 
Adequacy  of  consideration,  68 
It  must  not  be  wanting,  65 
Promises  without  consideration  are  not 
binding,  64-67 
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CONSIDERATION—  Continued. 

Failure  of  the  consideration,  65 

Ad  obligation  to  a  party  cannot  be  a 
consideration  for  a  new  promise  to  the 
same  puny,  66,  563,  574 

Must  be  something  more  than  a  moral 
obligation,  64 

Must  be  lawful,  and  in  keeping  with 
public  policy,  72 

Must  be  fully  performed  to  make  prom- 
ise biuding,  70 

Must  be  present,  or  coexistent  with 
promise,  67 

Promise  for  a  past  or  future  considera- 
tion is  not  binding,  67 

Mutual  promises  are  present,  67 

Of  promises  of  subscribers  to  a  project, 
62 

Must  come  from  promisee,  68 

Must  come  from  party  to  whom  prom- 
ise is  made,  68 

Compared  with  subject-matter,  71 

Good  in  part  and  in  part  bad,  70 

In  part  lawful  and  the  rest  unlawful,  70 

Void  or  unlawful,  70 

For  chauges  and  new  terms  of  a  con- 
tract, 69,  181,  560-568 

Subsequent  changes  must  be  for  a,  69, 
181.  560-563 

Necessary  when  contract  is  performed 
on  one  side,  to  a  rescission  or  change 
in  its  terms,  69,  131,  561-563 

Mutual  promises,  for  changes  and  modi- 
fications in  written  contract,  131,  561- 
563. 

Agreements  to  waive  or  rescind  must 
have.  561-568 

Misrepresentation  and  a  claim  for  extra 
work  a  consideration  for  a  promise  to 
pay  extra  compensation,  66,  69,  563 

Obligation  not  enforceable  because  of 
infancy,  bankruptcy,  or  statute  of 
limitations  as  a  consideration,  64 

CONSPIRACIES : 

To  prevent  bidding,  141 
To  prevent  competition,  148 
Between  contractor  and  engineer,  516 

CONSTITUTIONALITY : 

Of  mechanics'  lien  laws,  765 

CONSTRUCTION     CONTRACT    (see 

also  Contracts)  : 
\   Mode  of  entering  into,  92,  132 
Form  of  introduction,  200 
Will  not  be  specifically  enforced,  705- 
707 
CONSTRUCTION    OF     CONTRACT 
(see  also  Interpretation  of  Con- 
tract) : 
Is  for  the  court,  126 
Evidence  to  assist  in,  123-126 
Lawful  construction  will  be  adopted,  70 
Rule  of,  in  regard  to  general  and  special 
provisions,  400 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CONTRACT— 

Continued. 
That  adopted  by  parties  will  control, 

580 
Influence  of  custom  and  usage,  605,  606. 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT  : 
What  is  cou tempt,  859a 
Physician    in,    tor  refusing    to    testify 

without  extra  pay,  896-898 
Purging  it,  how  to  do  it,  859a 

CONTENTS,  pages  xi-xxxv 

CONTRACTS  (see  also  Agreements;. 
Assignments  ;  Bids  and  Bidders  ; 
Changes  ;  Conditions  ;  Contract 
Stipulations;  Ofver  and  Accept- 
ance) : 
To  indemnify  owner,  are  contracts  of 

insurance,  688 
Should  create  relation  of  independent 

contractor,  652 
Not  to  be  assigued,  289-296 
Validity  determined  by  laws  of  what. 

place,  58 
Used  by  Departments  of  Public  Works, 

New  York  City,  discussed,  447-462 
Essential  elements  of: 
Parties  to  con  X  met,  1-56 
Between  members  of  trades-union,  82 
Considerations    of,    60-70    (<ee    also 

Consideration). 
Mutual  assent  an  esseutial  element  of 

a  contract,  88-97  (see  aho  Mutual 

Assent). 
Obligation  should  be  mutual,  402,  720 
Unilateral  and  bilateral,  67 
Bilateral,  a  promise  for  a  promise,  93 
Binding  on  one  party  only,  840 
Obligations  of,  should  not  be  destroyed 

by  conditions,  401-408 
Subject-matter  of  the  contract,  71-87 
Delivery  of  contract  completes  it,  2,  59 
Date  of  contract,  its  importance,  59 
Made  on  Sunday,  59  (see  also  Sunday). 
Execution  of: 
Mode  of   entering  into  construction 

contracts,  132 
Should  con  tain  all  terms  of  agreement, 

122 
By  mail  or  telegraph,  95 
Why  in  writing,  799 
Signed  by  one  party  only,  796  (see 

also  Signature). 
Unsigned  by  either  party.  796 
Signed    by    one    of    two    joint   con- 
tractors, 796 
Two  copies,  only  one  signed,  796 
Indeterminate,  and  statute  of  frauds, 

125 
To  be  executed  in  triplicate,  791 
Signed  in  haste  and  excitement,  794 
Acknowledgment    that   contract    has. 

been  read,  793,  794 
Executed  without  reading  it,  794 
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CONTRACTS— Continued. 
execution  of— Continued. 

Not  read,  which  recites  that  it  was 
read,  794 

Signing  of,  with  full  meaus  of  learn- 
ing its  contents,  cannot  be  avoided, 
794 

Informal,  to  be  reduced  to  writing 
later,  797 

Completion  of,  postponed  until  draft 
of  written  contract,  91,  97,  188,  797 

Complete,  though  to  be  reduced  lo 
writ  lug  later,  797 

Sealed  wheu  executed,  799  (see  also 
Seals). 

Why  witnessed,  799 

Execution  must  meet  charter  require- 
ments, 44,  188,  148. 
Void  or  voidable: 

Against  public  policy,  71-87 

To  do  an  unlawful  act,  71-87 

Must  not  be  contrary  to  statute  laws, 
75 

Must  be  to  perform  a  lawful  act  or  un- 
dertaking, 71-87 

Must  not  facilitate  the  doing  of  an  un- 
lawful act,  75 

To  commit  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  77 

Must  not  be  in  contravention  of  the 
law  or  of  judicial  morals,  71-87 

To  erect  structures  in  violation  of  laws 
or  ordinances,  76 

Must  not  be  to  invade  property  rights, 
76 

Must  not  require  contractor  to  commit 
a  trespass,  76 

Must  not  require  the  obstruction  of  a 
public  way  or  stream,  76 

Must  not  require  contractor  to  main- 
tain a  nuisance,  76 

Knowledge  that  subject-matter  of  con- 
tract is  unlawful  will  prevent  recov- 
ery for  performance  or  breach,  75 

Must  not  have  a  tendency  to  injure  or 
defraud  the  government,  75 

In  violation  of  immigration,  labor,  or 
excise  laws,  78 

Must  not  savor  of  fraud,  419  (see  also 
Fraud). 

That  fraud  shall  not  affect  its  validity, 
invalid,  419 

Must  not  be  inconsistent  with  duties 
and  obligations  of  parties,  84 

To  refrain  from  working  for  a  com- 
pany's interest  to  the  advantage  of 
others  is  void,  81 

By  employee  to  exercise  bis  influence 
adverse  to  employer's  interest.  85 

To  not  resort  to  courts  for  redress,  86 

Inalienable  right  not  the  subject  of 
coutracts,  86 

Releasing  railroad,  express,  and  tele- 
graph c  m panics  from  liability  for 
injuries,  86 


CONTRACTS—  Continued. 
Void  or  voidable—  Continued. 

To  stifle  prosecution,  74 

In  contravention  of  laws  requiring 
open  and  honest  competition  for 
public  work,  456 

For  the  perversion  of  the  courts,  74 

To  influence  public  officers,  73,  74 

For  public  favor  or  personal  influ- 
ence with  public  office  is,  78,  74 

For  private  iufluence  to  secure  certain 
legislation,  73,  74 

To  snare  fees  of  a  public  office  with 
an  opposing  candidate,  78 

In  restraint  of  trade,  81 

Object  must  not  be  to  create  a  monop- 
oly, 81 

Not  to  compete  are  void,  81 

To  control  prices  independent  of  sup- 
ply and  demand,  81 

That  promote  gambling,  83 

Immoral  contracts  are  void,  87 

For  immoral  or  indecent  purposes,  87 

In  restraint  of  marriage,  87 

In  violation  of  Sabbath  laws,  59,  79 

Void  in  pait  only,  159 

Valid,  i  re  not  affected  by  later  act  of 
legislature,  142,  144  (see  also  Rati- 
fication). 

Void  for  irregularities,  are  not  made 
valid  by  s ubsequenlly  rectifying  the 
illegal  acts,  141 

Illegal  contracts  for  public  work  can 
not  be  legalized  by  public  officers,  141 

Illegal   contracts  may  be  ratified   by 
legislature,  46,  141,  142 
To  lowest  bidder : 

Charter  requirements  must  be  strictly 
followed,  739 

Corporation's  acts  beyond  its  powers, 
85,  39-41 

Of  a  public  organization  must  be 
within  powers  conferred  by  charier, 
constitution  or  act  of  incorporation, 
188 

Repairs  should  not  be  included  at 
times,  157,  884 

With  party  having  exclusive  fran- 
chise, when  requmd  that  they  be 
let  to  lowest  bidder,  164 

Must  be  awarded  in  the  manner  re- 
quired by  law,  44.  138 

What  is  an  award,  183 

Courts  will  enjoin  illegal  award  of, 
177,  178 

Act  of  awarding  contract  is  discretion- 
ary, 171,  172,  178 

Must  be  in  same  terms  as  bid,  140 

Must  include  all  the  work  advertised, 
157 

Bidders  for,  must  be  furnished  infor- 
mation in  regard  thereto,  154 

When  quantities  and  character  of 
work  cannot  be  determined,  157 
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CONTRACTS- Omfenutf. 
To  lowest  bidder — Continued. 

Execution  of,  certified  check  to  insure, 
167-169 

Not  to  compete  or  bid.  81,  82,  148 

To  stifle  competition,  81,  82,  148 

By  bidders,  to  share  profits  of  con* 
trad,  not  enforceable,  148 
What  it  comprises  : 

What  it  shall  comprise,  791 

Extent  of  contract,  792 

May  consist  of  two  or  more  writings, 
216 

Should  include  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, 214 

Should  refer  to  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, 215 

To  make  like  unto  a  model,  627 
Interpretation  (see  also   Interpreta- 
tion) : 

Interpreted  by  a  study  of  all  its 
clauses,  730 

Intention  of  parties  controls,  127 

If  intention  be  clear,  no  explanations 
will  be  received,  122 

If  doubtful,  is  construed  against  party 
using  them,  280 

Interpretation  of,  is  for  the  court,  126 

Terms  are  not  for  witness  to  explain, 
126 

Interpretation  which  is  legal  should 
be  adopted,  127 

Proof  of  terms  of  contract.  98 

Parol  evidence  to  assist,  124-126 

Ambiguous,  made  clear  by  parol  evi- 
dence, 122-126 

Condition  of  parties  shown  by  parol 
evidence  to  explain  terms  of,  123 

Written  contracts  cannot  be  changed 
by  evidence  of  previous  oral  under- 
standings, conversations,  etc.,  122 

Independent  oral  agreements,  180 

Later  contract,  if  inconsistent  with  ear- 
lier oue,  extinguishes  it,  573 

Written  matter  prevails  over  printed, 
231,  232 

Conflict  of.  with  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, 227-233 

Prevails  over  specifications,  228,  584 

Written  contract,  cannot  be  changed 
by  parol  evidence,  122 

Void  or  illegal,  a  subject  of  parol  evi- 
dence. 124-127 

Effect  of  changes  on.  570-577 

Right  to  make  chunges  reserved,  158 

Effect  of  unauthorized  changes,  235 

Should  be  kept  whole,  575 

Preserve  it  intact,  564 

Cannot  be  contradicted  by  usage,  617, 
618  {see  also  Custom  and  Usage). 

Execution  of,  not  determined  by  usage, 
615 

With  tradesman,  embodies  usages  of 
his  trade,  612 


CONTRACTS—  Continued. 
Defining  engineer's  powers  (see    also 
Engineer  or  Architect)  : 

Modified  by  subsequent  agreement, 
engineer's  powers,  398,  399 

Meaning  and  intention  of,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  engineer,  401-405 

To  pay  for  engineer's  certificate  and 
not  for  work  and  materials,  842 

To  build  to  owner's  satisfaction,  840- 
843 

Is  agreement  that  work  shall  be  to 
satisfaction  of  owner  one,  338-343 

Rescinded,  powers  of  engiuecr,  897 

Granting  engineer  power  to  determine 
damages  lor  rescission,  held  valid 
and  binding,  744 

Requirements  of,  in  regard  to  eiw 
giueer's  certificate,  470-480 

Usually  defiues  powers  and  duties  of 
engineer  or  architect,  370-390 

Can  engineer  interpret  it  wrongfully, 
if  houcst,  404 
Performance    of   (see    also    Perform- 
ance ;    Specific    Performance  ; 
Substantial  Performance)  : 

For  completed  works,  must  be  per- 
formed, before  payment,  674-677 
(see  also  Entire  Contracts). 

Whose  performance  is  impossible,  669, 
670 

Liability  for  destruction,  674-680 

What  is  a  substantial  performance  of, 
702 

Specific  performance  of.  705-707 
Rescission  /see  also  Breach  of  Con- 
tract; Rescission;  Termination); 

May  be  rescinded  by  mutual  consent, 
719 

Cannot  be  rescinded  without  liability 
for  breach,  719 

Breach  of,  by  owner,  681-696 

Rights  and  liabilities  of  parties  no 
longer  define  I,  787 

Effect  of  rescission,  on  liquidated  dam- 
ages stipulated  for  failure  to  com- 
plete, 823 
Statutes  limiting  (sec  also  Statute  of 

PRAUD8;  8TATDTE  OF  LIMITATIONS) : 

Promises   to  pay  contractors'    debts, 

within  statute  of  frauds,  when,  111 
Should  always  be  in  writing,  101 
Required  to  be  in  writing  by  statute 

of  frauds,  98-111 
Performance  of  which  is  impossible 

within  a  year,  103-105,  801 
Executed,  uot  within  statute  of  frauds, 

104 
To  take  down  and  re-erect  a  structure 

not  within  statute  of  frauds,  101 
For  goods,  materials  and  merchandise 

for  more  than  $50,  98-102 
For  goods  or  materials  to  lie  manufae. 

lured.  101 
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CONTRACTS—  Continued. 
'    Statutes  limiting — Continued. 

For  an  interest  in  lands  within  statute 
of  frauds,  106 

For  crention,  assignment,  and  surren- 
der of  estates  in  land.  109 

To  pay  the  debt  of  another  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  110 
Of  employment  (see  also  Employee)  : 

What  is  a  performance  of  contract  of 
service,  813 

For  personal  service,  specific  perform- 
ance of,  709 

Repairs  to  a  building,  10 

Construction  work,  9,  10 

Coat  to  order,  10 

Lighthouse,  9,  18 

Author  of  book,  10,  n. 

Terminate  with  death  of  contractor,  11 

For  services  of  engineer,  800-859 

Undertaking  on  part  of  employee,  811 

Determines  rights  of  employee  to  his 
inventious  and  designs,  819 
Implied  in  law: 

To  prevent  unjust  enrichment,  67, 108 

To  pay  for  benefit  conferred,  840,  697 

None  implied  against  public  corpora- 
tion, 148 

None,  when  the  law  forbids  the  con- 
tract, 52,  53,  138 

Implied  contracts  to  pay  for  work  used 
or  appropriated  would  defeat  object 
of  statute  requiring  competition,  53 

Implied  by  law,  when  services  are  so- 
licited and  accepted,  811 

Implied,  that  owner  will  see  that  en- 
gineer does  his  duty,  421,  426,  488 

Evidence  of  value  of  work,  691 

Prices  hold  for  alterations  and  extras, 
when,  672-577 

Required,  iu  an  action  for  extra  work, 
569 

CONTRACT  FORMS : 

The  introduction,  3,  200 
Designation  of  parties,  206-207 
Mutual  agreements  expressed,  208-205 
Description  of  subject-matter,  200-212 

CONTRACTOR  (see  also  Independent 
Contractor;  Liability;  Post-Con- 
tractor; Rkcovbky  op  Contract- 
or ;  Subcontractor)  : 

When  he  has  followed  erroneous  lines 
given  by  engineer,  421,  435 

Cannot  recover  for  extras  ordered  by 
engineer  without  he  had  express  au- 
thority, 558 

In  case  of  engineer's  fraud,  what  he 
must  allege  and  prove  to  recover  with- 
out certificate,  427 

Must  allege  fraud  of  engineer  in  his 
complaint,  427 

May  have  relief  in  a  court  of  equity, 
426a' 


CONTRACTOR— Continued. 
When  his  work  has  become  more  diffi- 
cult and  expensive,  678 
For  work  done  upon  another's  section, 

602 
Must  be  entitled  to  payment  before  he 

can  demand  it,  687 
Right  to  recover  depending  upon  acts 

of  public  officers,  54 
No  recompense  for  his  labors,  prepar- 
ing bids,  plans,  and  specifications  for 
private  work,  186 
Paid  with  express   understanding  that 
payment  should  go  to  material  mau  on 
account  of  building,  758 
Forbidden  by  owner  to  continue  work, 

682-688 
Prevented  from  performing,  measure  of 

recovery,  690-696 
In  case  of  breach,  has  two  lines  of  ac- 
tion, 690-696 
Must  either  hold  to  contract  or  repudi- 
ate it,  691 
Should  prosecute  work  until  prevented 
by  some  net  of  owner  amountiug  to  a 
breach,  719 
May    rescind    contract    if    owmr    has 

failed  to  perform,  670 
Required  to  furnish  better  n  aterials  than 

called  for  by  contract,  586 
When  engineer's  certificate  is  kept  from 

him  by  order  of  owner,  488-440 
Custom  to  charge  a  profit  on  men  and 

materials,  616 
To  be  paid  cost  and  a  per  cent  profit,  eott 

includes  profits  of  subcontractor,  601 
Fares  better  in  American  than  in  Eng- 
lish courts,  748 
His  undertakings  : 
His  undertaking  described.  208-212 
Warrants  that  he  can  do  thewoik  in  a 

workmanlike  manner,  256 
To  understand  plans  and  specifications, 

242 
Not  to  take  advantage4  of  errors,  omis- 
sions, and  discrepancies  in  plans  and 
specifications,  225-233 
To  employ  only   skillful,  competent 

men,  649 
Undertakes  to  employ  and  keep  com- 
petent foremen  on  works,  648 
To  make  good  all  defective  woik,  882 
If  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  replace  de- 
fective work,  etc.,  owner  may  do  so, 
278 
To  guard  against  defects  in  founda- 
tions, etc.,  281  * 
To  provide  and  protect  material  and 

appliances,  260 
To  preserve  aud  protect  works  and 

materials,  466 
To  keep  works  in  repair,  827-834 
To  provide  facilities  for  inspection  of 
work,  279-280 
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CONTRACTOR—  Continued. 

To  furnish  weighing  and  testing  ap- 
paratus, 287 

To  provide  offices  aud  attendants.  284 

To    serve    notices,    secure   permits, 
licenses,  etc.,  682,  633 

To  increase  his  force  in  case  of  delay, 
788 

Not  to  interfere  with  owner's  agents 
aud  employees,  302 

That  delay  of  o there  shall  not  excuse 
his  delay,  324 

To  take  every  precaution  to  avoid  in- 
juries, 637 

To  insure  works  against  fire,  floods, 
tempests,  etc.,  672,  673 

To  do  an  impossible  act,  must  do  it  or 
answer  in  damages,  669 

To  complete  by  day  named,  including 
nltermions,  585 

To  prove  his  claims  if  engineer  goes 
wrong,  453 

His  bond  to  pay  all  claims  for  labor, 
etc.,  765 

To  pay  claims  of  laborers  and  material- 
men, 755 

To  indemnify  owner  from  all  claims 
for  labor  and  materials,  750-754 

To  indemnify  owner  for  costs,  losses, 
etc.,  685-646 

Disputes  claims  when    required    by 
contract  to  pay  them  before  final 
settlement,  758 
Bis  rights : 

May  have  forsworn  all  his  rights,  734 

To  claim  upon  old  materials,  602 

To  materials  of  excavation  from  pub-' 
lie  street,  266 

To  possession  of  works  is  not  a  ten- 
ancy, 767 

May  not  exclude  owner  from  works, 
767 

Ordered  to  quit,  need  not  allege  that 
he  was  ready  and  willing  to  perform, 
682-688 

Rights  and  conduct  when  ordered  to 
suspend  work,  684 

Denied  rights  reserved  to  city,  452-456 

When  he  is  the  lowest  bidder,  174, 175 

Under  orders  by  individual  members 
of  the  board,  39,  555-557 
Bis  liability  : 

For  defective  chimney,  256 

For  injuries  to  third  persons  resulting 
from  use  of  defective  plans,  243 

For  defects  of  subcontractors,  644 

For  guarantee  of  sufficiency  of  plans, 
287-248 

As  a  non-judicial  officer  for  negli- 
gence in  doing  duty,  as  in  making 
repairs,  854 

For  unauthorized  changes  by  engineer, 
235 

For  work  done  by  prior  contractor,  242 


CONTRACTOR-  Continued. 
His  liability—  Continued. 
For  liquidated  damages,  311-826 
When  assured  that  penalty  will  not  be 

demanded,  326 
Or  owner  liable  for  injury,  636-646 
Directly  to  party  injured,  638 
Jointly  with  owner  for  injuries,  640a, 

641 
For  iujuries  resulting,  if  he  has  agreed 

to  meet  such  damages,  638 
Are  not  insurers  of  neighboring  estates 

agaiust  injury,  688 
Who  were  to  indemnify  owner,  need 

not  be  made  defendants  in  a  suit 

against  owner,  688 
Cannot  be  made  liable  for  certain  acts, 

638 
Rights  and  liabilities  when  in  default, 

697-704 
For  damages  suffered  by  owuer  from 

hreach,  704 
For  damages  when  he  has  voluntarily 

disabled  himself.  700 
Required  to  do  all  that  is  necessary 

to  accomplish  purpose  intended,  600 
For  breach  of  contract  when  works 

are  destroyed,  674-680 
May  be  required  to  reimburse  owner 

the  expense  of  completion,  781 
For  work  and  materials  that  have  been 

inspected,  approved,  and  certified, 

467 
May  be  held  to  terms  acquiesced  in, 580 
As  servant  or  independent  contractor, 

638 
For  trespass  oh  adjoining  estates,  275 
For  mistakes  of,  when  he  was  to  lay 

out  his  own  work,  889 
Delay  by  him : 
Excused  for  delay,  826 
Delayed  by  failure  of  owner  to  do  his 

part,  826 
Delay  caused  by  others,  324 
Delay  caused,  one  to  another,  824 
Delayed  by  incompetent   and  delin- 
quent engineers,  784 
If  acquiesced  in  by  owner,  is  not  a  just 

cause  for  rescission,  687 
'  Failure  or  neglect : 

Breach  of  contract  by,  681-689 

Not  qualified  to  do  work,  615 

His  failure  to   pay  wages   cause   of 

strike,  326 
Refuses  to  complete,  power  to  require 

him  to  proceed  with  work,  705 
Power  of  court  invoked  to  require  him 

to  perform,  705-707 
His  relation  to  owner : 
Should  be  made  independent,  652 
An  independent  contractor  or  a  serv- 
ant, 652-668 
May  be  a  servant,  though  referred  to 

as  a  contractor,  659 
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OOKTILAOTOn— Continued. 
His  relation  to  owner — Continued. 

Furnishes  workmen  to  owner,  relation 
of,  to  parties,  657 

Owner  must  at  his  peril  select  one  com- 
petent, 644 

Party  to  contract,  determined  by  bis 
own  act,  60 

Consideration  of  promise  of  subscrib- 
ers to  pay,  62 

His  ad  rant  age  over  owner  in  undertak- 
ing work,  651 

An  agent  of  owner  in  purchase  of  ma- 
terials, 271 

In  difficulties,  devices  resorted  to,  787 

Not  highly  educated,  748 
His  relation  to  engineer  : 

Has  no  voice  in  selecting  engineer,  841 

Should  verify  estimates  of  eugineer, 
589 

1 8  entitled  to  hearing  by  engineer, 
wbeu,  492-498 

Should  offer  to  arbitrate,  if  stipulated, 
519.  595 

Should  ask  for  engineer's  estimate,  etc., 
373-875,  564-568,  735 

Must  demand  engineer's  certificate, 
414.  437,  439 

His  recovery  without  engineer's  certifi- 
cate, 418-443 

He  alone  bound  by  engineer's  esti- 
mate, 447-462 

Bound  by  decision  of  engineer  jwhen 
city  is  not,  447-462 

At  the  mercy  of  engineer,  462 

Should  follow  directions  of  engineer 
only  so  far  as  they  are  authorized, 
403 

Must  follow  contract  and  specifica- 
tions, notwithstanding  engineer's  or- 
ders to  the  contrary,  888-390 

Bound  by  his  contract  though  esti- 
mates are  wrong,  841 

Action  against  engineer  for  want  of 
care  and  skill,  846-848 

Must  prove  his  declaration  of  fraud, 
gross  mistake,  etc. ,  748 

Cannot  have  engineer  as  a  partner, 
514-518A 
Must  take  notice  : 

Must  see  that  law  is  complied  with,  52 

Precautions  to  be  exercised,  55,  138 

Must  keep  informed  in  regard  to 
work,  52 

Must  watch  proceedings  of  congress, 
legislature. council,  or  commissioners 
re  the  work,  52 

Must  watch  appropriation,  44-47 

Must  take  notice  of  powers  of  agents 
and  public  officers,  83,  35,  88,  44 

Must  ascertain  rights  of  owner  to  con- 
duct building  operations,  275 

Must  have  regard  for  ordinance 
authorizing  work.  556 


OONTRAOTOR-(#»tfnu«i 
Must  take  notice — Continued. 

His  meaus  of  obtaining  information  of 
work  and  parties,  41 
Position  to  assume  : 
Should  refuse  to  do  work  not  included 

in  contract,  460 
Should    not   assent   to   changes    not 
warranted  by  express  terms  of  con 
tract,  577-580 
Advice,  when  his  rights  are  invaded. 

57&-581 
Preserves  his  rights  by  giving  notice 

of  their  invasion,  578-580,  735 
Should    protest,    when    he    has   just 

cause,  595 
Required  to  object,  protest,  and  give- 
notices,  578 
Sometimes  in  precarious  position,  573 
Epithets  applied  to  him,  578 
Recovery  of: 
Must  prove  his  loss,  to  recover  it.  696 
Profits  in  other  jobs  cannot  be  shown 
to     lessen     damages    for    owner's 
breach,  696  . 
Sometimes  required   to  make  reason- 
able deductions,  for  relief  from  care 
and  anxiety  of  work,  695 
Sometimes  justified  in  furnishing  what 

owner  has  failed  to  provide,  689 
Required  to  show  cost  of  completion 
of  works  uhen  he  has  abandoned 
them,  731 
When  a  substantial  performance,  700 
Must  make  an  honest  effort  to  com- 
plete, 442,  698.  699 
Must    not    willfully    and  obstinately 
refuse  to  complete,  699 
CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS  (see  ulsa 
Subject  of  Stipulation)  : 
Form  of  introduction,  8,  200 
Designation  or  description  of  pa*  ties,  4 
Description  of  subject-matter.  208-212 
Agency,  power  of  agent  described,  29 
Binding  personal  representatives,  7 
That  public  officers  incur  do  personal 

liability.  789 
As  to  serving  of  notices,  790 
Under  seal   may  be  waived  by  parol, 

417 
Held  void  because  there  is  a  possibility 

it  may  fail,  357 
That  written  matter  shall  prevail  over 

printed,  281 
Providing  for  custody  of  plans,  249- 

251 
That  ardent  spirits  shall   not  be  sold 

upon  works,  288 
Should  give  control  of  workmen  and 
manner  of  doing  work  to  contractor, 
656 
Interpretation  of  certain  ones,  reserving 
( ontrol  and  direction  of  work,  665- 
667 
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Reference*  art  to  Btctiont. 


CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS- C'onrU 
That   owner,  city,  or   company  may 
or  shall: 

Occupy  portions  of  site  of  works,  802 

Make  alteration,  additions,  etc.,  551 

Be  Indemnified  from  all  claim*  and 
Costs,  685,  586 

Replace  defective  work,  828 

Retain  a  certain  amount  for  repairs. 
327 

Not  be  responsible  for  correctness  of 
preliminary  estimates,  588 

Question  engineer's  certificate  and  re- 
quire contractor  to  determine  quan- 
tities, etc.,  of  work,  449 

Reject  certificate  if  improperly  given, 
448 

Show  amount  of  work  to  be  different 
from  certificate,  449 

Terminate  contract  in  case  of  default 
by  contractor,  710-717 
That  contractor  shall : 

Not  assign  or  sublet,  289-292 

Comply  with  all  laws  and  ordinances. 
680 

Serve  all  notices,  secure  all  permits, 
licenses,  etc.,  682,  638 

Keep  foreman  on  works,  288 

Furnish  everything,  210-212 

Use  improved  appliances,  211 

Make  work  conform  to  plans  and  speci- 
fications, 218 

Keep  the  plans  and  specifications  on 
works,  250,  251 

Guaranty  sufficiency  of  plans,  236 

Take  no  advantage  of  errors  or  dis- 
crepancies, 225,  226 

Protect  works,  etc.,  from  injury,  630, 
631 

Preserve  and  protect  works  and  ma- 
terials, 466 

Assumes  risks  and  dangers,  671 

Insure  works,  672,  678 

Replace  poor  and  defective  work,  828 

Provide  facilities  for  inspection,  279, 
280 

Responsible  for  defective  work  not 
withstanding  inspection  or  certifi- 
cate, 831 

Not  be  relieved  from  li  ibility  to  fur- 
nish proper  work  and  materials  by 
inspection  and  approval.  463.  466 

Replace  condemned  materials  or  owner 
may  repair  and  charge  to  contractor, 
278 

Determine  lines  and  levels,  and  be 
responsible  for  accuracy  thereof, 
299 

Provide  offices  for  engineers,  284 

Provide  closets  and  lavatories,  285 

Provide  conveyances  for  engineers, 
284 

Furnish  helpers  to  assist  in  laying  out 
work,  298 


CONTRACT  STIFUI*ATION&--6VMfU 
That  contractor  shall— Continued. 

Make  tests,  borings,  and  soundings,  286- 

Provide  weighing  and  testing  ma- 
chines, 287 

Protect  work  and  premises  from  lieusF 
759,  760 

Furnish  certificate  from  register  of 
deeds  that  no  liens  have  been  filed, 
760 

Furnish  proof  that  all  bills  on  account 
of  works  are  paid,  750-754 

Pay  all  claims  for  labor  and  material 
before  payment,  750-754 

Indemnify  owner  from  all  claims  for 
labor  and  materials,  750-754 

Make  good  all  damages  lo  works,  prop- 
erty, and  persons.  634-686 

Have  no  action  for  damages  for  delay 
on  part  of  owuer,  307 

Not  interfere  with  others  doing  extra 
work,  548,  544 

Remove  temporary  structures  and  dis- 
pose of  waste  materials,  274 

Abide  decision  of  a  tribunal  which  city 
repudiates,  449-452 

Make  repairs  to  municipal  improve- 
ments, objectionable,  384 
That  engineer  shall  or  may: 

Determine  quantities,  367,  888 

Determine  quality,  character,  and 
classification,  867.  883 

Determine  sufficiency  and  skill  with 
which  work  is  done,  888 

Explain  plans  and  specifications,  225. 
226 

Determine  value  of  work  and  mate* 
rials,  891 

Determine  mcauing  and  intention  ex- 
pressed  in  contract,  401 

Determine  all  matters,  885-887 

Decide  all  questions,  867 

Be  sole  judge  of  all  matters,  867 

Determine  every  question  arising  oui 
of  work,  893 

Be  a  referee,  powers  defined  under 
different  stipulations,  394-399 

Adopt  interpretation  most  favorable  to- 
work  and  owner,  229,  280 

Make  alterations,  additions,  and  omis- 
sions. 551 

Order  alterations,  etc.,  534.  551,  571, 
592-594 

Determine  questions  as  to  additions, 
omissions,  and  extra  work,  892. 
591-599 

Determine  whether  work  is  oi  is  not 
included  in  contract,  592 

Furnish,  and  contractor  preserve,  lines* 
and  levels,  297 

Proceed  ex  parte,  if  interfered  with.  847 

Have  supervision  and  direction  of 
work,  and  may  dismiss  objectionable 
workmen,  647-650 
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CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS—  Cont'd. 
That  engineer  shall  or  may — Cont'd. 

Determine  what  is  due  cou tractor  on 
account  of  changes  and  rescission, 
748 

Delegate  certain  duties  to  his  assist- 
ants, 499 

Have  certain  interests  in  cou  tract  with 
employer,  508 
Be  engineer's  certificate,  decision,  and 
estimate  : 

Introduction  to  clause  making  en- 
gineer's decisiou  fiual,  faulty,  369 

That  liability  and  recovery  shall  be 
conditioned  upon  procuring  engi- 
neer's certificate,  470,  472 

Thai  certificate  of  engineer  shall  be  a 
condition  precedent  to  partial  and 
final  payments,  771-778 

That  payment  shall  be  conditioned 
upon  engineer's  certificate,  409 

That  make  a  coudition  precedent, 
410-412,  415 

Making  engineer's  certificate  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  are  binding,  414 

Should  not  renounce  all  remedies  at 
law  or  in  equity,  845,  406 

Engineer's  certificate,  estimates,  deci- 
sions, etc.,  to  be  conclusive  on  both 
parties  to  contract,  444 

That  the  engineer's  decision  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive  without  re- 
course  or  appeal,  335-837 

That  engineer's  decision  shall  be  con- 
clusive on  contractor,  447 

That  engineer's  decisions  and  estimates 
shall  not  be  questioned  upon  any 
ground,  418 

That  certificates  inconsistent  with  con- 
tract terms  may  be  rejected,  448 

That  neither  partv  shall  revoke  pow- 
ers of  engineer,  847 

That  estimates  are  approximate  only, 
588 

That  progress  certificates  shall  not  ex- 
cuse defects,  464,  466 

That  progress  certificates  shall  not  ex- 
cuse a  full  performance  by  con- 
tractor, 779-781 

That  progress  certificates  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  revision  in  final  certificate, 465 

Making  final  certificate  conclusive  and 
binding  over  progress  certificates, 
780,  781 

That  estimate  and  certificate  may  be 
made  without  notice  to  parties,  492 

That  final  certificate  may  be  made 
without  notice  to  parties,  465 

Providing  for  selection  of  arbitrators, 
where  either  party  fails  to  appoint, 
519 

That  doubts  and  disputes  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  two  arbitrators  and  an 
umpire,  519 


CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS—  Contd. 
Be  engineer's  certificate,  decision,  and 

estimate —  Continued. 

That  assistants  may  perform  certain 
duties,  499 

Serve  to  do  away  with  heavy  bonds 
that  would  otherwise  be  required, 
744 

In  Pennsylvania  courts,  744 

English  and  Americau,  in  regard  to 
powers  of  engineer,  3U4 
Be  commencement  and  completion  : 

As  to  commencement  aud  completion 
of  work,  300-308 

Making  time  essence  of  contract  and 
fixing  damages  for  delay,  311-814 

Fixing  time  of  performance  and  de- 
fining "  working  days,"  305 

Work  to  be  completed  by  specified 
time,  though  extras  be  ordered,  824 

That  time  for  completion  may  be  ex- 
tended, 307 

That  for  delays  occasioned  by  acci 
dents,  strikes,  etc.,  time  may  be  ex- 
tended, 807 

That  extension  of  lime  shall  not  be  a 
waiver  of  right  to  terminate  contract. 
725 
That  work  shall  or  may: 

Be  done  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
258-258 

Be  performed  according  to  true  Bpirit, 
meaning,  and  intent  of  plans,  etc., 
258 

Be  prosecuted  as  directed,  303,  804 

Be  prosecuted  day  and  night,  306 

Be  delayed  or  suspended.  740-742 

Be  suspended  in  whole  or  in  part  with- 
out liability  for  damages,  740 

Be  pulled  down  or  opened  for  exami- 
nation and  inspection,  280 
Be  materials  : 

That  condemned  materials  shall  be  re- 
placed, 277 

For  inspection  and  rejection  of  inferior 
materials  and  work,  276-282 

Provisions  as  to  who  shall  furnish  and 
own  materials,  260-264 

Provisions  for  ownership  of  materials 
and  plants  delivered,  267-273 
Be  alterations  and  extra  work  : 

That  extra  work  shall  be  ordered  in 
writing,  534,  539-542 

That  extra  work  shall  be  ordered  in 
writing,  price  agreed  upon,  and  state- 
ments rendered,  589-541 

Limiting  recovery  to  contract  price, 
536 

That  all  claims  for  extras  are  waived. 
586 

That  extra  work  shall  be  certified  to 
be  for  public  good,  542 

Modified  or  rescinded  by  subsequent 
agreement,  69,  181,  560 
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CONTRACT  STIPULATIONS- 6™*  d.    | 
Re  alterations  and  extra  work—  Cont'd. 

For  alterations,  permits  what  changes, 
577 

That  contract  shall  not  be  affected  by 
alterations,  571 

That  questions  re  extra  work  shall  be 
submitted  to  arbitration,  597,  598 

That  no  extra  or  customary  measure- 
ments fchall  be  allowed,  608,  604 
JL  payments  : 

That  progress  payments  shall  be  made, 
769-789 

Providing  for  payment  per  unit  meas- 
ure, 782-784 

Providing  for  payment  per  schedule  of 
prices,  782-784 

Payments  postponed  until  after  en- 
gineer's certificate  is  obtained,  771- 
776 

That  no  payment  shall  be  due  until 
works  are  completed,  788 

Providing  for  payment  after  perform- 
ance of  all  stipulations  in  manner 
described,  785 

That  final  payment  shall  operate  as  a 
release  of  all  claims,  787 

Postponing  final  payment  until  all 
claims  are  paid,  sometimes  required 
by  statute.  755 

That  failure  to  make  payments  when 
due  shall  not  be  a  just  cause  for 
rescission,  687 

For  interest  on  unpaid  monthly  pay- 
ments, 770 

That  payments,  acceptance,  nor  occu- 
pation and  use  shall  not  be  a  waiver 
of  full  performance,  701 

That  payments  shall  be  made  out  of 
public  funds,  789 

That  all  moneys  due  to  owner  may  be 
retained  or  recovered  by  action.  786 
He  breach,  rescission,  and  termination 
of  contract : 

Termination  of  contract  for  cause,  727 

Naming  damages  in  case  of  termina- 
tion of  contract  by  owner,  7*29 

That  gifts,  bribes,  or  presents  shall  be 
sufficient  cause  for  canceling  con 
tract.  518 

That  if  any  officer  of  city  or  company 
be  interested  in  contract,  it  may  be 
rescinded,  512 

Result  of  lax  enforcement,  585 

CONTRACT  WORE  : 

Object  of,  to  avoid  liability,  651 

CONTROL.  OP  CONTRACTOR 

What  control  should  not  be  reserved, 
668-668 

Owner  can  not  have  the  control  of  an  in- 
dependent contractor,  654-668 

What  degree  of  control  may  owner  retain 
over  independent  contractor,  668,  664 


CONTROL  OF  CONTRACTOR—  Cont 

Must  be  proved  to  establish  relation  of 
master  and  servant,  652-668 

CONTROL  OF  WORE  : 

Should  be  given  to  contractor,  656 
Who  had  control  when  destroyed,  676 

OONVBR8ATION8 : 

Between  owner  and  engineer,  evidence 
of,  491 

CONVEYANCES : 

Contractor  to  provide,  284 

COOK: 

Not  entitled  to  a  mechanics'  lien,  861 

COPT    (see   also    Evidence  ;    Expert 

Witness)  : 
Sworn  to,  from  office  of  engineer,  are 

competent  evidence,  481 
Of  engineer's  certificate  in  court,  481 
Enlarged  by  photography,  880 

COPYING  DESIGNS,  ETC. : 
Law  forbids,  unless  sold  or  published, 
816 

COPYRIGHT : 

What  is  the  subject  of,  816-818 
Necessary  to  protect  published  works, 

816 
Of  plans  and  drawings,.  816-818 
Of  map,  etc.,  made  from  materials  col- 
lected by  <  tbers,  822 
Of  photographs,  819 

COPYRIGHT  LAWS: 

Have  not  destroyed  author's  incorporeal 
rights  in  his  creation?,  816 

CORPORATION,  see  Company. 

CORRECTION  OF  AWARD: 

Rules  in  regard  to,  by  arbitrators,  488-491 
Of  mistakes    in  engineer's    certificate, 
482-491 

CORRUPTION  : 

Of  engineer,  amounts  to  fraud,  428 

COST  OF  PUBLIC  WORK  : 

If  it  exceeds  a  certain  amount  must  be 
let  to  lowest  bidder,  160,  161 

COST  OF  WORE  : 

To  contractor,  includes  profits  of  sub- 
contractor, 601 
COUNCIL : 
Individual  members,  acts  of,  89,  555-557 
Members  must  act  as  a  unit,  89,  40,  48, 
5o5 
COUN8ELOR : 
Expert  to  attorney,  895 

COUNTY : 

Sometimes  held   liable    under  implied 

cont  met.  148 
Liability  for  unguarded  excavation  in  a 

street,  645 

COUNTY  OFFICERS: 

Compared  with  municipal,  852 
Liability  of,  for  lack  of  skill,  851 
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COURTS  (see  also  Evidence  ;   Injunc- 
tion ;  Mandamus)  : 

Contracts  to  pervert,  74 

Require  utmost  diligence  aud  good  faith 
on  part  of  engineer,  421 

Limited  knowledge  of  engineering,  860, 
487 

Cannot  determine  questions  left  to  engi- 
neer, 860,  487 

Favor  submissions  to  arbitration,  486 

Appointing  engiueer  as  an  arbitrator, 
354 

Are  agaiust  arbitrary  and  extended  pow- 
ers of*  engineer,  401-405 

Appeal  to  courts,  engineer's  estimate  a 
condition  precedent  to,  412-415 

Unwilling  to  construe  stipulations  as 
conditions  precedent,  411 

Enforce  contracts  made  by  parties,  they 
should  not  make  agreements,  744 

Power  to  correct  engineer's  certificate, 
486-491 

Jurisdiction  when  engineer  has  acted 
fraudulently,  424-426a 

Will  try  cause  in  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness wheu  fraud  is  proved,  437 

Will  not  decree  specific  performance  of 
agreement  to  arbitrate,  851 

Agreements  affecting  the  right  to  resort 
to,  844,  345 

Parties  seek  to  avoid  courts,  866 

To  keep  out  of  courts  is  express  under- 
taking of  parties,  363 

Ousted  of  jurisdiction  by  agreement  to 
abide  by  engineer's  decisions,  339,  844, 
845,  406-408 

Ousted  of  jurisdiction,  402 

Rights  to  come  into,  not  a  proper  subject 
of  contract,  844 

Contracts  not  to  resort  to  courts,  86 

Cannot  by  agreement  be  ousted  of  juris- 
diction, 86 

May  inquire  into  reasonableness  of 
arbitrators'  charges,  538 

Comparison  of  decisions  of  American 
and  English,  887 

Have  different  views  of  the  law.  861 

May  declare  what  shall  not  constitute  a 
substantial  performance,  702 

Will  not  decree  specific  performance  of 
a  construction  contract,  705-707 
;    Determine  if  plans   nnd    specifications 
are  part  of  contract,  222 

Will  take  notice  of  notorious  facts,  892a 

Derive  little  aid  from  ex  perls,  860 

May  have  candid  expert  opinion,  878 

Have  little  confidence  in  experts,  869 

Expert  should  gain  confidence  of,  882 

Expert  must  consider  the  understanding 
of  court  and  jury  889, 
COVENANT  (see  also  Condition  ;  Con- 
tract Stipulations)  : 

Of  contractor  to  render  receipted  bills  of 
all  claims,  750-758 


COVENANT— Continued. 

Implied,  that  owner  will  have  an  esti- 
mate made  by  a  competent  and  honest 
engineer,  421,  437,  438 

That  failure  of  contractor  to  perform 
shall  render  contract  void,  does  not 
enable  him  to  neglect  the  work,  721 

Against  liens : 
Is  for  benefit  of  owner,  762 
Is  not  a  covenant  to  pay  all  cluims, 
761 

CREATIONS  v 

Made     from     materials     collected    by 

others.  822 
Made  from  materials  collected  while  an. 

employee,  821 

CROSS-EXAMINATION : 
Of  an  expert  is  largely  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  trial  court,  888 

GROSS  OR  MARK : 

In  signing  contract,  795 

CUSTODY  OF  PLANS : 

Provision   that   contractor   shall   have* 

245.  251 
Stipulation  that  engineer  shall  have,  249 

CUSTOM  AND  USAGE  (see  also  Con- 
tracts ;  Courts  ;  Work)  : 
Influence  upon  the  common  law,  605 
Aid  in  interpreting  contract,  608-629 
Effect  upon  contract,  608-629 
In   engineering  and    architecture,   606,. 

609,  615,  629 
In  construction  work,  608-629 
Importance  of,  in  construction,  606 
What  may  constitute  a  usage,  607 
Must  be  generally  known,  610-612 
Must  be  genera],  or  it  must  be  known, 

610-612 
Knowledge  must  be  shown  or  implied, 

611 
Must  be  certain  and  uniform,  609 
Must  be  established,  608 
Time  required  to  establish,  608 
Not  established  by  showing  acts  com* 

mitti  d  for  courtesy,  accommodation, 

and  indulgence,  609 
Must  be  established,  uniform,  and  gen* 

eral,  612 
Must  not  be  interrupted,  609 
To  define  duties  of  professional  engineer 

or  architect,  811 
Cannot  enlarge  powers  of  officer,  615 
To  show  authority  to  employ  assistants, 

848 
In  delegating  engineer's  duties  to  his 

assistants,  502 
In  measuring  and  calculating  quantities, 

381,  608-628 
To  charge  a  per  cent  of  estimated  cost, 

unreasonable,  816 
In   regard  to   charges  of   engineer   or- 

architect,  616 
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CUSTOM  AND  USAGE-  Continued. 
To  establish  charges  of  architect  held. 

unreasonable,  814 
Among  surveyors  to  iuclude  more  land 

than  described,  609,  615,  629 
To  employ  surveyors  to  estimate  quan- 
tities, 616 
To  require  bond  of  bidders,  615 
To  establish  power  to  insert  arbitration 

clause  in  contract,  522 
To  furnish  patterns  and  moulds,  616,  627, 

629 
That  plans  beloug  to  architect,  815 
In  guarding  against  accidents  in  build- 
ing operations,  627 
Effect  of,  on  ownership  of  materials,  624 
Extra  work  determined  by  it,  590 
Re  inspection  of  ties  or  sleepers,  627,  629 
He  thickness  of  doors,  618,  629 
Contract  with  a  tradesman  embodies  es- 
tablished usages  of  his  trade,  612 
Cannot  excuse  from  obligations  imposed 

by  law,  616 
Cannot  excuse  an  unworkmanlike  Job, 

257,  615 
That  are  inconsistent  with  duties  of  fidu- 
ciary, 616 
•Cau not  vary  standard  weights  and  meas- 
ures, 615,  629 
Cannot  determine  mode  of  executing  a 

contract,  615 
Caunot  contradict  terms  of  contract,  617, 

618 
Omitted  from  contract,  617 
Quantities  to  be  determined  by  actual 

measurement,  603.  604 
Must  be  reasonable,  lawful,  and  in  keep- 
ing with  public  policy,  614 
Unreasonable  practice  cannot  become, 

615 
Must  not  subvert  justice,  616 
Musi  not  be  immoral,  613,  616 
Of    millers    to    appropriate    culls    and 

refuse,  627 
To  employ    inco  npetent  persons,    un- 
reason nble,  615 
Must  be  plea  ed,  619 
To  explain  ambiguous  contract,  618 
Parol  evidence  of,  received,  123 
To  admit  evidence  of,  meaning  must  be 

doubtful,  619 
Of  what  place,  controls,  58.  628 
Of  ii  government  department,  609 
Notice  required  of  change  of,  in  busi- 
ness, 609 

.DAM: 

Failure  of,  and  liability  for  destruction 
of  property  and  lives,  642 

DAMAGES   (see    also  Delay  ;    Liqui- 
dated Damages  ;  Measube  of  Re- 
covery ;  Owner  :  Recovery  of  Cow- 
tractor  ;  Termination)  : 
What  may  be  assessed  as,  704 


DAMAGES— Omltntttrf. 

For  unskillful  performance  of  woik,  835 

From  failure  of  overloaded  floor,  644 

Assessed  for  subletting  work,  290 

Assessed  for  refusal  to  arbitrate,  351 

From  refusal  to  submit  to  engineers'  de- 
cisions, 351 

Recovered  from  owner  and  architect  for 
fraud  and  collusion  iu  withholding  cer- 
tificate, 440 

Contractor  to  make  them  good  to  owner, 
634-686 

Fixed  in  stipulation  giving  owner  power 
to  termimite  contract,  729 

Owner  not  to  be  liable  for,  in  case  of  sus- 
pension of  the  whole  or  part  of  works, 
740 

Waiver  of  right  to,  by  taking  work  from 
contractor  as  provided  in  contract,  731 

If  owner  can  be  compensated  in  dum- 
ages,  specific  performance  will  not  be 
decreed,  706 

Power  to  apply  moneys  kept  back,  to 
completion  of  w  rks,  held  a  substitute 
for  damages,  731 

Measure  of,  for  loss  of  competitive  plans 
by  express  company.  815 

Suffered  by  employee  for  wrongful  dis- 
charge, 809 

For  injuries  while  riding  on  a  pass,  864 

For  delay : 
Consequent  to  delay.  704 
In  completion,  826 
Limited  to  those  stipulated  in  contract, 

820,  324 
Liquidated,  assessed  for  delays,  311- 

314 
Not  liquidated,  if  they  can  be  ascer- 
tained. 317-819 
Recovery  of,  when  a  penalty,  815-817 
Suffered,  must  be  shown  when  stipu- 
lation for  liquidated  damages  has 
been  waived,  726 

For  breach  or  rescission : 
Engineer's    power  to   determine    for 

breach  by  owner,  897-399,  596,  744- 

746 
Of  contract,  determination  by  engi- 
neer, 397-399,  744-746 
Power  of  engineer  to  determine,  must 

be  expressly  reserved,  745 
To  owner,  by  reason  of  contractor's 

breach,  704 
For  breach  of  contract  must  have  been 

contemplated  by  parties,  681 
In  case  of  termination  of  contract,  not 

fixed,  728 

DANGERS : 

Assumed  by  contractor,  671-680 

DATS    OF    COMPLETION   (see   also 
Completion)  : 
Should  not  be  allowed  to  pass  unnoticed. 
724 
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References 

DATE  OF  COMPLETION— Gwtfnu**. 
Impossible  date  named,  810 
When  works  have  been  destroyed,  875 

DATE  OF  CONTRACT  : 

Time  of  entering  into  contract,  59 

Importance  of  date,  59 

Dale  omitted,  may  be  proved,  59 

DATS  (see  also  Time  of  Performance 
ok  Completion)  : 
Calculation  of  number,  for  completion  of 

work,  310 
Fair  and  raiuydays,  when  working  days, 

810 
Working  days  defined,  805,  810 

DAY'S  LABOR : 

Hours  in,  fixed  by  statute,  180, 144 

DAY'S  WORK : 

Overtime,  no  recovery  for,  without  agree 
meut,  580         , 

DEATH  (see  also  Executor  and  Admin- 
istrator: Representatives)  : 
Representatives  after,  7 
Terminates  contract  for  personal  skill,  11 
Of  contractor  discharges  surety,  21 
Of  contractor  before  completion,  438 
Of  architect,  contract  for  services  does 

not  survive,  709 
Of  engineer,  excuses  certificate,  488,  506 

DEBTS: 

Contract  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  110 

DECISION  (s<>e  also  Engineer's  and  Ar- 
chitect's Decision): 

Of  difficult  questions  by  engineer,  ob- 
jectionable, 851-863  ' 

Of  architect  or  engineer  final  and  with- 
out appeal,  335-469 

DECLARATION  : 

Should  contain  an  allegation  of  fraud  of 
engineer,  427-429 

DECLARATION  IN  ACTION : 

When  <  hanges  have  been  made,  575 

DECORATING  : 

Contract  to  do,  and  building  burned,  676 

DECORATIONS  : 
Copyright  of,  bv  artist,  816 

DEFAULT  OF  CONTRACTOR  (see 
also  Breach  :  Rescission  ;  Termina- 
tion of  Contract)  : 

Owner  mav  employ  others  to  complete 
works,  710-717 

Owner  may  terminate  or  annul  contract, 
710-717 

Should  not  be  willful,  699 

DEFAULT  OF  OWNER : 

May  waive  power  to  terminate,  for  con- 
tractor's default,  738 

DEFECTIVE  APPLIANCE : 

Furnished  for  hire,  liability  for  injury, 
657 


are  to  sections. 

DEFECTIVE  MATERIALS  (see  also 
Materials)  : 

Furnished  by  the  city,  577 

Used  by  subcontractors  by  request  of 
engineer,  552 

Used,  designated  in  specifications,  277a 

Sold  subject  to  inspection,  with  clauses 
that  inspection  shall  not  relieve  con- 
tractor from  liability  for  defects,  467 

DEFECTIVE  PLANS  AND  SPECI- 
FICATIONS : 

Difficult  to  prove,  289 

Selection  of,  by  city,  town,  or  state,  245- 
248 

Liability  therefor,  of  parties  to  contract, 
287-248 

Owner's  liability  for,  289-248 

Liability  for  in  Junes  to  third  persons 
resulting  from  their  use,  248 

Contractor  not  liable  for,  289 

Liability  of  engineer,  887 

DEFECTIVE  SOIL : 

Will  not  excuse  delay,  678 

DEFECTIVE  WORK: 

Liability  for,  done  under  inspectors,  287 

Contractor's  liability  therefor,  120 

Contractor  not  liable  for,  after  acceptance, 
446,  468-469 

Contractor  to  be  responsible  for,  though, 
inspected  >md  approved,  881 

Are  waived  by  progress  payments,  when, 
446,  468-469,  701 

Cannot  be  accepted,  though  compensat- 
ed, 890 

To  be  replaced  upon  notice,  828 

Inconsistent  with  a  substantial  perform- 
ance, 702 

Mnde  good  by  owner  and  charged  to* 
contractor,  788 

Whether  a  breach  of  contract,  is  a  ques- 
tion for  court,  442 

Not  sufficient  to  impeach  engineers  cer- 
tificate, 448 

Liability  of  engineers,  887 

Liability  of  engineer  for  not  detecting, 
838-840 

Joint  liability  of  engineer  and  contractor, 
840 

Failure  of  structure  due  to,  287 

DEFECTS  : 

Builder  liable  for  damages  that  result 
from,  644 

Must  be  unimportant,  to  permit  a  sub- 
stantial performance,  702 

Not  apparent  from  inspection,  contractor 
must  remedy,  469 

Pointed  out,  to  be  remedied,  442,  495 

Inspection  by  owner  and  pointing  out, 
is  not  a  waiver  of  others,  701 

Payment  for  work  on  progress  certifi- 
cates, not  a  waiver  of  def<  cts,  418 

Fraudulent  concealment  of.  120,  121 
446,  468-469 
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DEFECTS — Continued. 
Concealed  until  statutory  period  of  limi- 
tations bas  passed,  119-121 

DEFENSE  (see  also  Courts)  : 
Of  failure  to  procure  engineer's  certifi- 
cate must  be  pleaded.  418 
Not  having  read  the  contract,  794 

DELAY  (see  also  Damages  ;  Liquidated 
Damages  ;  Time  of  Completion)  : 
Occasioned  by  owner.  886 
If  caused  by  owner,  time  to  be  extended, 

807 
Caused  by  owner  is  excusable,  670 
Caused  by  act  of  engineer  or  architect, 

824,  326 
Caused  by  incompetent  engineers,  784 
In  inakiug  engineer's  certificate,  489 
Caused  by  iuspector  rejecting  materials 

is  uot  chargeable  to  owner,  689 
In  acquiring  title  to  lands  for  works,  684 
Caused  by  defective  materials  furnished 

by  city,  577 
Solicited  by  individuals  of  a  committee, 

556 
By  reason  of  changes  in  plan  by  owner, 

522 
Caused  by  alterations,  577 
Alterations  and  additions  an  excuse  for, 

585 
Not  excused  by  alterations,  585 
By  exiras,  coutt  actor  must  give  notice, 

to  excuse  himself,  578 
What  will  not  excuse  delay  of  comple- 
tion, 678 
Not  excused  by  destruction  of  works,  675 
Caused  by  difficult  construction  or  casu- 
alty does  not  relieve  contractor  from 
liquidated  damages,  821 
Performance  impossible  in  time  stipu- 
lated, 824 
Provision  that  work  may  be  delayed  or 

suspended,  740-742 
What  is  unreasonable,  in  renewing  work, 

683 
Power  to  .ncrease  contractor's  working 

force  reserved,  738 
Caused  by  acts  of  both  parties,  326 
Caused  by  other  contractors,  824,  826 
From  strikes  of  contractor's  men,  826 
Liquidated  damages  specified  for,  811 
Liquidated  damages  therefor,  311-326 
Damages  resulting  theiefrom,  704 
Waver  of.  und  penalties  attaching.  578 
Not  a  breach  of  contract  when  liquidated 
damages  are  stipulated,  326,  781 

DELEGATION  OF  DUTIES : 

Councils  cannot  delegate  to  members,  556 

Arbitrators  may  uot  delegate,  529 

By  engineer  or   architect.  499-507  (see 

also  Engineer  ok  Architect). 
By  engineer,  reasons  for,  501-504 
Of  engineer,  stipulation  for,  om  tted,  505 
Of  a  public  officer,  507 


DELEGATION  OF  DUTIES— Gmttt 
Cannot  be  upheld  by  usage,  when  they 

are  pi  rsonal,  616 
To  contractor,  does  not  relieve  owner 

fiom  negligent  performance,  646 

DELIVERY : 

Of  contract,  799 

Of  one  copy  of  a  contract  executed  in 

duplicate,  796 
Of  material  on  ground,  271  , 

Of  certificate,   questions  in  regard  to, 

held  not  a  demand,  414,  437,  489 

DEMAND: 

Should  be  made  by  contractor  for  en- 
gineer's certificate,  414,  487,  489 

DEMOCRATIC  SPIRIT : 

Pervading  decisions  of  American  courts, 

748 

DEPARTURES  AND  OMI8SIONS  : 

Must  be  unimportant  or  no  substantial 
performance,  701 

DEPOTS,  ETC. : 
Must  be  kept  safe,  645 

DESCRIPTION  : 

Of  work  in  contract,  208-212  (see  also 

Work). 
Of  public  work  required  to  be  let  to 

lowest  bidder,  154 

DESIGNATION  : 

Of  parties  in  a  contract,  206,  207 
Of  engineer,  not  clear,  506 

DESIGNS    (see  also   Copyright  ;  Em- 
ployee; Plans  and  Specifications)  : 
Property  iu,  of  artist,  815-825 
Embodied  by  plans  are  protected    by 

law,  816 
Exhibited  in  public,  rights  of  author  or 

artist,  816 
Rights  of  purchaser  in.  817 
Made  by  employee,  822 
Rights  of  employee  in,  819-825 
Should  be  protected  by  copyright,  816 
Of  structures,  right  to  copyright,  816- 

818 
Imperfect,  and  structure  falls,  237 

DESTRUCTION  OF  WORKS  (sec  also 
Contractor  ;  Entire  Contracts  ; 
Failure)  : 

Liability  assumed  by  contractor,  671- 
680 

Loss  falls  upou  contractor,  674 

Does  not  excuse  completion  of  works 
within  time  fixed,  675 

When  undertaken  by  several  contract- 
ors, 676 

To  be  paid  for  as  they  progressed,  677 

DETAIL  DRAWINGS : 

Differ  materially  from  original  plans,  584 

DETRIMENT  ; 

Detriment  of  promisee  a  consideration 
of  a  contract,  01 
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DEVIATIONS  FROM  PLANS  : 

By  consent  of  owner,  242 

And  specification,  by  orders  of  engineer, 
888-890 
DIAGRAMS  : 

May  be  used  by  expert  witness,  802 
DIFFERENCES  : 

Between  engineer  and  his  superiors  or 
associates,  518a 
DIFFICULT  : 

Work  becoming  more  so,  678-680 
DIFFICULTIES ; 

Uu foreseen  and  unknown,  584 

DIFFICULT  QUESTIONS ; 

Arise  in  construction  Work,  858-868 

DILIGENCE  : 

Required  of  owner  in  selecting  a  con- 
tractor, 644 

DIRECTIONS : 

Regarding  work,  should  be  incorporated 

iu  plans  and  specifications,  so  far  as 

possible,  668 
Has  not,  usually,  reference  to  means  and 

manner  of  doing  work,  666 
What  direction  and  control  should  not 

be  reserved,  663-668 

DIRECTION  OF  WORE  : 

Owner  may  not  have.  654-668 
Engineer  io  have,  but  not  the  control, 
647 

DIRECTLY : 

Meaning  of  word,  310 

DISCHARGE  OF  CONTRACT  : 

Law  of  what  place  governs.  58 

DISCHARGE  OF  SURETY  : 

By  alterations,  20,  22,  576 

DISCHARGE  OR  DISMISSAL : 
Of  employee  (see  also  Contract;  Em- 
ployee ;  Employment)  : 
Wlmtisor  is  not.  808 
Of  an  employee.  802-810 
Whai  will  justify,  802-810 
If  the  employee  be  incompetent,  804 
For  misrepresentation  as  to  skill,  etc., 

806 
For  willful  disobedience,  808 
For  habitual  negligence,  805 
For  disclosing  business  of  employer, 

804 
Offense  condoned,  807 
Measure  of  damages  recoverable,  809 
Due  to  combinations,  conspiracies,  or 

boycotts,  804 
He  may  have  an  action  against,  who 

maliciously  procures  his  discbarge, 

804 
Power  to  select  and  discharge  evidence 

of  a  servant's  relation,  654-668 

DISCOVERY  OF  FRAUD  . 

Olues  should  be  followed  up,  119 


DISCREPANCIES 

Between  contract,  plans,  and  specifica- 
tions, 225-288 

In  plans  and  specifications,  428 
DISCRETION  : 

In  terminating  contract,  must  be  hon- 
estly exercised,  720 

Of  public  officers  : 

Must  be  exercised  in  good  faith,  171, 
178 

In  awarding  contract,  188 

To  ignore  bidder,  who  is  in  arrears  to 
city,  147 

Exercised,  must  be  based  upon  facts, 
173 

Is  gone  when  manner  of  doing  a 
thing  is  once  adopted,  188 

Not  to  be  controlled.  176-179,  844-859 

Of  engineer,  in  his  duties,  440 

Exercised  by  engineer,  must  be  hon- 
est, 429.  430 

DISCRETIONARY  DUTIES : 

Liability  for  misconduct  in  the  perform- 
ance of,  179,  844-849 
May  not  be  delegated,  173,  500-504 

DISFAVOR,  IN : 

Stipulations  that  engineer's  decision 
shall  be  tiuul  and  without  Appeal,  are 
so  with  courts.  342-345,  406-408 

DISHONESTY  : 

In  the  practice  of  engineering,  518a 

DISINTERESTED  : 

Engineer,   company   may    insist   upon, 
514-518 
DISMISSAL  (see  also  Dischabge)  : 

Of  incompetent  workmen,  power  re- 
served to  engineer,  647-650 

DISOBEDIENCE  : 

Th.it  will  justify  the  dismissal  of  an  em- 
ployee, 803 

DISPUTES : 

Must  exist  at  i  me  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion is  made,  525 

To  be  decided  by  engineer  or  architect, 
367,  368 

Referred  to  two  arbitrators  and  an  um- 
pire, 519-533 

DISABILITIES  : 

Of  persons  to  contract,  23-28 
Social,  to  contracting,  27 
Political,  to  contract,  27 
Which  prevent  operation  of  statute  of 
limitations,  114 

DISTANCE  : 
Made  less  than  air-line,  by  engineer,  448 

DOORS; 

Custom  as  to  thickness  of,  618 

DROPPING : 

Mortar  and  refuse  upon  neighbor's  lot. 
641 
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DRUNKARDS : 

Contracts  of,  25 

DRUNKENNESS : 

A  cause  for  dismissing  an  employee,  804 

DURESS  : 

Parties  to  contract  under  duress,  28 
Angry  and  profane  words  not  duress,  28 
Parol  evidence  of,  in  written  con  tract,  129 

DUTIES : 

Of  engineer  or  architect  (see  also  En- 
gineer's Duties): 

Under  a  professional  engagement,  811, 
826-837 

Implied  contract  by  owner  that  en- 
gineer shall  do  his  duty,  421,  426, 
488 

Delegation  of,  lo  others,  409-507 

That  cannot  be  delegated,  500-504 

As  public  officers,  they  are  presumed 
to  do  their  duty,  40 

Not  assigned  to  any  particular  party, 
506 

Of  employee  to  notify  employer,  849a 

Of  owner : 

To  avoid  acts  dangerous  to  others,  644 
To  do  no  act  imminently  dangerous  to 

others,  842 
To  exercise  due  care  and  foresight,  644 
To  see  that  works  are  conducted  with 

care  and  skill,  643 
Delegated  to  contractor,  liability   for 

negligent  performance,  646 

EARTHWORKS  (see  also  Excavations): 
Rules  for  measurement  of,  881,  882 
Measurement  of,  in  excavation,  628,  629 
Tests  for  classification  of,  885 
Custom  and  usage  of,  628,  629 
Filling  iu  between  ties  or  sleepers,  601 
Embankments,  measurement  of  culvert. 

601 
Outside  limits  of  tunnel,  587 
Which  have  to  be  re-excavated,  679 

ELEMENTS    OF    CONTRACT    (see 

also  CONTKACTS)  I 

Four  essentials,  1 

Parties,  1^56  (see  also  Parties). 

The  consideration,  60-70  (see  also  Con- 

8IDE  RATION) 

Subject-matter,  71-87,  208-212  (see  also 

Subject-matter). 
Mutual  assent,  90-97  (see  also  Mutual 

Assent). 

EMBANKMENT    (see     also     Earth- 
works): 
Estimates  of,  allowing  for  shrinkage,  601 

EMPLOYEE  (see  also  Contracts  ;  Em- 
ployment ;    Engineer    or   Archi- 
tect) : 
Duties  and  Rights : 
Rights  of.  in  designs  and  inventions, 
819-825 


EMPLOYEE—  Continued. 
Duties  and  rights—  Continued. 
Bights  of,  to  literary  productions,  819 
Right  to  things   created    outside    of 

office  hours,  820 
Cannot  copyright  charts  made  from 
Government  surveys,   though  con- 
ducted by  himself,  822 
His  right  to  his  inventions,  828-825 
In  making  inventions  should  assume 

the  cost,  825 
His  duty  to  give  notice,  849a 
Statute  giviug  right  to  wages  when 

discharged,  144 
Misunderstanding  as  to  wages  to  be 

Said,  90 
rights  may  not  be  arbitrarily  de- 
termined by  officer  of  company  em- 
ploying him,  845 

Overtime,  when  statute  fixes  hours  in 
a  day,  810 

Term  of  service  and  statute  of  frauds, 
105 

Contracts  for  service  for  one  year  or 
more  should  be  in  writing,  108-105, 
801 

Citizen  on  public  works,  186,  144 

Can  have  no  secret  interest  in  em- 
ployer's business,  85 

Contract  to  divulge  employer  s  busi- 
ness, 42,  85,  508-518 

Of  state,  liable  for  negligence,  854 
Discharged  (see  also  Discharge)  : 

Measure  of  damages  recoverable,  809 

Wrongfully  dismissed  may  recover 
reasonable  value  of  services,  809 

Discharged,  is  bound  to  seek  only  like 
employment,  809 

What  he  should  do,  809 

Employer  must  show  that  employee 
could  have  had  other  employment 
to  reduce  amount  of  recovery,  809 

Must  possess  degree  of  care  and  skill 
alleged,  826-887 

Recovery  for  extra  skill  and  service, 
825 

Determination  of  skill.  880 

Disrespectful  conduct  will  justify  dis- 
missal, 808 

Need  not  put  up  with  indignities,  808 

Criminal  act  of,  a  just  cause  for  dis- 
missal. 804 


(see  also  Owner)  : 
Remuneration  of  employee  to  be  de- 
termined by  him,  840 
May  be  the  true  inventor,  828 

EMPLOYMENT  ; 

finginoer  or  architect : 
In  regard  to,  800-859 
What  is  or  is  not,  812 
What  is  proof  of,  814 
Does    not    alone    make    relation    of 
master  and  servant,  052-668 
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EMPLOYMENT-  Continued. 
Engineer  or  architect — Continued. 
Engagements  for  a  salary  and  a  part 
of  protits  of  business  uot  a  partner- 
ship, 801 
What  is  uot  an  engagement,  818 
As  a  professional  muu,  858 
In  a  professional  capacity,  81 1-814 
Similar  to  that  of  other  professional 

men,  826 
Undertaking    of,  in    a    professional 

capacity,  811 
Often  very  indefinite,  811 
In  connection  with  competitive  plans 

submitted,  812-814 
Conditional    on  acceptance  of  plans, 

812 
In  a  judicial  capacity.  844-849 
Character  of  work  changed,  without 

consent  of  employee,  808 
By  unauthorized  persons,  814 
Beyond  power  conferred  by  charter 

upon  compauy,  43 
By  two  persons  jointly,  814 
May  not  delegate  duties,  805 
Confers  no  special  powers  upon  him, 

871,  552-554 
Of  an  eugineer  known  to  be  interested, 

518 
As  an  expert  witness,  867-901 
His  right  to  designs  and  inventions, 

819 
Right  to  inventions  made,  828-825 
What  is  n  performance  of  contract  of 

service,  813 
Breach  of  contract  of,  801-810 
Recovery  for  services,  814 
Recovery  for  services  of  assistants,  814 
Who  is  liable  for  value  of  services,  814 
No  recovery  for  extra  services  volun- 
tarily rendered,  810 
Term  of  service,  801 
By  the  year,  month,  or  day,  801 
Period    adopted    for    estimation    of 

wages,  801 
Contracts  for  service  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  a  year,  105,  801 
Service  by  month  and  continuous  for 

several  years  is  one  hiring,  801 
Term  of  service  indefinite.  801 
Yearly  contract,  long-continued  ser- 
vice, 801 
Agreement  to  employ    permanently, 

801 
Steady  and  permanent  service,  801 
For  life  or  duriug  ability  to  perform, 

801 
Term  of  service  so  long  as  works  are 

kept  running,  801 
Dismissal  or  discharge,  802-810  (see 

also  Discharge). 
What  will  justify  a  discharge,  802-810 
"  Overburdened    with   work,   and  dis- 
missed for  lack  of  control,  806 


EMPLOYMENT—  Continued 
Engineer  or  architect — Continued. 
What  amounts  to  a  dismissal,  808 
A  demand  for  the  resignation  of,  is  a 

discharge,  808 
Dismissal  for  incapacity,  806 
Incompetency  or  incapacity,  806 
His  liability  for  lack  of  care  and  skill, 

826-843 
Misrepresentation  as  to  skill  and  ex- 
perience, 806,  256,  257 
If   careless   and    incompetent,  he  Is 

liable  to  employer,  828-848 
Illness  and  absence  a  cause  for  dis- 
charge, 805 
Absence  a  cause  for  dismissal,  805 
Gross  moral  misconduct,  804 
Misconduct  overlooked  and  condoned,. 

807 
Waiver  of  right  to  dismiss,  .807 
Recovery  of  wages  when  wrongfully 

dismissed,  809 
Damages  recoverable  for  discharge, 

809 
Duty  wheu  discharged  to  seek  other 
employment,  809 

ENGAGEMENT  (see  also  .  Employes  ; 

Employment)  : 
Of  engineer  or  architect,  800-859 
Of  professional  man,  implies  capacity  to 

do  what  is  undertaken,  826-837 

ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT  (see 
also  Agent  ;  Arbitrator  ;  Con- 
trol ;  Delegation  ;  Employment  ; 
Engineer's  Certificate,  Decision, 
Duties,  Powers,  etc.;  Expert  Wit- 
ness) : 
An  agent  or  officer  : 

Wheu  an  agent  or  servant,  868,  834 
Treated  as  an  agent  of  owner,  426 
An  agent  with  special  powers,  868, 

871-380,  552-554 
Is  not  a  confidential  agent,  849a 
Is  trusted  agent  of  employer,  42,  514— 

518a 
Is  in  position  of  trust  514-518A 
Held  some  limes    not   an    arbitrator, 
but  the  impersonation  of  company, 
341,  509-511 
An  agent,  his  knowledge  attributed  to 

owner,  446,  849a 
May  owe  a  double  duty  to  his  em- 
ployer, as  a  referee  and  as  a  pro- 
fessional man,  849 
Referred  to  as  an  incumbent  of  an 

office,  436,  438,  506 
Liability  when  a  public  officer,  850-859 
As  public  officer  may  be  required  to 

do  his  duty,  709 
Not  properly  designated.  506 
Successor  appointed,  488 
Acts  ratified  or  adopted,  34 
As  politicians  and  lobbyists,  901 
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ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT— Gm*. 

An  arbitrator  : 

Treated  as  an  arbitrator,  495 

Distinguished  from  an  arbitrator,  496 

Judicial  status  of,  846 

Can  administer  justice  with  aid  of 
courts,  354 

Appoiuted  by  the  courts,  354 

Au  arbitrator,  umpire,  or  referee,  885- 
469 

As  an  arbitrator  or  judge  between  the 
parties,  889,  851-866 

A  giMUt-arbitrator,  868,  525 

Compensation  of,  as  an  arbitrator,  538 
His  fraud,  collusion,  and  arbitrary 
conduct : 

Must  not  act  fraudulently,  84? 

Liable  to  owner  for  fraud  and  collu- 
sion with  contractor,  516.  847,  848 

Responsible  to  contractor  for  his  fraud, 
426 

Guilty  of  fraud,  contractor  may  have 
relief  in  court,  708 

His  arbitrary  and  oppressive  conduct 
relieved  against  by  equity  court,  747 

Fraud,  collusion,  or  bad  faith  of,  avoids 
his  certificate,  422-482,  487 

Evidence  of  collusion,  149 

What  is  not  a  sufficient  allegation  of 
fraud  on  his  part.  427-429 

May  refuse  to  hear  evidence  that  as- 
sistant's estimates  are  wrong,  528 

Pledged  that  cost  shall  not  exceed  a 
certain  amount,  443 

Not  liable  to  a  suit  by  contiaotor  for 
refusing  his  certificate,  846 

Liability  of  owner  under  certain 
clauses  reserving  control  of  work, 
665-667 

Must  be  competent  and  honest,  421, 
435,  437 

Must  have  exercised  an  honest  judg- 
ment, 429-437 

Determination  to  terminate  contract  is 
final,  if  exercised  in  good  faith,  745 

If  his  interpretation  of  contract  be 
honest,  it  cannot  be  wrongful,  404 

Valu -*  of  honesty  to,  518a 

Liability  of  owner  or  company  for  his 
misconduct,  549 

Company  should  suffer  from  his  irreg- 
ularities, 421,435,487 

His  delay  in  making  estimate,  489 

When  none  appointed.  596 

His  prolonged  absence  excuses  certifi- 
cate, 488 

Dead  or  dismissed,  488  (see  also 
Death). 

His  unqualified  refusal  to  make  an 
estimate,  439 

An  officer  of  a  bureau,  refusal  to  act, 
regulations  of  bureau,  489 

May  be  required  by  mandamus  to  ren- 
der certificate,  426 


ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT- Con*. 

His    fraud,    collusion,     and    arbitrary 

conduct—  Continued. 
His  addiess  not  known  to  contractor, 

a<i  excuse  for  not  having  demanded 

certificate,  489 
Interested  in  work  : 
Interest  in  contract  or  work,  508-51  8a 
Should  be  disinterested,  517 
Can  have  no  secret  interests  in  con- 
tract, 42,  364-366,  509-518a 
A  stockholder  in  the  company,  843K 

864-866,  509-511 
A  lessee  of  the  works,  843,  864-366, 

509-511 
Employed  when  his  interest  with  con- 
tractor is  known,  518 
A  secret  partner  of  subcontractor,  514 
Cannot  be  a  subcontractor,  514 
To  receive  a  percentage   of  expense 

saved,  514 
Liability  of: 
Must  be  competent,  careful,  and  skill- 
ful, 826-848 
Must  have  ordinary  skill  and  can',  832 
Must  give    careful   superintendence, 

839,  840 
Selected  on  account  of  skill,  528 
Competency    to    determine    difficult 

questions  arising,  851-363 
Is     most    competent     to    determine 

questions  of  construction,  359-363, 

437 
Is  in  possession  of  records,  853 
His  undertaking  when  he  solicits  or 

accepts  an  engagement,  831 
For  inspection  and  defective  design, 

837 
For  omissions  and  defects  made  by 

contractor,  889,  840 
To  employer  for  neglect  or  unskillf  ul- 

uess,  842 
His  oath  as  to  accuracy  of  estimate, 

518a 
Use  of  erroneous  tables  by  him,  488 
For  injuries  resulting  from  adoption 

of  insufficient  plans,  842 
Incompetent  and  delinquent,  421,  734 
Cannot  recover  for  services  when  he 

has  been  careless  and    unskillful, 

838 
To  owner  for  failure  to  make  investi- 
gations, 888 
For  acts  of  assistants,  848 
His  helpers  to  be  furnished  by  con*. 

tractor,  284 
To  his  employer,  but  not  to  others, 

848 
To  owner,  with  contractor  or  builder. 

840 
For  cost  of  materials  obtained  through, 

misrepresentations,  856 
'Liable    for   extras    ordered    without. 

authority,  558 
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ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT-  Cont. 
Liability  of — Continued, 

For  many  acts  or  omission  when  his 
functious  are  judicial,  844-846 

When  his  duties  are  judicial  or  dis- 
cretionary, 179.  844-849 A 

For  want  of  care  and  skill  when  act- 
ing judicially,  846 

Is  under  contract  with  owner  to  use 
care  and  skill,  and  his  judicial 
status  will  not  relieve  him,  848 

For  misconduct  of  contractor,  840 

To  contractor  for  fraud,  collusion, 
and  bad  faith,  847,  848 

When  codefendant  with  owner,  and 
charged  with  fraud,  must  reply  to 
charges,  847 

Liable  in  damages  for  withholding 
estimate,  440 

His  failure  to  disapprove  implies  ac- 
ceptance, 441 

Pointed  out  defects  to  be  remedied, 
442 

For  contempt  for  disobeying  court, 
859a 

When  under  an  injunction,  859a 

For  assurances  that  contractor  would 
have  his  pay,  558 
As  a  witness  : 

On  the  witness  stand,  849a 

Qualifications  as  an  expert  witness, 
834-891 

As  experts,  not  needed  to  determine 
certain  questions,  885 

A  witness  with  knowledge  of  facts, 
888 

As  an  expert  defending  hasty  and  im- 
prudent opinions,  8(58 

Justice  requires  him  to  take  witness- 
stand  as  an  expert  at  times,  874 

Witness  and  referee,  511 

No  special  privileges  as  a  witness, 
849a 

Examples  that  aie  questions  for  expert 
testimony,  891 

A  judge  when  he  cannot  he  a  witness, 
505 
Duties,  Powers,  and  Rights  : 

Should  be  non-committal,  486,  443,664 

ShouM  keep  reasous  for  his  decision  to 
himself,  436 

Should  not  volunteer  information  to 
bidders  for  public  work,  155 

Canvassing  unions  bidders,  140 

As  an  independent  contractor,  848 

Property  in  his  creations,  817 

Right  to  copyright  of  plans,  816-818 

His  property  in  plans  and  specifica- 
tions he  has  supplied.  252,  815,  816— 
822 

Claims  to  a  copyright  of  his  plans.  818 
Employment  of  (see  also  Employment)  : 

His  engagement  or  employment,  800- 
859 


ENGINEER  OR  ARCHITECT— Ont 

Employment  of    Continued. 
As  a  professional  man,  826-887 
Abruptly  leaves  service  of  employer 

is  liable  for  damages,  709 
Quits  employer's  service,  cannot  be  re- 
quired to  return,  709 
Action  for  his  pay,  when  to  be  borne 

equally  by  owner  and  contractor, 

517 
Means  of  collecting  bis  pay,  860 
Right  to  a  lien  for  services,  861,  862 
Entitled  to  lien  for  superintendence, 

862 
His  relations  to  his  work  and  right  to  a 

lien,  862 
His  charges,  a  per  cent  of  estimated 

cost,  held  unreasonable,  616 
His  rights  under  stockholders'  liability 

acts,  863 
Injured  while  riding  on  a  pass,  864 

ENGINEER'S  APPROVAL : 
Work  to  be  done  to,  841 

ENGINEER'S  AUTHORITY  (see  also 
Engineer's  Power): 

Limited  to  powers  and  duties  expressly 
conferred,  888-890 

To  pledge  his  employer's  credit,  876, 
552-554 

To  order  extras,  etc.,  553 

May  not  order  extras  without  authority, 
841 

Authority  to  order  extras  established  by 
implication,  ratification,  or  adoption, 
558 

To  order  extras  implied  from  payment 
of  previous  orders,  877 

Established  by  usage,  609 

Position  on  works  under  his  charge,  858 

Cannot  change  terms  of  contract  or 
specifications.  879,  552-554 

To  employ  assistants  on  account  of  com- 
pany, 848 

To  employ  a  station  agent,  879 

May  certify  to  contractor's  failure  to 
perform,  710-717 

Stipulation  that  he  may  terminate  con- 
tract and  employ  others  to  complete, 
not  authority  to  contract  for  owner, 
786 

Direction  or  control  which  may  be  re- 
served to  him,  665,  666 

ENGINEER'S  BAD  FAITH: 

A  reason  for  punishing  contractor,  449, 
453 

ENGINEER'S    CERTIFICATE     (see 
also  Certificate  ;  Engineer's  De- 
cisions ;  Engineer's  Estimates)  : 
What  it  shall  contain,  470-480 
Its  form  nud  suhstaucc,  470-491 
Good  and  sufficient,  what  is,  470-480 
Note-books  are  not,  479 
Analogous  to  au  award,  485-491 
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ENGINEER'S  CERTIFICATE- Gm*. 

Distinguished  from  an  award,  425 
Oath  in  regard  to,  472,  476,  518a,  526 
Must  not  comprise  matters  Dot  submitted, 

479 
Must  meet  requirements  of  contract  and 

specifications,  870,  881-890,  474-480 
Requirement  of  contract  in  regard  to, 

470-480,  508 
Upheld  though  not  strictly  correct,  448 
Effects  of  insufficient  or  incomplete,  474- 

480 
Must  be  certain  and  complete.  474-478 
Is  certain  if  amount  can  be  determined, 

475 
Should  be  final  and  complete  when  ren- 
dered, 480 
Should    make    final    disposition  of  all 

questions,  474-480 
Incomplete,  a  reasou  for  owner's  refusal 

to  pay,  475-480 
Good  in  part  and  in  part  bad,  479 
Should  not  give  legal  grounds  of  deci- 
sion. 486 
Should    not   contain   explanations   and 

demonstrations.  486 
Which  is  the  final  certificate,  478 
Returned  by  contractor,  and  again  de- 
manded, but  refused,  439 
To  be  from  personal  inspections,  item- 
ized, subscribed  and  sworn  to,  471-480 
When  work  is  not  completed,  870, 832- 

390,  *42 
Made  without  a  hearing,  498-498 
Certificate  of  work  measured  by  prede- 
cessor as  evidence,  481 
When  made  by  a  firm  of  engineers,  505 
Made  by  assistant  and  O.E.-ed  by  chief 

engineer,  504 
Copy  of,  as  evidence,  481 
As  evidence  in  court,  481 
Unreasonably  withheld,  489 
Refused  without  good  cause,  439,  442 
Refused  for  small  and  unimportant  de- 
fects, 442 
Withheld  at  request  or  order  of  owner, 

438-440,  670 
Refused  because  of  an  injunction,  438 
Refused    because    subcontractors   were 

not  paid,  8T0 
Withholding   of,   when  contractor  has 
had  all  that  is  due  to  him,  is  imma- 
terial, 460 
Made  after  deliy  but  before  action  by 

contractor,  849 
Withheld  in  bad  faith,  415 
Fraudulent,  no  release  required,  763 
When  he  has  promised  cost  shall  not  ex- 
ceed a  certain  amount,  448 
Unnecessary,  in  case  of  fraud,  487 
Not  required  when  contract  has  been 

rescinded,  440 
Excused  when  contractor  has  terminated 
contract,  728 


ENGINEER'S  CERTIFICATE- Con*. 

Not  required  when  engineer  is  dead.  438 

Once  rendered,  cannot  be  revised  or  cor- 
rected, 482-491 

Equally  conclusive  on  owner  and  con- 
tractor, 444*462,  549 

Binding  notwithstanding  it  is  repudiated 
by  city  or  owner,  445 

Is  conclusive  on  owner  though  work  ia 
not  fully  completed,  442 

Does  not  bind  city  unless  stipulated  that 
it  shall  be  final  and  binding,  461 

Held  bindiug  upon  both  parties,  though 
not  expressly  stipulated,  445 

To  be  conclusive  on  contractor  only,  447- 
462 

When  work  is  not  strictly  per  contract* 
445 

Accepted  by  parties,  binds  surety,  478 

To  be  rejected  by  owner  if  improperly 
given,  448 

Not  to  preclude  owner  from  showing 
amount  of  work,  449 

A  condition  precedent  to  liability  or  re- 
covery, 855,  4^0,  472,  771-779 

A  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of 
action  uuder  contract,  842-845 

Liability  mny  be  postponed  until  after 
their  certificate  has  beeu  rendered,  34ft 

Recovery  by  contractor  without  it,  418- 
448 

Dispensed  with  for  certain  causes,  422 

Not  waived  by  paying  progress  certifi- 
cates, 413,  417 

Expressly  stipulated  that  they  shall  not 
effect  a  waiver  of  defects,  461,  463-9* 

Of  damages,  per  contract,  must  be  made, 
744 

Entitles  owner  to  terminate  contract,  720 

May  include  extra  work  not  ordered  in 
writing,  when,  549,  465-490 

Liability  for  it  being  in  excess  of  work 
done.  838 
ENGINEER'S    DEOI8ION    (see    also. 
Award  ;  Engineer's  Certificate, 
Estimate,  Powers,  etc.)  : 

Final  and  conclusive : 
Decision  and  estimate  to  be  final  aud 
conclusive,  without  recourse  or  ar>-. 
penl,  335-337 
Made  final,  without  appeal,  885-337 
Need   of  mnking  it  conclusive  upon 

parties,  &\8 
Practical  reasons  for  sustaining  them, 

362 
Held  final  and  conclusive,  406 
His    decision     confined     to    matters 

strictly  within  the  contract,  595 
Conclusive,   only   when  expressly  so 

made  in  the  contract,  870 
Ou  questions  of  law,  conclusive,  402,. 

436 
Will  be  conclusively  if  honestly  made,. 
429,  430 
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ENGINEER'S  DECISION—  Continued. 
Final  and  conclusive — Continued. 

Conclusive  ou  both  parties,  444-462 

Biudiug  ou  sureties,  subcontractors, 
and  all  parties  to  contract,  445 

His  classification  final  if  in  good  faith, 
887 

Final  as  to  termination  of  contract  un- 
less bad  faith  or  fraud  be  alleged 
aud  proveu,  418-443,  746 

He  damages  from  suspension  or  re- 
scission to  be  final.  744-746 

Final,  notwithstanding  other  stipula- 
tions requiring  work  to  be  per- 
formed according  to  specifications, 
443 

Prevails  over  specifications  in  accept- 
im;  materials,  446 

Prevails  over  specifications  when,  870, 
881-888,  446 

Must  be  according  to  terms  of  con- 
tract, 370-390 

His  determination  re  extras  not  con- 
clusive unless  so  stipulated,  f»95 

Cannot  be  founded  entirely  upon  re- 
ports of  assistants.  505 

Not  final  if  tainted  with  fraud  or  col- 
lusion, 423-432,  437 

Made  conclusive  ou  contractor  alone, 
447-462 

Validity  of  clause  making  it  final  at- 
tacked upon  three  grounds,  339 

Does  clause  making  it  final,  and  with- 
out appeal,  possess  essential  features 
of  a  contract,  339-343 

When  engineer  is  representative  of 
owner,  341 

Clause  making  it  final,  and  without 
appeal,  ousts  courts  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion, 338,  344,  845 

Contracts  to  abide  by  it  are  revocable, 
339,  840-351 

Compared  to  an  award,  525 

Not  always  an  award,  348 

Stipulation  for,  said  to  leave  the  deter- 
mination of  important  questions  to 
incompetent  persons,  339,  858-868, 
437 

Preferred  to  a  court's.  368 

If  not  made  a  condition  precedent, 
may  not  be  final,  411 

Must  be  expressly  made  a  condition 
precedent,  416 

Should  be  made  a  condition  precedent 
to  liability  of  owner,  842-845, 
410 

Condiiion  precedent  to  liability  may 
be  waived,  413,  417 

Instances  not  covered  by  sweeping 
stipulation.  896 

What  matters  should  be  left  to  his 
determination,  408 

Re  collateral  or  subsequent  agree- 
ments, 596 


ENGINEER'S  DECISION—  Continued. 
Final  and  conclusive—  Continued. 
When  engineer  is  to  determine  mean- 
ing of  contract,  405 
If  houest,  cannot  be  wrongful,  404 
When  he  is  not  named,  but  is  an  in- 

cumbeut  of  an  office,  841 
Protection  of,  must  be  pleaded,  417 
Contractor  should  ask  for  it.  595 
When  he  lias  made  a  mistake  of  law, 

436 
Can  it  be  revised  ?  482-491 
Mistakes  in,  amouuting  to  fraud,  429- 
437 

ENGINEER'S  DUTY : 
To  report  conditions  and  things  to  his 

employer,  849a 
To  give  notice  of  contractor's  default, 

710-717 
To  guard  against  defects,  889,  840 
In  regard  to  pergonal  inspection  before 

rendering  certificate,  849 
When  he  has  made  a  mistake.  486-491 
Involves  discretion  and  judgment,  440 
Should  not  include  "sharp  practices/' 

511 
To  lay  out  work,  contractor  to  preserve 

his  lines,  297 
To  explain  plans  and  specifications,  225, 

226 
In  inspecting  and  rejecting  materials, 

etc..  276 
To  determine  amount  due,  415 
Not  specifically  assigned,  506 
Not  to  be  determined  by  a  jury,  849 
Presumption  (hat  he  has  done  it,  840 
As  an  employee  not  excused  because  of 

his  judicial  status,  848,  849 
That  may  be  delegated,  500-504 
Delegated  to  his  partner.  505 
Delegation  of,  to  assistants.  499-507 
Delegation  of,  when  a  public  officer,  507 

BNGINEER'8    ESTIMATE    (see  also 

Engineer's  Decision  ;  Engineer's 

Certificate  ;  Estimate)  : 
Not  strictly  an  award,  425 
Conclusive  upon  both  parties.  444-462 
Is  conclusive  only  when  made  according 

to  terms  of  contract,  881-888 
Cannot  be  i ejected  on  account  of  pure 

mistake,  429-437 
Erroneous  and  excessive  does  not  show 

fraud.  428.  429 
Increased  beyond  what  was  due.  390 
When  he  has  made  a  mistake  of  law,  486 
Right  to  revise,  reserved,  448-462 
Avoided    by  engineer's  fraud   or  bad 

faith.  422-482.  437 
Contractor  should  make  a  demand  for  it, 

414.  437,  439 
Rendered  impossible  by  act  of  owner, 

488-440 
Too  low,  owner's  liability  therefor,  841 
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SINGINEER'8  ESTIMATE—  Vonfd. 

Wheu  structure  bus  burned,  destroying 
work,  895 

City  dissatisfied  with,  to  require  con- 
tractor to  make  one  aud  prove  it  cor- 
rect, 449,  458 

ENGINEER'S      FRAUD      (see     also 
Fbaud)  : 
Evidence  of  fraud,  54 
Di8{)ense8  with  his  certificate,  487 

ENGINEER'S  INTERE8T : 
Can  have  no  secret  interest  in  contract, 

85 
May  be  an  umpire  of  work  done  under 
his  own  plans,  511 

ENGINEER'S  KNOWLEDGE  : 

Imputed  to  his  employer,  491,  849a 

ENGINEER'S  LIABILITY  (see  also 
Engineer  or  Architect)  : 

For  misconduct  when  period  of  limita- 
tions is  passed,  121 

For  making  unauthorized  changes  in 
plans,  etc.,  234,  285 

For  trespass  of  workmen  in  conduct  of 
work,  275 

ENGINEER'S    MISTAKES    (see    also 
Mistakes  of  Engineer)  : 
A  cause  for  rejectiug  contractor's  work, 
448-451 

ENGINEER'S  ORDERS  : 

Ratification  of,  by  employer,  877 
Must  not  contravene  tho  contract  stipu- 
lations, 888-390 

ENGINEER'S  POWERS  (see  also  En- 
gineer's Authority,  etc.) : 

Are  created  by  contract.  403 

Confined  to  acts  expressly  authorized, 
871-380.  552-554 

Should  be  limited.  401-408 

Extended  by  other  clauses,  889,  712-717 
'   He  should  not  be  able  to  enlarge  them, 
402 

Courts  are  against  arbitrary  and  ex- 
tended powers,  401-405 

Provision  that  they  shall  not  be  revoked, 
847 

Curtailed  by  specializing,  400 

Exceeded  with  regard  to  certain  matters. 
479 

To  determine  quantities.  870,  881-890 

To  determine  quality  of  work,  888 

To  make  estimates  and  r  nder  certificate 
without  notice  to  parties,  492-498 

To  determine  intention  as  expressed  by 
parties  in  contract,  401-405 

To  contract  for  parties,  80,  82,  88 

To  supervise,  and  direct  work  and  order 
changes,  includes  no  more,  872,  552- 
554 

Cannot  order  better  materials  than  called 
for  bv  specifications,  586 

To  decide  questions  of  law,  486 


are  to  sections. 

ENGINEER'S  POWERS—  Continued. 

To  dismiss  incompetent  workmen,  647- 
668 

To  have  supervision  and  direction,  but 
not  control  of  work,  647 

To  make  change  in  contract  conferred 
by  power  of  attorney,  559 

Provision  that  he  may  proceed  ex  parte 
if  interfered  with,  847 

To  declare  contract  terminated  defined, 
710-717 

To  terminate  contract  in  their  discretion, 
784 

To  terminate  contract  is  not  authority  to 
hire  or  purchase  on  credit  of  company, 
786 

To  order  extra  work.  558-558 

To  determine  price  and  value  of  extras, 
592-596 

In  regard  to  extra  work,  892,  591-599 

To  determine  extras,  not  power  to  deter- 
mine damages,  596 

Question  re  extra  work  and  alterations 
left  to  his  Judgment,  591-596 

To  determine  what  work  is,  oris  not,  in- 
cluded in  contract,  592-596 

Affected  by  alterations,  577 

Direction  and  contra*  of,  equivalent  to 
specifications,  244 

To  act  as  umpire  re  his  own  plans,  511 

To  delegate  to  his  firm.  499-507 

When  liis  decision  is  final,  888-890 

When  contract  has  been  rescinded  or  per- 
formed, 897.  899 

To  determine  dn mages  suffered  from  re- 
scission. 744-746 

Under  subequent  agreement.  898,  899 

ENGINEER'S  PREDECESSOR  : 

Measurements  by,  certified,  as  evidence, 
481 

ENGINEER'S  PROMISE  : 

To  make  saving,  to  contractor,  to  com- 
pensate him  for  extra  work,  878 

That  contractor  shall  be  paid,  not  bind- 
ing on  owner,  371-380,  552-554 

ENGINEER'S    8BRVIOE8    (see    also 
Employment  of  Engineer)  : 
No  recovery  for,  if  employment  be  ultra 
tires,  43 

ENGINEER'S  SKILL  (see  also  Engi- 
neer or  Architect)  : 
Lack  of  skill  or  attention,  237 

ENGINEER'S  STAKES : 

Liability  for  injury  from  falling  over, 428 

ENGINEER'S  STATEMENTS : 

Do  not  bind  owner,  880 

ENGINEER'S  TESTIMONY : 

When  his  certificate  was  to  be  conclu- 
sive, 481  (see  Expert  Witness). 

ENGINEERING  OPERATION  : 
Importance  of,  an  clement  in  determin- 
ing the  law,  801-868 
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ENGLISH         AND 
COURTS: 

Decisions  compared,  887,  748 
Decisions  agreed  as  to  interest  eugineer 

can  have  in  works,  510 
Decisions  as  to  powers  of  engineer,  405, 

550 
Views  upon  unlimited  power  to  engineer, 

405,408 
Protection  of  individual  rights,  748 
Leniency  of  the  latter,  699 
The    former    construe    contracts    most 

rigidly,  748 

ENRICHMENT  ; 
To  prevent  unjust  enrichment,  contract 
to  pay  is  implied  by  law,  108 

ENTIRE  CONTRACTS  (see  also  Con- 

TRACTS  ;       CONTRACTOR  ;       DESTRUC- 
TION :    Recovery  of  Contractor  ; 

WORKS) : 

Distinguished  from  severable,  674-680 
Intention  of  parties  will  prevail,  674 
Defective  plans,  under,  240 

EPIDEMIC  : 
Will  excuse  performance  of  work,  678 

EQUITY  COURT  : 

Compared  with  court  of  law,  561 

Jurisdiction  in  case  of  fraud  of  engineer, 
425-426A 

May  require  engineer  to  render  his  cer- 
tificate, 426 

Will  correct  a  palpable  mistake  or  mis- 
calculation, 486-491 

May  grant  a  hearing  when  contractor  is 
oppressed,  and  order  an  accounting, 
747 

Will  compel  city  to  issue  bonds  to  pay 
en  ijineeVs  certificate,  445 

ERRORS  (see  also  Mistakes)  : 
In  plans  and  specifications,  225-238 
In  computing  quantities.  870 
That  will  avoid  engineer's  certificate,  486 
Revision  and  correction   of,    in   certifi- 
cates, 482-491 

ESSENTIAL  ELEMENTS  : 
Of  a  contract,  in  agreement  to  complete 
work   to  sai isf action  of  owner,  888- 
843  (see  also  Contracts). 

BSTATE8  IN  LAND : 
Contracts  for  the  creation,  assignment, 
and  surrender  of,  are  within  statute  of 
frauds,  109 

ESTIMATE  (see  also  Engineer's  Esti- 
mate : 

Includes  measurement  and  calculation, 
381 

Is  approximate,  588,  589 

Owner  does  not  warrant  it  is  correct, 
588.  589 

According  to  rigid  rules  of  mensuration, 
381-390 


Reference*  are  to  section*. 
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ESTIMATE—  Continued . 
Of  quantities,   engineer's   most  proper 

duiy. 
A  random  guess,  evidence  of  fraud,  149 
May  be  employed  to  show  character  of 

work  when  specifications  have  been 

omitted,  216-219 
Of  engineer  should  not  include  materials. 

delivered  unless  contract  provides  they 

shall  belong  to  owner,  271 
Made  by  assistants,  504,  505 

ESTIMATED: 

Distinguished  from  measured,  504 

EVADING  SUMMONS : 

For  the  statutory  period  of  limitations* 
115 

EVIDENCE  (see  also  Expert  Witness): 

All  that  is  m  t<  rial  should  be  heard  by 
arbitrator  f>2o 

Refusal  to  receive,  avoids  award  of  arbi- 
trators. 493 

Of  value  of  work  is  contract  price,  691 

Engineer's  certificate,  481 

Of  work  is  in  possession  of  engineer. 
353 

Of  fraud  and  collusion  of  engineer,  what 
is,  428.  429 

Of  usage  and  custom,  627 

Of  prospective  profits,  695 

EXAMINATION  : 

Works  to  be  opened  for,  if  required,  280 

EXAMPLES  : 

Of  expert  testimony,  891 

EXCAVATIONS  (see  also  Earthworks; 

Hahdpan)  : 
Estimating  quantities  of,  331-390 
Are  included  uuder  term  "  building  "  or 

■'  wall,"  600 
Allowing  for  shrinkage  of  embankment, 

three  rules.  601 
Extra,  caused   by  engineer's  mistakes, 

421,  435 
Tests  for  rlnssification  of,  885 
Whether  it  includes  the  removal  of  soft, 

swampy  soil,  387 
Frozen  by  fault  of  contractor,  886 
More  difficult  than  was  anticipated,  679 
Outside  limits  of  tunnel,  587 
In  public  ways,  645 
Affecting     foundations    of    neighbors' 

structures,  643 
So  as  to  undermine  neighbors'  structures, 

641 
EXCEPTIONS  TO  RULE : 
That  an  agent  cannot  delegate  his  duties, 

502 

EXCHANGING  WORK8 : 
Relation  of  workmen  to  owner,  657 

EXCLUSIVE    RIOHT8    OR    FRAN 
CHISE8 : 

Contracts  by  public  officer  must  not 
grant,  81 
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EXCUSE  : 

Failure  of  usual  means  of  performance 
not  an  excuse  for  non-performance, 
678 

What  will  excuse  production  of  en- 
gineer's certificate,  422 

For  delay  of  contractor,  826 

EXECUTED  CONTRACTS : 

Not  within  statute  of  frauds,  104 
EXECUTION   OF    CONTRACT    (see 

also  Contracts)  : 
Signed,  sealed,  witnessed,  aud  delivered, 

798-799 
Without  reading  it,  794 

EXECUTOR  OR  ADMINISTRATOR : 

Is  the  representative  of  a  person  after 
death  on  all  contracts,  8 

Rights  and  liability  uuder  contract  of 
decedent,  8 

Bound  to  complete  contract,  8,  9.  10,  11 

Takes  benefits  and  burdens,  9 

Miiy  complete  old  contracts  but  cannot 
make  new  ones,  12 

May  make  himself  liable,  12 

Contracts  for  personal  skill  of  con- 
tractor. 10     • 

Named  in  the  contract,  11 

If  named,  contract  not  personal,  11 

May  submit  to  arbitration,  522 

Liability  for  torts  of  decedent,  12 


Of  plans,  etc  ,  to  contractor  when  con- 
tract was  entered  into,  217-218 
Use  of,  by  experts  in  court,  892,  898 
Of   designs  by  author,  loss   of   rights 
thereby,  816 

EXISTENCE : 

Of  subject-matter,  implied  in  contract  to 

repair,  676 
Of  works  guaranteed  by  owner  when, 

674-380 


Whom  to  bear,  of  pulling  down  works 
for  in  spec  .ion,  280 

EXPEN8E8  OF  CONTRACTOR  : 

Of  moving  outfit  to  field  of  operations, 
693 

EXPENSIVE  : 

Work  becomes  more  so,  678-680 

EXPERIMENTS : 

'    Expert  witness  may  employ,  892 

EXPERTS'  OPINION: 

May  be  adopted  by  arbitrators,  601,  529, 
531 

EXPERT  TESTIMONY : 

When  will  it  be  admitted,  884 

Does  not  require  other  like  testimony  to 

meet  it,  889 
Weight  and  value,  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine, 889,  890 


EXPERT  TESTIMONY—  Continued. 
As  to  professional  methods  and  standard 

authors,  891 
Must   be  from   recollection,   not    from 

memoranda,  877-880 
Admitted  to  explain  custom  and  usage, 

619,  627 
Legislation  needed  to  improve,  901 

EXPERT   WITNESS    (see   also   Wit- 
ness) : 

Defined  and  described,  891 

Who  may  be  an  expert,  891 

Engineer  or  architect,  as,  867-901 

Treatment  of  subject,  867 

The  consultation,  868-874 

Esteem    in    which    they   are    held    by 
Bench  and  Bar,  870 

Views  of  learned  text-book  writers  re. 
870 

A  champion  of  his  client,  872 

Bias  and  prejudice  at tribu led  to  him,  870 

Accused  of  having  a  biased  and  warped 
judgment,  870,  871 

Little  help  to  a  court,  860 

Opinions  of  completed  work.  860,  437 

Expected  to  be  impartial,  872 

Is  a  hired  advocate,  872 

Candid  opinion  may  be  had,  878 

His  duty  to  seek  to  improve  the  situa- 
tion, 901 

Behavior  of.  in  court,  882,  884 

May  take  time  before  answering,  868 

Is  justified  in  taking  stand.  874 

Cannot  decide  question  at  issue,  directly, 
890 

Cannot  determine  questions  which  are 
for  the  jury  to  decide,  885,  886,  890 

What  questions  he  may  be  asked,  884- 
891 

Should  seek  confidence  of  court,  882 

Qualifications  of,  bH3,  891 

Competency    of,    determined    by    triul 
court,  883 

Privileges  of.  are  determined   by  trial 
court,  882,  883 

May  be    asked  hypothetical  questions,* 
887,  888 

Required  to  answer  categorically,  874 

Conduct  upon  the  stand,  894 

May  employ  practical  illustrations  and 
experiments.  892 

Us*  of  memoranda  and  copies,  878 

May  use  books,  charts,  or  prepared  mem- 
oranda to  refresh  memory.  877-880 

Use  of  photographs,  879,  880 

His  right  to  use  models  and  make  tests- 
rests  with  trial  court,  893 

Use  of  books  on  stand.  876-878 

Ma  v  adopt  statements  of  book  as  his  own,. 
876-878 

May  be  questioned  re  books,  876 

When  he  may  testify,  884-891 

Need  not  have  been  a  specialist  in  the 
subject-matter,  891 
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EXPORT    WITNESS—  Continued. 
Must  cod  flue  his  testimony  to  subject  in 

which  he  is  skilled,  891 
Must  have  regard  for  the  understanding 

of  his  audience,  869 
Position  iu  trying  to  sustain  untruths, 

868 
Not  a  delightful  position,  878 
Must  undergo  inquisition,  899 
His  kuow ledge,  character,  aud  experi- 
ence may  be  gone  into,  899 
His  preparation  for  the  stand,  875-881 
Must  inform  himself,  875 
Should  lake  time  to  investigate,  868 
To  carefully  iuspect  scene  of    coutro-  J 

versy,  879 
Must  possess  himself  of  nil  the  facts,  879 
Should*  make  personal  examination  of 

subject  mat  ter,  888 
When  he  has  knowledge  of  facts  of  case, 

888.  897,  898 
Should  be  prepared  to  explain  his  con- 
clusions, 881 
Should  be  prepared  to  convince  others, 

875 
Should  fortify  his  opinions,  881 
Need  not  prove  certain  t  hings,  of  which 

courts  take  notice,  892a. 
Not  required  to  determine  many  ques- 
tions, 885,  891 
Not  required  to  prove  usage,  627 
His  ml  vice  to  fellow-experts,  894 
A -i  counselor  aud  adviser  to  attorney, 

IV,  895-898 
Recovery  for  services  as  adviser  to  at- 
torney, 898 
Recovery  for  services,  896 
Ri^lit  to  extra  pay  for  opiuion,  896 
His  time  and  services  should  not  be  re- 
quired without  compensation,  896 
His  opinion  his  property,  896 
If  no  extra  pay,  then  no  extra  prepara- 
tion, 900 
In  criminal  and  civil  cases,  896,  897,  898 
Sometimes  compelled  to  testify  in  crim- 
inal cases,  897.  898 
If  he  knows  facts,  he  must  testify,  898 

EXPRESS  PROMISE : 

Starts  statute  of  limitations  anew,  118 

EXPRESSIONS  : 

Made  clear  by  parol  evidence,  122-126 

EXPRESS  STIPULATIONS: 

Are  rigidly  construed,  as  re  extra  work, 
553 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  (see  also  Date  ; 
Waiver  ;  Works)  : 
Effect  of.  on  contract  stipulations,  724 
Effect  when  no  provision  therefor,  574 
Agreement  for  should  be  incorporated 

into  contract,  574,  724 
By  writteu  consent  of  engineer,  326 
Its  effect  on  liquidated  damages  stipulat- 
ed, 824-826 


EXTENSION  OF  TIME— ConiinvecL 
Implied  from  stipulation  for  liquidated 

damages,  826 
Not  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  right  to 

termiuate  contract,  725 
Granted  after  time  for  completion  had 

passed,  727 
Releases  surety,  20  (see  also  Surety) 

EXTENT: 

To  which  changes  may  be  made,  579-577 


For  better  work  or  materials  than  con- 
tract requires,  680 

For  hard  pan.  cou tract  having  been  re- 
scinded, 737 

EXTRA  SERVICES  : 
Rendered    by    employee,   no    recovery 
without  express  agreement,  810 

EXTRA  WORJ*  OR  EXTRAS  (see  also 
Additions;  Alterations;  Changes; 
Omissions  ;  Works)  : 
Stipulations  to  avoid : 
What  is  extra  work,  535 
Should  be  avoided,  585 
Stipulations  to  avoid,  584-544,  551,  571 
Stipulations  in  reuard  to,  534-544, 551, 

571,  588.  502-594,  597,  598 
Express  waiver  of,  an  expensive  >tipu- 

lation,  587 
None  whaiever  to  be  allowed,  535 
All  claims  for,  expressly  waived,  586, 

537 
No    recovery   for  if  not  authorized, 

871-880,  552-554 
Liability  for,  without  written  order, 

564-569 
Recovery   for  when   not  ordered    in 

writing,  549 
Authority  to  order,  552-558 
Who  mny  authorize  ?  554 
Request  is  not  an  order  for,  566 
Necessary  to  completion,  ordered  by 

owner,  557,  567 
Done  to  conform  with  city  ordinance, 

547 
Engineer  cannot  render  hi*  employer 

liable  for,  without  special  authority, 

553 
Engineer's  authority  in  regard  to,  595. 

596 
Ordered  by  engineer  without  special 

authority.  371-880,  552-554 
Ordered  by  engineer,   authoriiy  im- 
plied from   previous  orders  being 

paid.  877 
Required,  with  promise  to   effect  a 

saving  in  other  parts  of  the  work, 

378 
Ordered  by  individual  members  of  a 

council  or  committee,  555-557 
Ordered  after  date  of   completion,  a 
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EXTRA  WORK  OR  EXTRAS- CW. 
Stipulations  to  avoid — Continued. 

waiver  of  stipulation  requiring  it  to 

be  done  on  time,  325 
Payment  for,  recovered  back,  when 

formalities  stipulated  have  not  been 

observed,  545 
When  contract  work  is  defiuite,  584 
Plainly  and  clearly  outside  of  contract, 

559-569 
Not  mentioned  in  contract,  600 
Limits  of  contract  job  not  defined,  601 
Much  more  difficult,  and  of  a  different 

character,  584 
Excavations  below  grade,  628 
Ordered    by  new    and    supplemental 

agreement,  559  569 
Work  under  separate  and  independent 

contract,  569 
Subsequent  promises  to  pay  for,  must 

be  for  a  consideration,  181 
Contract  prices  prevail,  572-577 
Promise  to  pay  extra  compensation  for 

work  included   in   contract,  is  uot 

binding,  66,  878 
Notice  to  owner  that  work  ordered  is 

extra,   should    be    giveu,    578-581, 

689 
Rights  to,  defeated  by  failure  to  make 

claim  for  it,  238,  578-581 
Done  with   knowledge   of    directors, 

.57 
Knowledge  of  owner  a  factor  in  fixing 

his  liability,  567 
Orders  in  presence  of  owner,  567 
Wlieu  preliminary  estimates  are  wrong, 

588,  589 
Caused  by  engineer's  mistakes,  421, 

435 
Resulting   from    engineer's  mistakes, 

421,  435.  587,  596 
Work  of  another  description,  595 
Questions,  re,  left  to  engineer : 

Engineer's  decision  in  regard  to,  892- 

394.  592-599 
Engineer  may  determiue  value,  592- 

596 
Contractor  bound  by  engineer's  esti- 
mate when  he  has  acquiesced,  595 
Engineer's  decision,  re,  not  conclusive 

unless  so  stipulated,  395,  595 
Engineer's  determination  of,  confined 

to  kind  expressly  enumerated,  400 
Not  included  in  reference  to  engineer, 

893-396 
To  be  determined  by  mode  provided 

in  contract,  not  by  specifications,  228 
Disputes  re,  submitted  to  arbitration, 

597,  598 
Claims  for,  submitted   to  arbitration, 

ratified,  558 
Power  to  determine,  questions  re.  not 

power    to  fix  damages  for  owner's 

breach,  596 


to  section*. 

EXTRA  WORK  OR  HZTRAB-Qmt. 
Instances  : 

Examples  of,  due  to  changes,  577 

Changes,  presumed  to  be  included  in 
cou tract,  if  n>  agreement  for  extra 
pay,  566-568 

Caused  by  changes  in  plans,  584 

Caused  by  chauge  of  plan  by  owner, 
552 

Change  unbeknown  to  subcontractor, 
567 

Instances  given  in  work,  599-602 

Bill  uot  preseu ted  until  after  final 
payment,  521 

Profits  sometimes  confined  to,  535 

Terms  and  expressions  creating,  599- 
602 

Determined  by  custom  and  usage,  590 

Contractor  may  refuse  to  perform,  460 

Parties  unable  to  agree  upon  a  price 
for,  543,  544 

Contractor  not  to  interfere  with  others' 
undertaking,  543 

Must  be  done  with  care,  596 

Must  be  completed  within  reasonable 
time,  585 

When  necessary  to  complete  within 
cou  tract  time,  585 

An  excuse  for  delay,  585 

Not  an  excuse  for  delay,  675 

No  extra  allowance  of  time  for  doing, 
814 

An  excuse  for  delay,  and  to  escape 
liquidated  damages,  824 

Wheu  appropriation  is  insufficient,  47, 
580 

When  work  is  required  to  be  let  to 
lowest  bidder,  58 

Value  of,  under  contract  required  to 
go  to  lowest  bidder  not  recoverable, 
157,  158 

Cannot  be  ordered  under  contract  re- 
quired to  be  given  to  lowest  bidder, 
157,  158 

Not  named  in  advertisement  for  pro- 
posals for  public   work   cannot  be 
included  in  contract,  157 
Orders  for: 

To  be  made  in  writing  and  claim  pre- 
sented, 539-542 

No  recovery  for.  if  not  made  as  re- 
quire?! by  contract,  460,  545 

No  recovery  for,  if  not.  ordered  as  re- 
quired by  legislative  net,  545 

Must  be  made  as  required  by  contract, 
though  engineer  hns  power  to  make 
alterations,  etc.,  552 

By  owner  or  company,  559-569 

Done  at  request  of  owner  without  a 
written  order,  546 

Ratification  of  unauthorized  orders, 
558 

Ratified  by  part  payment  of  estimate, 
558 
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EXTRA  WORK  OR  BXTZlA8—Cont. 
Orders  for — Continued. 
Progress  certificates  are  not  written 

orders,  548 
Want  of  written  order  cured  by  final 
certificate,  049 

FACILITIES  FOR  INSPECTION 

Cou tractor  to  provide,  279,  £80 

FACTS : 
Versus  opinions  in  court,  884 
Of  which  courts  will  take  notice,  892a 
Known  to  expert  witness,  888 

FAILURE  (see  also  Engineer)  : 
Of  engineer,  to  do  his  part,  489 
Of  engineer,  to  disapprove,  441 

Of  contractor  (see  also  Breach  of  Con- 
tract; Contractor;  Rescission; 
Termination)  : 

Owner-  may  terminate  contract  for, 
711-717 

Must  uot  hnve  been  willful  or  ob- 
stinate, 698,  699 

Is  liable  for,  though  works  were  de- 
stroyed, 676 

Of  enterprise  : 
Provisions  for,  742 

Of  owner  (sec  also  Breach  of  Con- 
tract ;  Owner  ;  Rescission)  : 
To  perform  his  undertakings,  826 
Delay  in  doing  his  part,  826 
To  have  surveys  made,  subcontractor 

delayed.  755 
To  appoint  engineer.  854 
To  make  specific  payments,  686,  687 
To  exercise  power  to  terminate  con- 
tract a  waiver  of  right,  726 

Of  structure : 
From  defective  plans,  287-248 
From  negligence  of  city  engineer,  248 
After  completion  and  acceptance,  289 

FALLING  BRIOK : 
Iujuries  from,   liability  therefor,  640a, 
641 

FAL8E   MEASURE  OR  WEIGHTS  : 

Mistakes  due  to  the  use  of,  488 

FALSE    REPRESENTATIONS.    See 

Misrepresentations. 

FAULTY  INTRODUCTION  : 

To  stipulation  making  engyieer's  deci- 
sion final,  869 

FIDUCIARY  (see  also  Agent  ;  Engi- 
neer or  Architect  ;  Owner)  ; 

Acts  miiRt  not  be  inconsistent  with 
duties,  84,  85 

Can  have  no  interests  in  conflict  with 
those  of  his  principal,  42 

Can  have  no  personal  interest  in  con- 
tract, 85 

Usages  that  strain  relations  between  him 
and  employer,  616 

Engineer  to  company,  42,  514-51  8a 


onto  lections. 

FINAL  CERTIFICATE  (see  also  En- 
gineer's Certificate  ;  Estimate)  : 
Of  engineer,  what  is,  478 
When  is  engineers  decision,  885 
Should  be  made  conclusive,  482 
Conclusive  and  binding  over  progress. 

certificates,  780.  781 
Withheld   for  defects  discovered  after 
progress  certificate  given,  467 

FINAL    PAYMENTS   (see   also    Pay- 
ments): 
Preliminaries  to.  750-789 
Not  included  in  term  "  payments."  411 
To  execute  a  release  of  all  claims  before, 
it,  768 

FINAL  SETTLEMENT : 

Not  to  be  prejudiced  by  monthly  esti- 
mates, 781 


Works  destroyed  by,  671-680 
Liability  of  city  for  lack  of  water,  645 

FIRE  HOSE : 

Con  tract  for,  to  lowest  bidder,  161 
Must  be  advertised,  161 


Need  not  be  advertised,  164 

FIRMS: 

As  parties  to  contract,  5 

FIXTURES  : 

Contract  for,  and  building  burned,  67fr 

FLOODS : 

Works  destroyed  by,  671-680 

FLOOR : 

Gave  away  from  overloading,  644 

FLOORING  : 

Not  mentioned,   but  required  to  com- 
plete house,  600 

FOREIGNERS  : 

Employment  of,  on  public  work  prohib- 
ited, 144 

FOREMEN : 

To  be  kept  upon  works  by  contractor, 

288  

FORFEITURES  (see  also  Liquidated- 

DAMAGE8)  : 

Stipulations   for   are    not  in   favor  of 

courts,  815-817,  720 
Failure  to  claim  a  waiver  of  right  to  it, 

825 
Should  be  acted  upon  before  time  for 

completion  has  expired,  724 
Certified  check  of  bidder,  168 

FORGERY : 

For    making  unauthorised   changes  in 
plans,  etc. .  284,  285 

FORM  OF  ACTION  : 
Changed  by  alterations,  574,  575 

FORMS  : 
Of  advertisement  for  proposals,  188- 
185 
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FORMS— Continued. 
Of  certificate  (see  also  Engineer's  Cer- 
tificate) ; 
Should  be  agreed  upon,  476 
Of  ceriificute  required,  470-480 
When  engineer  designated  is  a  firm, 
505 
Of  contract  (see  also  Contract  Forms)  : 
The  introduction,  200-202 
Mutual  agreements  expressed,  208-205 
Formal  execution,  signed,  sealed,  wit- 
nessed and  delivered,  798,  799 
For  exteusion  of  time  to  be  endorsed 
on  contract,  727 
Of  notice  : 
To  bidders  in  regard  to  work,  145 
Recommended  for  proposal,  151 

Of  proposal  for  public  work,  185 

FORTHWITH  : 

Meaning  of  word,  310 

FOUNDATIONS  : 

Iucluded  under  term  "building"  or 
•♦wall,"  600 

Contractor  to  guard  against  defects  in, 
281 

Imperfect,  liability  of  engineer  or  archi- 
tect, 837 

Failure  to  bore  for  and  investigate,  888 

FRANCHISES  : 

S«le  of  must  be  for  cash,  189 

FRAUD  (see  also  Engineer  or  Archi- 
tect) : 

Contract  must  not  savor  of,  419 

Practiced  to  induce  one  to  sign  a  con- 
tract, 794 

Parol  evidence  of,  in  written  contract, 
129 

In  absence  of,  no  recovery  from  con- 
tractor for  defects  after  acceptance, 
46*9 

FRAUD  AND  COLLUSION  : 

Defined  by  the  courts  in  divers  terms, 
428 

What  amounts  to,  in  words  of  courts, 
4*8,  429 

Of  engineer  or  arohltect : 
When  a  quasi-arbitrator,  428-482,  487 
Effect  on  his  certificate  or  award,  422- 

482.437 
Voids  his  certificate  422,  426-432 
Renders  certificate  null  and  void,  427 
Terminates  his  powers,  487 
Relieves  contractor  from    producing 

certificate,  428-432,  487 
Charged  to  company  as  principal,  426 
Must  be  alleged  and  proven,  427,  440 
What  Is  a  good  and  sufficient  declara- 
tion of.  427 
Cannot  be  presumed   from  mistakes, 

480 
Mistakes  amounting  to,  428,  429-487 
Ja  difficult  to  prove,  426 


are  to  teetloni. 


FRAUD    AND   COLLUSION—  Cont'd. 
Of  engineer  or  architect — Continued. 
What  is  good  evidence  of,  149 
Without  counivauce  or  collusion  of 

owner  or  company,  424-482 
Actiou  at  law,  difficulties  met,  426 
Action  at  law  when  he  is  strictly  a 

referee,  426 
Between  him  and  contractor,  512.  518a 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF.     See  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds,  98-111. 

FRAUDULENT  WORK : 

On  part  of  contractor,  what  is?  120 

FREE  PASS  : 

Compensation  for  injuries  while  riding 
upon.  864 

So  called,  are  given  for  some  considera- 
tion, 865 

Without  a  waiver  of  damages  from  negli- 
gence, 866 

Statute  laws  forbidding  the  use  of,  by 
public  officers,  866 

FURNISHED  ON  GROUND : 

Meaning  of  words,  271 

GARBAGE : 

Removal  of,  need  not  be  advertised,  161, 
164 

GARBAGE  CREMATORY  : 

Puteuied,  in  bids  for  public  works,  164 

GAMBLING  CONTRACTS: 

Against  public  policy,  88 
Money  lent  for  gambling,  88 

GARMENT : 

Undertaking  to  make,  675,  676 

GENERAL : 

Meaning  of  word  as  used  in  custom  and 
usage,  610 

GENERAL  FUND : 

Cannot  be  drawn  from  to  pay  for  works 
to  be  paid  for  out  of  a  special  fund, 
789 

GENERAL  INSTRUCTION  : 

For  bidders  for  public  works,  186 

GENERAL  MANAGER : 

Right  to  a  lien  for  service,  861,  862 

GOOD  FAITH  : 

Powers  of  engineer  must  be  exercised 
in,  404,  429-437,  745,  746 

GOODS: 

Sale  of,  under  statute  of  frauds,  98-102 
To  be  manufactured  : 
Sale  of,  under  statute  of  frauds,  101 

GOOD  WORKING  ORDER  : 

Requires  more  than  to  be  fn  that  condi- 
tion at  the  moment  of  completion,  257 

GOVERNMENT : 

A  party  to  contract,  exception  made  in 
rules  for  interpretation  of  contract,  2:0 

Is  exempt  from  operation  of  statute  of 
limitations,  116 
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GRADING: 

Meaning  of  term,  628 

GROSS  ERROR  ; 
Gross  error  amounting  to  bad  faith  or 
fraud,  422,  428-487 

GROUNDWORK  OF  LAW : 

Governing  submissions  to  engineers  and 
architects,  445 

GROWING  CROPS  OR  TIMBER  ; 

Contracts  for  the  sale  of,  106 

GUARANTY : 

Iu  s|>ecificatii>ns,  cannot  be  ignored  by 

engineer,  888 
Of  sufficiency  of  plans,  etc.,  286-241 
In  regard  to  work,  not  to  be  controlled 

by  specifications,  228 
Of  perfection  of  plans,  or  of  safety  of 

structure,  not  implied.  829,  858 
Exacted  from  lowest  bidder,  157 
To  perform  an  impossible  act,  669 
By  owner  that  site  of  works  is  not  dan- 
gerous, 674 

BARD-PAN  (see  also  Excavations)  : 
Define  1  and  described.  679 
Extra  compensation  for,  679 
Determined  by  custom  and  usage,  590, 
623.  627,  629,  679 

HARDSHIPS  (see  also  Contractor)  : 
Considered  by  American  courts,  748 
Imposed  on  contractor  lesseus  competi- 
tion, 758 
Of  a  contractor,  alterations,  578-583 
Of  bidder  to  be  preferred  to  a  rule  which 

would  injure  the  public.  157 
No  extra  pay  am  be  allowed   by  en- 
gineer to  relieve  against,  885-386 
Will  not  relieve  from  statute  of  limita- 
tions, 115 

HEARING  : 
By  arbitrators  : 
Parties  are  entitled,  493,  527 
Arbitrators  and  umpires  must  grant, 

494,  497,  52G-528,  532 
Of  one  party  without  the  other,  527 
Party  absents  himself,  528 
Conduct  of  hearing,  time,  and  place, 

528 
By  engineer  : 
Intention  re.  should  be  expressed,  497 
Waived,  if  not  stipulated  for.  494,  496 
Provided  that  he  may  proceed  without 

giving  one,  347 
Estimate  and  certificate  may  be  made 

without  notice,  49*2-498 
When  selected  because  of  his  personal 

skill,  498 
Contractor  is  continuously  present,  498 
Is  continuous  during  construction,  498 
At  what  stage  of  work  shall    it  be 

granted,  498 


Is  not  the  representative  of  a  contractor.8 


are  to  sections. 

HIGHWAY  : 

Materials  deposited  in,  liability  for  in- 
jury, 663 
Ownership  of  materials  in,  266 

hindrance:  : 

Of  compauy.  to  excuse  certificate,  422,. 
438-440 

HIRING  (see  also  Employment,  etc  ) : 
Of  a  servant,   evidence  of  relation  of 

employer  to  employee.  654-668 
Or  eugineer  or  architect,  800-859 
Term  of  service  not  determined  by  cus- 
tom, 616 

HOLIDAYS,  see  Sundays. 

HONEST  JUDGMENT  (see  also  En- 
gineer or  Architect  ;  Fraud)  : 
Engineer  must  exercise,  429-432 
If  engineer  has  exercised,  it  caunot  be- 
wrongful,  404 

HONESTY : 

Value  of,  to  an  engineer  or  architect* 
518a 

HORSE  AND  CARRIAGE  ; 

Misconduct  of  driver  furnished,  liability 
therefor,  657 

HOURS  (see  also  Day  ;  Wages)  : 
Iu  a  day's  work  fixed  by  statute,  136* 
144 

HOUSE : 
Cellar  and  foundations  are  part  of,  600 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE  (see  also  Par 
ties) : 
Contracts  between,  26 
Promise  by  oue  to  pay  debts  of  the  other, 

110,  111 
As  agent  for  one  another,  26,  88 

HYPOTHETICAL    QUESTIONS    (see 
also   Engineer   or  Architect  ;  Ex- 
pert Witness)  : 
May  be  nsked  of  experts,  886,  887,  888 
Propriety  of,  determined  by  trial  court, 

883 
Should  embody  all  the  facts,  887,  888 
Cannot  be  based  upon  facts  not  shown, 

888 
May  be  based  upon  disputed  facts,  887, 

888 
Must  be  based  upon  facts  deducible  from 
evidence,  887,  888 

IDENTIFICATION  : 

Of  papers,  plans,  etc.,  by  parol  evidence, 

217 

IDIOCY,  INFANCY ,  INSANITY  : 

Disabilities  to  operation  of  statute   of 
limitations,  114 

IDIOT  : 

Contracts  of,  are  voidable,  25 

IGNORANCE : 
Of  engineer  is  churgeable  to  owner,  446. 
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IONORANOB-  Continued. 
Of  usage  must  be  shown  to  relieve  party 
from  it,  611 

ILLUSTRATIONS  ; 
Expert  witness  may  make  practical,  892 

IMMORAL  CONTRACTS,  see  Con- 
tracts, 87 

IMPLIED  CONTRACTS  (see  also  Con- 
tracts Implied  in  Law)  : 

No  implied  con 'met,  when  the  law  ex- 
pressly forbids  one,  52,  53 

On  part  of  owner  to  keep  structure  in 
existence,  when  ?  674-680 

Condition  precedent  will  not  be,  416 

IMPLIED  WARRANTY : 

Of  sufficiency  of  plans  ou  part  of  owner, 

888 

IMPOSSIBILITY    (see   also    Destruc- 
tion) : 
Of  performance : 

Of  a  construction  of  contract,  669,  670 
Proved  to  be  possible,  669 
Surety  released  by,  22 
Caused  by  act  of  owner,  670 
Au    excuse    for    not    producing    en- 
gineer's certificate,  422,  438 

IMPROVEMENTS  (see  also  Works)  : 
In  existing  works  and  all  destroyed,  re- 
covery, 676 

INADEQUACY  OF  SPECIFICA- 
TIONS.   See  Insufficient  Plans. 

INCAPACITY  : 

To  contract,  23-28 

Of  contractor,  no  excuse  for  poor  work, 
257 

INCOMPETENCY  (see  also  Engineer)  : 
Of  engineer  to  determine  questions  aris- 
ing, 351-368 
Of  eugiueers  excuses  production  of  es- 
timate, 435 
Power  to  dismiss  employees  reserved  to 
eugineer,  647-650 

INCOMPLETE ; 
Certificates  of  engineer,  474-480 
Recovery  bv  contractor  when  perform- 
ance is,  697-704 

INCORPOREAL  PROPERTY  (see  also 
Copyright;  Employee;  Invention): 

In  architectural  and  engineering  de- 
signs, 816-825 

Protected  only  so  long  as  author  retains 
control  of  It,  816 

Rights  of  purchaser  in,  817 

INDEBTEDNESS  : 

Limit  of,  of  a  city,  45-46 

Should  be  created  by  promise  only,  410- 

412 
Conditioned  upon  obtaining  engineer's 

certificate  or  approval.  342 


are  to  eeeHoite. 

INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTOR  (see 
also  Contractor;  Master  and  Ser- 
vant) : 

Contract  should  create  relation,  652 

Distinguished  from  a  servant,  652-668 

Relation  to  owner.  652-668 

Right  to  select,  hire,  and  pay,  sometimes 
determines  relation  to  owner,  661 

Cannot  be  controlled  as  to  means  and 
manner  of  doing  work,  660,  663 

Relatiou  to  owner  destroyed  by  actual 
control  assumed,  664 

May  be  directed  in  regard  to  results  of 
work,  660-663 

Usually  carries  on  an  independent  em- 
ployment, 662 

Liable  for  injuries  when  plans  are  suffi- 
cient, 244 

INDIVIDUAL  MEMBERS  (see  also 
Agents  ;     Extra    Work  ;    Public 

Officers)  : 

Acts  of,  do  not  bind  the  board,  com- 
mittee, etc.,  555-557 

Of  city  council,  orders  by,  not  binding, 
555-557 

INDIVIDUAL  RIGHTS : 

In  English  and  American  courts,  748 

INDULGENCE : 

Of  contractor,  discouraged,  535 

In  enforcing  contract — example,  577 

INEBRIATES : 

Contracts  of,  25 

INEVITABLE  ACCIDENT : 

By  which  works  are  destroyed,  674 

INFANTS  (see  also  Parties)  : 
Capacity  to  contract,  24 
Contracts  are  voidable,  not  void,  24 
Necessaries,  liability  for.  24 
As  agent,  may  be  one,  24 

INFERIOR  MATERIALS  : 

Inspection  and  rejection  of,  276-282 

INFORMAL  BIDS  (see  also  Bids)  : 
Failure  to  name  sureties,  169 

INFORMATION  FOR  BIDDERS  : 

to  prepaiebids.  133-140 

As  to  work,  should  be  full,  41,  154 

As  to  powers  of  parties  and  their  agents, 

41 
Additional,    volunteered    by  engineer, 

155 

INJUNCTION : 

Must  be  honestly  obeyed,  859a 
Engineer  must  obey,  and  be  respectful 

to  court,  859a 
Situation  of  engineer,  859a 
Acting  under  advice  of  counsel,  859a 
When   court  has  exceeded  its  powers, 

859a 
When  owner  is  about  to  annul  contract, 

747 
Effect  on  engineer's  certificate,  488 
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INJUNCTION—  Continued. 

An  excuse  for  n on -performance  by  con- 
tractor, 556,  689 

Delays  caused  by,  and  liquidated  dam- 
ages, 326,  689 

Agaiust  contractor,  to  prevent  bis  inter- 
fering with  owner,  707 

By  contractor  against  trespassers,  326 

Refused,  to  prevent  an  action  at  law  by 
contractor.  426a 

INJURIES  : 

Which  are  a  natural  result  of  work  un- 
dertaken, the  owner  is  liable  for,  641, 
652 

Liability  for,  which  results  from  per- 
formance of  work  in  manner  required, 
640a 

Liubility  for,  from  improper  and  negli- 
gent performance  of  work,  652 

Resulting  from  use  of  defective  plans 
and  specifications,  237-248 

Resulting  from  negligence  of  two  or 
more  persons,  244 

Damages  from,  to  persons,  property  and 
works  assumed  by  contractor,  634-636, 
646 

Contracts  releasing  commou  carriers  from 
liability  for  injuries.  86 

INJUSTICE!  AND  OPPRESSION  : 

Relieved  against  by   Americau  courts. 

748 
In  stipulations  of  construction  contract, 

455,  456 

INSOLVENCY  OF  CONTRACTOR : 

Title  to  materials  to  pass  to  owner,  278 

INSPECTION  (see  also  Materials)  : 

Contractor  to  provide  facilities  for,  279, 
280     • 

Work  to  bo  opened  for,  if  required,  280 

Acceptance  or  rejection  of  materials  and 
work,  276-280 

An  excuse  with  contractor  for  defective 
work,  120 

Liability  for  defects  of  work  done  under 
inspection,  237,  467 

By  engineer  relieves  contractor  from  lia- 
bility for  defects  of,  no  concealment, 
446.  463-469 

Not  to  excuse  defective  work,  256,  276, 
417 

Not  to  preclude  subsequent  rejection  of 
inferior  work.  282 

Of  materials,  when  purchased,  277a 

By  engineer  of  materials  delivered  con- 
clusive when,  467 

Should  prevent  material  errors  and  omis- 
sions, 839,  840 

Liability  of  engineer  for,  837 

Cannot  be  excused  by  showing  presence 
of  owner,  838 

Contractor  to  pay  for,  in  case  of  delay, 
312 

Rendered  impossible  by  owner,  440 


INSPECTOR  (see  also  Engineer  or  Ar- 
chitect) : 

His  Knowledge  is  owner's,  849a 

His  decision  prevails  in  accepting  ma- 
terials, 446 

Rejects  good  materials,  and  new  ones  fnr- 
nished  without  protest,  580 

Held  liable  for  non-performance  of  duty, 
889 

His  decision  as  to  building  permit  final 
and  without  appeal,  344,  404 

INSTALLMENTS  (see  also  Payments)  : 
Preliminaries  to  payment,  750-789 
Not  fully  earned,  cannot  be  recovered, 

780 
Work  to  be  paid  for  in,  destroyed,  674- 

677 
Failure  to  pay,  a  breach  of  contract,  686, 

687 
Payment  of,  without  certificates,  a  waiver 

of  stipulation  requiring  them,  417 

INSTANCES : 

Of  extra  work,  decisions,  599-692 

Of  material  alterations  of  a  contract,  577 

Where    important  chauges   have    been 

made,  580-583 
Of  substantial  performance,  702 
Where  termination  of  contract  by  owner 

or  engineer  has  been  upheld,  735 
In  which  contractor  has  been  held  a  ser- 
vant of  owner,  665 
Of  questions  not  for  experts,  885,  886 
Of  inveution,  between  employer  and  em- 
ployee, 825 
Of  engineer's  failure  to  do  his  duty,  837- 

840 
Of  care  and  skill  required  of  engineers, 

837 
In  which  engineer's  certificate  has  been 

held  insufficient,  475-478 
Where  certificates  have  been  revised,  490 
Of  mandamus  and  injunction.  859a 
Where  specific  performance  of  construc- 
tion contracts  has  been  decreed,  706 
Of  custom  and  usage  : 
Measurements    of    earthworks,    623, 

629 
Allowing  for  shrinkage,  601 
Measurement  of  brickwork.  620,  629 
Measurement  of  lumber,  625,  629 
f     Measurement  of  postering,  622,  629 
Measurement  of  m<  ne work,  621,  629 

INSTRUCTIONS  AND  CONDITIONS: 
For  bidders  : 
Defined  and  explained,  666 
Should  give  full  information,  139 
Form  for  public  works,  186, 145,  151. 
165,  167,  170 

INSTRUMENTS,  WRITTEN  (see  also 
Written  Instruments)  : 
When  a  part  of  others  r««f erred  to,  214- 
219 
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INSUFFICIENT  PLANS  (see  also  Suf- 
ficiency of  Plans;  : 
Liability  of  parties  to  cou tract,  for,  237 
Failure  of  structure  after  completion, 289 
Liability  for  iu juries  to  third  parties.  248 

INSURANCE  : 

Taking  out  of  insurance  evidence  of  ac- 
ceptance of  works,  557,  675 

Of  works  undertaken  by  contractor, 
672,  673 

To  be  takeu  in  names  of  owner  and  con- 
tractor jointly,  673 

INTENTION  OF  PARTIES  : 

Is  to  be  gathered  from  study  of  whole 
coutract,  549,  780 

Will  prevail  when  not  contrary  to  public 
policy,  127,  227.  446,  674 

To  be  determined  by  engineer,  401-405 

In  contracts  to  perform  impossibilities, 
669 

Re  hearing,  should  be  expressed,  497 

To  be  bound,  must  accompany  signature, 
795 

To  pass  title  to  materials  to  be  ascer- 
tained, 271-278 

Rescission  of  contract,  a  question  of,  573 

In  publication  of  designs,  816 

INTENTIONAL  : 
Contractor's  default  must  not  have  been, 
699 

INTEREST  : 

On  payments  due  and  unpaid,  626 

INTEREST  OF  ENGINEER  : 

Should  be  known  to  parties,  509-51  8a 
On  objection  to  his  serving  as  an  umpire, 

864-366 
When  he  has  pledged  the  cost  of  works, 

510 
In  contract,  with  employer,  508-511 
In  common  with  contractor,  51 2-5 18 a 
Of  arbitrator,  trifling  and  remote,  523 
Of  an  arbitrator  in  cause  he  is  hearing, 

864-866 
Public  officer  iu  coutract  may  invalidate 

it,  42,  512-518 
Of  superior  officers  in  contractor's  work, 

518a 

INTEREST  IN  LAND : 

Contract  for  work  on  land,  or  for  im- 
provement thereof,  not  within  statute 
of  frauds,  106 

Contracts  relating  to  use  of  lands,  and 
statute  of  frauds,  106 

Special  agreements  in  regard  to,  107 

INTERFERENCE : 
With  engineer  in  charge,  585 
Of  third  party,  and  certificate  refused, 
488 

INTERPRETATION  OF  CONTRACT 

(see  also  Contracts,  Meaning  and 

INTENTION'  ' 

is  for  the  court,  222 


INTERPRETATION  OF  CONTRACT 

— Continued. 

All  parts  must  be  considered,  227 

Must  be  from  a  study  of  all  its  clauses, 

730 
Evidence  to  assist  in,  123-126 
Meaniug  adopted  by  parties,  580 
Surrounding  circumslauces  to  be  consid- 
ered, 227 
Contract  terms  construed  against  party 

first  usiiig  them,  230 
Most  favorable  to  work  and  owner  to  be 

adopted,  229,  230 
Written    matter  will  be  reconciled  to 

printed  matter,  if  possible,  232 
That    which    is    consistent    with    both 

contracts   and    specifications  will   be 

adopted,  228 
Puuctuation,  grammar  and  bad  spelling, 

283 

INTERPRETERS : 

Cannot  be  compelled  to  serve  without 
compensation,  896 

INTOXICATION : 

Contracts  made  while  intoxicated,  25 

INTRODUCTION : 

To  clause  making  engineer's  decision 
final,  faulty,  869 

INVENTION  (see  also  Patent)  : 
Defined  and  described,  824 
Who  is  the  inventor,  824,  825 
What  does  it  consist  of,  824 
Ownership  of,  815-825 
Instances  of,  by  employee,  825 
Rights  of  employee  in  his  own,  819-825 
By  employee,  use  of  employer's  materials 

entitles  him  to  use  it,  825 
Power  to  invent  may  be  the  subject  of 
sale,  823 

INVENTOR : 

Not  alwuyB  uatural-born.  828 
May  sell  bis  inventions  before  they  are 
made,  819 

INVITATION : 

To  bidders,  form  of  advertisement,  182, 
138-185 

IRREGULARITIES  (see  also  Award  ; 

Bids  ;  Bidders  ;  Contracts)  : 
In  requirements  of  statute  or  charter  by 

which  work  is  authorized,  139 
In  letting  work  to  lowest  bidder,  54 

JEALOU8T  : 

Of  courts,  in  regard  to  decision  of  engi- 
neer being  made  final,  842-845,  406- 
408 

JOINED: 

Plans  and  specifications  to  contract,  214- 
220 

JOINT  CONTRACTOR  : 

Liability  when  works  are  destroyed.  670 
Breach  of  contract  by,  685 
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JOINT  OWNERS : 

Breach  or  rescission  by  one  of  them,  685 

JOINT  PARTIES  : 
Liability  as  employers,  814 

JUDGES  (see  also  Coubtb)  : 

Who  have  beeu  pioueers  in  construction 
law,  866 

JUDGMENT : 

Questions  requiring  the  exercise  of  should 

nut  be  delegated  to  assistant,  500-504 
Must  be  exercised  in  good  faith,  171, 178 

JUDICIAL  ACTS  (see  also  Minis- 
terial) : 

Distinguished  from  ministerial,  180 

Of  public  officers,  must  be  exercised  in 
good  faith,  171,  173 

May  not  be  delegated  to  assistants,  501- 
504 

Liability  for  improper  performance  of, 
179,  844-859 

Selection  of  plan  of  public  work,  some- 
times held  one,  247 

JUDICIAL  DUTIES  : 

Liability  for  misconduct  in  the  perform- 
ance of,  844-849 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE : 

Of  well-known  facts  by  court,  892a 

JUDICIAL  OFFICERS  : 

Distinguished  from  judges  of  courts,  845, 

846 
Engineer  and  architect  are,  846 

JUDICIAL  POWERS : 
Defined  aud  explained,  844 
Of  engineer  and  architect,  846 

JURISDICTION  : 

Of  courts  over  parties  to  contract,  58 

JURY: 

To  determine  intention  of  parties  in 
making  changes.  577 

Cannot  determine  questions  left  to  engi- 
neer, 860,  437 

Visiting  scene  of  controversy,  892,  893 

If  they  can  fully  comprehend  case,  ex- 
pert evidence  not  admissible,  884,  890 

Determines  weight  of  expert  testimony, 
889 

Experts  cannot  decide  matters  which  are 
for  them  to  decide,  886,  890 

Expert  must  consider  understanding  of, 

869 

KEEP  IN  ORDER  : 

Requires  contractor  to  rebuild  works 
when  destroyed,  673 

KNOWLEDGE  : 
Of  an  order  of  the  court,  859a 
Of  custom  and  usage  must  be  shown, 

610-612 
Of  customs  and  usages  presumed,  612 
Of  members  of  council  imputed  to  city, 

555-557,  849a 


are  to  sections. 

KNOWLEDGE— Continual. 
If  expert  has,  he  must  testify,  896 
Required  of  an  expert,  891 
Of  owner,  that  extra  work  is  being  done* 

557,  567 
Of  owner,  not  a  waiver  of  written  order 

for  extras,  566 
Of  eugineer,  imputed  to  his  employer, 

491,  849a 
Of  engineer's  acts,  a  ratification  thereof, 

558,849a 


Rights  under  clause  requiring  contractor 
to  pay  all  claims,  757 

Right  to  sue  on  bond  to  pay  wages,  765 

May  have  a  lien,  when  contractor  has 
covenanted  against  liens,  762 
LABOR  AND  MATERIALS : 

All  claims  for  to  be  settled,  750-764 

Bills  for,  required  by  law  to  be  paid  be- 
fore final  settlement,  755 

Legality  of  provision  requiring  all  claims 
to  be  paid,  756 

Claims  for,  disputed  when  contractor  is 
required  to  pay  before  final  settlement, 
768 

LABOR  LAWS  AND  LIMITATIONS: 

Must  be  complied  with.  144 
Constitutionality  of,  in  some  states,  144 
Legality  of  many  is  doubtful,  144 

LACK  OF  SKILL : 

Cannot  excuse  an  unworkmanlike  job, 
257 

LAND: 

Owner  who  collects  and  keeps  anything 
likely  to  do  iujury  must  at  his  peril 
coufine  it,  646 

LANDSLIDE  : 
Destroys  the  works,  674 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT : 

Owner  aud  contractor  are  not,  767.  466„ 
469,  470 

LANGUAGE : 

That  makes  engineer's  estimate  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  410-412,  415 
LARCENY : 

By  servants  of  contractor,  767 

Of  plans  by  architect,  815 

LATENT  DEFECTS : 

Of  soil,  liability  therefor,  674 

LATERAL  SUPPORT : 

Of  neighbor's  land  cannot  be  removed 
without  preventing  iujury,  648 

LAVATORIES : 

To  be  furnished  by  contractor,  285 

LAWS  AND  ORDINANCES : 

Contractor  must  comply  with.  680 
Of  what  place  controls,  57,  58,  628 
Law    of    place    where    parties    reside 
governs,  58 
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LAWS  AND  ORDINANCES-  Cant. 

Law  of  place  where  contract  is  to  be 
performed  controls,  58 

Pioueer  judges  in  fixing  laws  of  construc- 
tion, 866 

Forbidding  public  officers  from  accept- 
ing or  using  posses,  866 

Of  societies,  sects,  and  associations,  844, 
526 

LAWYERS: 

Poor  opiuion  of  experts,  870 
Sometimes  make  mistakes,  871 
LAX  ENFORCEMENT : 
Of  cou tract,  re  alterations  and  its  effect, 

577 
Of  contract  stipulations,  585 

LEGALITY: 

Representations  as  to,  of  a  contract,  129 
Of  agreemeuts  for  rescission  of  cotract 
by  owner  for  certain  causes,  720 

LEGAL  QUESTIONS  : 

Difficult  oues  arise  in  work,  861 

LEGAL  PROCEEDINGS : 

Against  contractor  a  cause  for  owner  to 
terminate  contract,  713-716 
LEGISLATION ; 
Needed  to  improve  expert  testimony,  901 

LEGISLATURE  : 

May  ratify  illegal  contracts,  46,  141 
May  ratify  cou  tracts  ultra  vires  a  corpor- 
ation ,  142 

LENIENCY : 

Of  American  courts,  748 

LESSEE  : 
Engineer  a  lessee  of  works,  848,  864-866 

LETTER: 
Acceptance  of  offer  by  letter,  95,  789 
Proper  mailing  of,  is  evidence  of  receipt, 
95.  739 

LEVELS,  see  Lines  and  Levels. 

LEX  LOCI : 

Law  of  what  place  governs,  58 
What  custom  or  usage  controls,  57,  58, 
628 

LIABILITY  (see  also  Contractor)  : 
Of  Contractor : 
Whnt  may  be  assumed,  688 
Assumed    by    him    does   not  relieve 

owner,  688 
Who  can  neither  read  nor  write,  on  a 

contract,  794 
For  damages  from  default,  704 
For  destruction  of  works,  671-680 
For  injury    to    works,   persons,   and 

property,  634-646 
For  injury  to  water-  and  gas-pipes,  638 
For  delay  caused  by  another  contrac- 
tor, 324 
And  engineer  for  trespass  on  other 
estates,  375 
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LIABILITY— Continued. 
Of  engineer  or  architect : 
For  lack  of  care  and  skill,  836-648 
For  not  delecting  defects  aud  omis- 
sions, etc.,  838-840 
To  owner  for  mistakes,  838-840 
For  acts  of  assistants,  843 
As  an  agent,  for  misconduct,  884 
Limited  to  employer,  842 
To  his  employer  for  false  estimates  v 

516 
In  a  professional  capacity,  826-843, 

858 
As  a  public  officer,  850-859 
For  extras  ordered  without  authority, 

558 
Of  engineer  and   contractor  jointly, 

840 
In  damages  for  withholding  his  cer 

tilicate,  440 
When  his  functions  are  judicial.  844- 

849 
For  discretionary  acts,  176-180 
Of  owner,  in  damages  (see  Owner)  : 
For  act  committed  by  himself,  640 
When  injury  results  from  carrying  out 

contract  terms,  640a,  652 
For  injuries  resulting  from  work,  689- 

646,652 
For  certain  nets,  638 
To  escape,  work  is  let  to  independent 

contractor,  651 
Frequently  depends  upon  his  having 

selected  skilful  engineer  or  archi- 
tect, 244-248 
To  escape  liability  employees  must  be 

competeut,  644 
For  unauthorized  acts  of  architect,  440 
For  misconduct  of  engineer,  841 
For  underestimate  of  architect,  841 
For  acts  of  contractor,  under  certain 

clauses,  665-667 
For  acts  of  incompetent  contractors, 

644 
For    unskilful,    careless,    or   lawless 

acts  of  contractor,  689 
For   misconduct,  of   contractor.    In- 
stances, 665,  666 
Or  contractor  to  contract,  for  defective 

plan  8  and  specifications,  237-248 
For  negligence  of  contractor,  exists 

onlv  when  relation  is  that  of  master 

and  servant,  652-668 
For  misconduct  of  servant  furnished 

to  operate  a  machine,  or  drive  a 

conveyance,  657 
For  injuries  resulting  from  failure  to 

cover  sidewalk  as  required  by  ordi- 
nance, 641 
Imposed  by  charter,  for  negligence  or 

misconduct,  646 
For  injuries  cannot  be  measured  by 

his  pecuniary  ability  to  pay  damages,. 

653 
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LIABILITY—  Continued. 
Of  owner  to  pay  for  work  : 

Caused  by  uuforeseeu  and  unknown 
difficulties,  584 

Often  dependent  upon  events  that  have 
no  necessary  connection  with  work, 
342 

May  be  made  contingent  on  engineer's 
certificate,  409 

Postpoued  until  contractor  shall  fur- 
nish engineer's  certificate,  842,  525, 
771-779 

Contingent  on  engineer's  decision,  885 

Condition  precedent  to,  may  be  waived, 
418.  417 

Measure  of,  to  which  he  has  assented, 
407 
Of  owner,  when  a  city : 

For  injuries  resulting  from  the  adop- 
tion of  defective  plans,  245-248 

For  damages  from  insufficient  plan 
when  the  services  of  a  skilful  en- 
gineer have  been  secured,  246-248 

For  acts  of  its  officers  in  rejecting  low- 
est bid,  178,  179 

Does  not  depend  upon  bond  or  con- 
tract between  it  and  contractor,  688 

Does  uot  relieve  contractor,  645 
Of  Public  Officers  (see   also   Public 
Officers)  : 

On  contracts  executed,  855 

For  rejectiug  lowest  bid,  176-180 

For  acts  of  assistants,  858 

Mistake  of  city  engineer,  858 


Charge  that  architect  had  received  com- 
missions from  contractors  held  not,  514 

LIEN  (see  also  Mechanics'  Liens)  : 
Waived,  by  agreement,  761 
None  to  be  had  on  public  works,  766 
None  can    be  had    for    damages  from 

breach  of  cou  tract,  767 
Right  of  engineer  or  architect  to,  861, 

862 
Of  arbitrator,  on  award,  for  services, 

582 
None  for  preparing  plans,  861,  862 
Superintendents,  general  managers,  and 

cooks  not  entitled  to,  861 
Contractor  can  have  none,  if  surety  has 

covenanted  none  shall  accrue,  761 
Of  subcontractor,  when  he  knows  con- 
tractor has  waived  his  rights  to  a  lien, 

762 
Of  subcontractor  when  contractor  has 

covenanted  against  liens,  762 
Of   materialman   when    contractor  has 

covenanted  against  liens.  762 
Of  materialman  when  he  is  assignee  of 

contractor  who  his  covenanted  against 

Hens.  762 
-Covenant  agninst  by  contractor  who  is 

also  the  owner,  762 


LIEN-  Continued. 
Certificate  of  no  liens  to  be  furnished  by 
contractor  before  final  payment,  760 

LIEN  LAWS : 

Of  different  states,  764 
Objects  to  be  attained.  862 
Constitutionality  of,  attacked,  765,  862 
To  protect  materialmen  and   laborers, 

278 
Do  not  forbid  agreement  waiving  rights 

to  a  lien,  761 

LIGHTS  AND  GUARDS : 
In  public  streets,  city  must  maintain,  645 

LIMITATION,  STATUTE  OF,  112-121 

(see  Statute  of  Limitations)  : 

LIMIT  OF  COST : 

Above  which,  work  must  be  advertised, 
160,  161 

LIMIT  OF  INDEBTEDNESS : 

Must  not  be  exec  eded ,  44-47 
Indebtedness  includes  what,  47 

LIMITS  OF  WORK : 

Not  propirly  defined,  601 

LINES  AND  LEVELS : 

Not  promptly  given,  326 

Owner  fails  to  furnish,  689 

To  be  furnished  by  engineer,  297 

To  be  preserved  by  contractor,  297 

Contractor  to  be  responsible  for  accuracy 

thereof,  299 
To  be  determined  by  contractor,  299 

LIQUIDATED    DAMAGES    (see   also 
Damages  ;  Forfeiture  ;  Penalty)  : 

Fixed  by  contract  stipulation,  811-814 

Should  be  so  denominated,  322 

Stipulation  of  little  use,  when  actual 
damages  can  be  ascertained,  317 

When  actual  damages  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained, 817-319 

Amount  of  must  be  reasonable,  318 

Must  be  commensurate  with  damages 
suffered,  817,  319 

Will  be  construed  as  such  though  called 
a  penalty,  816 

Certified  check  with  bid  may  be,  168 

Stipulation  for  is  good  when  actual 
damages  cannot  be  ascertained,  318 

To  recover  or  withhold  owner  must  show 
that  actual  damages  caunot  be  as- 
sessed, 318 

To  diminish,  contractor  must  show  ac- 
tual damages  suffered,  or  that  amount 
stipulated  is  unreasonable,  319 

Instances  where  actual  damage  could 
not  be  ascertained,  818 

Matters  to  be  considered  in  fixing  amount 
of,  820 

For  delay  in  completing  certain  stages 
of  work.  818, 

Or  a  Penalty  : 
Often  treated  as  penalty,  315*317 
Is  a  penalty  wheu,  322 
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LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES— Cant. 
Or  a  penalty — Continued. 

Will  be  held  a  penalty  if  circumstan- 
ces permit.  315-817 

If  damages  can  be  ascertained,  will  be 
held  a  penalty.  315-817 

Payable  for  any  breach,  however  mi- 
nute, 818 

Stipulation  for  should  not  be  inserted 
to  terrorize  contractor,  819 
Waiver  of : 

Stipulation  for  waived  by  owner,  825, 
726 

Subsequent  agreements  in  regard  to, 
826 

Assurance  by  owner  that  stipulation 
will  not  be  enforced,  826 

When  time  for  completion  has  been 
extended,  324,  825 

When  work  has  been  taken  from  con- 
tractor, 323 

Period,  for  which  to  assess  when 
owner  has  taken  possession  of  works 

To  retain,  termination  of  contract  must 
have  been  properly  exercised,  731 

Wbx'n  owner  has,  or  has  not,  termin- 
ated his  contract.  732 

Owner's  failure  to  do  his  part,  324-826 

When  delay  was  caused  by  injunction, 
826 

Avoided  by  reason  of  alterations  and 
extra  work,  824 

Delay  caused  by  other  contractors,  824 

Should  not  be  a  means  of  dissolving 
contract,  319 

For  delay  or  failure  to  complete  works, 
811-846 

Stipulation  for,  raises  presumption  that 
delay  was  anticipated,  326 

None  assessed  when  owner  has  com- 
pleted in  time  specified,  326 

Assessed  for  assigning  or  subletting, 
290 

Not  relieved  by  difficult  construction, 
casualties,  etc.,  321 
-    Release  of  contractor  from  supported 
on  a  consideration,  131 

Contractor  refuses  to  proceed  unless 
relieved  from  penalties,  705 

Refusal  to  release  contractor  from 
will  not  justify  abandonment  of 
contract,  824 

LIQUOR : 

Not  to  be  sold  in  works,  288 

LITERAL  COMPLIANCE : 
With  plans  and  specifications  not  re- 
quired, 700-704 

LOCATION : 

Of  railroad  lines  or  depots,  for  personal 
profit,  forbidden  by  public  policy,  81 

LOCATION    OF     8TRUCTTJRE,    see 

Site  op  Structure. 


LOSS  OF  PROFITS : 
When  profit-paying  work  is  omitted,  580 

LOT,  BY  : 

Award  may  not  be  determined  by,  581 

LUMBER : 

Custom  and  usage  of,  625,  629 

LUMP  SUM: 

When  quantities  and  prices  are  given,  160 

LOWEST  BIDDER  (see  also  Bids  and 
Bidders)  : 
For  Public  Work: 

Party  to  contract,  50 

Charters  or  acts  requiring  work  to  be 
let  to  lowest  bidder  are  imperative, 
51.  138 

Work  "may"  be  let  to,  construed  to 
mean  "  shall "  be  let  to  him,  188 

Requirement  that  he  shall  have  con- 
tract for  works,  187 

Right  to  cou tract  for  public  work,  176- 
178 

Entitled  to  the  award  of  contract,  17ft 

May  not  reject  his  bid,  140 

Work  divided  between  him  aud  an- 
other, 177 

May  prevent  illegal  awardiug  of  con- 
tract to  another  by  injunction,  177,. 
178 

When  can  he  require  the  contract  to 
be  awarded  to  himself,  176 

Power  to  determine  who  is  respon- 
sible is  discretionary.  172,  173,  845 

"Responsible"  has  reference  to  other 
qualifications  than  pecuniary,  178 

Record  as  a  contractor  and  builder  may 
be  investigated,  173 

Recovery  of  profits,  when  contract  was 
awarded  to  another,  179 

Evidence  that  bid  accepted  was  not 
the  lowest,  174 

Lower  offer  made  after  bids  have  been 
opened.  171 

Irregularities  in  awarding  contract, 
54 

Work  under  contract  contrary  to  law, 
no  recovery  can  be  had,  58 

Conspiracies  to  prevent  competition, 
141 

Work  required  to  be  let  to  lowest  bid- 
der. 51 

What  work  must  be  let  to  him,  161 

What  contracts  must  be  advertised  and 
let  to  lowest  bidder,  188 

Contracts  for  a  sum  exceeding  a  cer- 
tain amount  to  be  let  to,  160,  161 

To  determine,  there  must  be  a  standard 
for  comparison  of  bids,  189 

Requires  a  preliminary  estimate  to  be 
made.  53 

Advertisement  should  include  all  the 
work,  53 

Should  include  nothing  in  his  bid  but 
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XOWBST  BIDDER—  Continued. 
For  publio  worki — Continued 

what  is  called  for  in  advertisement, 
155 

May  be  required  to  take  certain  ma- 
terials at  u  valuation,  162 

Right  to  make  changes  in  his  work  re- 
served, 158 

Should    uudertake   extra  work  with 
caution,  157,  158 

Bids  recousidered  after  having  been 
rejected,  174,  175 

Failure  to  accept  bid  in  time  stipulated, 
174 

Fails  to  enter  into  contract,  175 

Abandons  the  work,  174, 175 

Should  have  notice  that  his  bid  is  low- 
est, 188 

Allowed  to  withdraw  his  bid,  175 

Right  to  reject  any  bid,  171,  172 

His  contract  is  assignable,  15,  148 
For  private  work,  186-188 

Rights  are  subjects  of  express  agree- 
ment, 186-188 

Implied  agreement  that  contract  will 
be  given  to  him,  188 

MAGNETIC  NEEDLE  : 

Variation  of,  judicial  notice  of,  689 
Local  attraction  and  mistake,  433,  629 
MAJORITY; 
Of  arbitrators  sign  award,  580 
Of  a  board  or  committee  may  act,  555- 
557 

MANDAMUS  (see  also  Injunction)  : 
To  require  tbat  a  contract  for  public 

work  be  awarded  to  lowest  bidder,  176- 

178 
Requiring  engineer  to  give  certificate, 

426 
Position  of  engineer  under,  859a 
To  compel  comptroller  to  meet  payments 

on  engineer  8  certificates,  445 
To  require  parties  to  name  arbitrators, 

851 
To  require  contractor  to  prosecute  work. 

705-707 
When  owner  seeks  to  terminate  contract, 

747 

MANNER : 

Of  doing  work  may  be  prescribed  in 
plans  and  specifications,  668 

MANUFACTURER  : 

Is  liable  to  purchaser  only,  for  defects, 

842 

MAPS: 

Referred  to  in  deeds,  224 

For  use  of  expert  wituess,  876-880 


MAPS    AND      CHARTS    (see 
Plans)  : 
Use  of  by  expert  witness,  879,  892 
Subject  of  copyright,  816-818 
Copied  from  others,  822 


also 


MAPS  AND  CHARTS—  Continued. 

Made  from  surveys  and  materials  col- 
lected while  in  employ  of  another,  821 

Made  from  surveys  for  the  government, 
copyright  of,  822 

MARGIN: 

Words  written  in  are  part  of  the  instru- 
ment, 477 

MARK  OR  CROSS : 

In  signing  contract,  795 


Contracts  iu  consideration  of  marriage 
within  statute  of  frauds,  111 

A  disability  to  operation  of  statute  of 
limitations,  114 

MARRIED  WOMEN : 

Parties  to  a  contract,  26 

MASONS  : 
Liability  for  injuries  to  carpenter  from 
his  defective  work,  644 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT :  (see  also 
Independent  Contractor)  : 

What  makes  the  relation,  652-668 

Is  responsible  for  acta  of  servant,  652- 
668 

Right  to  select  an  important  element  in 
determining  relation,  661 

Instances, in  which  general  supervision 
and  direction  do  not  create  rela- 
tion, 666 

MATERIALS  : 

Inspection  and  rejection  ; 

Specifications  for,  277a 

Inspection,    acceptance   or   rejection 
of,  276-282 

Engineer  cannot  v/rder  better  than  con- 
tract calls  for,  586 

Good  ones  rejected  and  new  ones  fur- 
nished without  protest,  580 

Rejected  which  conformed  to  specifi- 
cations, 446 

More  expensive    than    contract    re- 
quired, ordered  and  furnished,  586 

No  extra  pay  for  better  than  contract 
requires,  680 

Cheaper  ones  used  by  consent,  568 

Condemned,  to  be  removed  and  re- 
placed, 277 

Designated    in    specifications   proved 
defective,  277a 

Should  be  approved  before  using,  414 

Bought  subject  to  inspection,  415 

Inspection  of,  not  to  prevent  subse- 
quent reject  on,  282 

Not    warranted,   if   open    to  inspec- 
tion, 256,  277a 

When  purchased  with  opportunities  for 
inspection  no  implied  warranty  at 
to  quality,  256 
Property  in : 

Who  to  provide  them,  260-262 

Often  a  matter  of  intention,  265 
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MATERIALS— Continued. 
Property  la— Continued. 

Ownership  of  old  materials,  265-366, 
602 

Old  ones,  to  become  property  of  con- 
tractor, 264-266 

Old  ones,  io  be  lakcn  by  contractor  at 
a  valuation,  263 

When  inspected  and  certified  by  en- 
gineer, 271 

Including  in  engineer's  estimate  does 
not  change  title,  271 

Of  excavation  of  a  public  way,  266 

Materials  for  ship,  272,  273 

Belong  to  contractor  until  wrought 
imo  structure,  271 

To  attach  to  and  belong  to  premises 
when  delivered,  269 

To  pass  to  owner  on  bankruptcy  of 
contractor  is  contrary  to  English 
Bankruptcy  Law,  278 

Brought  upon  premises,  to  belong  to 
owner,  not  a  bill  or"  sale,  273 

Equitable  interest  of  owner  when  de- 
livered, 272 

Furnished  on  credit  of  owner,  271 

Coutractor  assumes  responsibility  for 
loss  or  damage  of  them,  267 

Prepared  for  works  which  are  de- 
stroyed, no  recovery  for,  676 

Furnished  for  a  building,  but  not  used, 
lieu  of  materialman,  762 

If  suitable  aud  prepared  by  contractor 
should  be  used  by  owner  in  com- 
pleting works,  738 
Purchase  or  sale  of : 

Under  statute  of  frauds,  96-102 

To  two  different  parties,  97 

The  supply  of  which  is  a  monopoly, 
specific  performance  of  a  contract 
to  furnish,  707 

Patented  for  public  work,  168,  164 

Bid  to  furnish  when  ordered,  184 

Failure  to  deliver    not    excused    by 
burning  of  mill,  678 
Disposal  of : 

Of  waste  and  rubbish,  274,  275 

To  be  deposited  where  directed  by 
engineer,  274,  275 

Of  excavation  deposited  upon  another 
contractor's  finished  work  which  had 
to  be  opened,  602 

Failure  of  owner  to  furnish,  a  cause 
for  rescission  by  contractor,  689 

Deposited  in  highway  and  injury  re- 
sults, liability  therefor,  663 

Collected  while  in  the  service  of  an- 
other and  incident  to  it,  821 

MATERIALS  AND  LABOR ;  see  La- 
bor and  Material. 

MATERIAL  ON  GROUND : 

Meaning  of  words,  271 


MATERIALS  AND  PLANT : 

Property  in,  when  delivered  upon  works. 
267-273 

To  belong  to  owner  during  construction 
of  works,  but  contractor  to  be  respon- 
sible for  their  safe-keeping,  267-270 

MATERIAL  DEPARTURES : 

From  plans,  etc.,  effect,  572-577 

MATERIAL  MEN: 
Promises  to,  by  owner,  to  pay  contractor's 

debts  must  be  in  writing,  110,  111 
Paid  money  from  owner,  and  applied  to 

contractor's  general  »ccount,  758 
Rights  of,  under  stipulation  requiring 

contractor  to  pay  all  claims,  756,  757 
May  have  lien,  though  contractor  has 

covenanted  against  liens,  762 
Distinguished  from  subcontractor,  762 

MEANING  OF  CONTRACT  (see  also 
Construction  ;  Intention  ;  Inter- 
pretation) : 
Is  for  the  court  to  determine,  126 
Sometimes  determined  by  jury,  619 
Witness  can  no  I  testify  in  regard  to.  126 
Determined  by  custom  and  usage,  606 
Must  be  doubtful ;  to  admit  custom  and 

usage,  619 
To  be  determined  by  engineer,  401-405, 

428 
May  be  determined  without  a  hearing, 

495 
Engineer's  decision  and   estimate,  etc. 
extra  work,  not  ordered  in  writing, 
549 
Adopted  by  parlies  will  prevail,  580 

MEASURE  : 

Distinguished  from  estimate,  504 

MEASUREMENTS  (see  also  Custom 
and  Usage  ;  Engineer  or  Archi- 
tect) : 
Rules  for,  in  determining  quantities,  381 
Payment  by,  and  works  destroyed,  677 
Rule  of  to  be  adopted,  881-890 
Not  according  to  contract,  evidence  to 

show  it.  882 
By  engineer  incorrect,  employer's  loss, 

421,  587,  596 
Made  by  assistants.  501-507 
Of  brickwork,  affected  by  usage,  620, 

629 
Of  stonework,    custom  and   usage   of, 
621 ,  629 

MEASURE  OF  RECOVERY  (see  Con- 
tractor ;    Owner  ;    Recovery   of 
Contractor)  : 
By  contractor  : 
For  breach  by  owner,  691,  696 
Wh.it  is  rule  of  recovery,  691-696 
When  prevented  from  performing  his 
contract,  690-696 
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Reference* 

MEASURE    OF  RECOVERY— On*. 
By  oontraotor—  Continued. 

For  expenses  incident  to  preparation 
for  work,  698 

When  work  is  only  partly  performed, 
699 

When  cou tract  has  been  terminated 
by  owner,  728 

He  must  either  adopt  contract  or  repu- 
diate it,  691 

Two  lines  of  action  he  may  pursue, 
690-696 

When   contractor  is  in  default,  697- 
704 

Contract  price,    leas  amount  to  com- 
plete it,  442 

MECHANICAL  WORK: 

May  be  performed  l>y  assistants,  501-504 

MECHANICS'  LIENS  (see  also  Cove- 
nant against  Liens  ;  Liens)  : 
Provisions  against,  759-768 
Laws  of  different  stales  differ,  764 
Public  buildings  are  exempt  from,  766 
For  work,  done  by  order  of  strangers, 
768 

MEMBERS  OF  BOARDS,  ETC.: 

Cannot  act  individually,  555-557 
Canuot  request  delay  pending  an  injunc- 
tion suit,  556 

MEETING  OF  ARBITRATORS  : 

Certain  ones,  parties  need  not  be  present, 
527 

MEETING  OF  MINDS  : 

When  one  party  refuses  to  sign  contract 
prepared,  797 

MEMORANDA ; 

Of  dates,  quantities  aud  calculations  for 
use  of  expert  witness,  877-880 

Must  have  been  made  at  time  of  occur- 
rence, 877-880 

Lost,  and  copies  used  by  witness,  878 

Use  of  by  witness.  877-880 

MEMORANDUM  OF  SALE  : 

What  is  a  sufficient  memorandum,  102 
Of  auction  sale,  not  attached  to  contract, 
215 

METHODS : 

Prescribed  in  contract,  must  be  em- 
ployed. 881-883 

MINISTERIAL     DUTIES     (sec    also 
Engineer  ;  Judicial  ;  Public  Offi- 
cers) : 
Distinguished  from  judicial,  844-849 
May  be  delegated  to  asMs'.-mu,  501-504 
Liability  of  public  officers  for  ueglect  in 
performing,  180 

MISCALCULATIONS : 

Apparent  in  certificate,  484-491 

MISCONDUCT  : 
Of  arbitrators,  may   be  shown   by  one 
who  disputed,  491 


are  to  eeeHons. 

MISCONDUCT—  Continued. 
Of  servants  of  contractor,  652-668 
Of  driver  of  a  hired  livery,  657 
Of  employee,  that  will  Justify  a  dis- 
charge, 802, 810 

MISFORTUNE : 

Beyond  control  of  either  party,  prevents, 
completion,  674 

MISREPRESENTATIONS : 
As  to  legal  effect  of  contract  terms,  122 
As  to  legality  of  an  instrument,  129 
As  to  value,  merits,  etc.,  of  an  inven- 
tion, 129 
In  soliciting  subscriptions,  129 
Of  an  employee  to  secure  employment ; 

liability  therefor.  885    ~~ 
To  secure  a  final  settlement,  768 
Liability  of  public  officers  for,  856 
Claims  of,  a  considerations  for  promise 
for  extra  pay,  69,  563 

MISTAKES  (see  also  Fraud)  : 
Of  engineer  or  architect  * 

Are  not  frequent,  871 

Not  confined  to  industrial  world,  871 

Responsibility  of  owner  for,  421,  485, 
487 

In  his  certificate,  what  may  be  done. 
486-491 

In  certificate  can  they  be  corrected , 
482-491 

Court  of  Equity  will  refer  certificate- 
back  to  correct,  486-491 

Pure  and  simple,  may  be  a  ground  for 
correcting  his  estimate,  484 

In  certificate,  must  appear  on  its  fnc<: 
to  be  corrected,  486-491 

What  kind  will  avoid  his  estimate,  483 

Must  be  such  as  prevented  the  exercise 
of  his  judgment  to  avoid  bis  esti- 
mates, 429-487 

Due  to  use  of  false  measures,  weights 
or  tables,  483 

Must  have  deceived  or  misled  en- 
gineer. 433 

Alone,  not  a  grouud  for  rejecting  his 
estimates,  429-437 

In  computing  quantities,  when  work 
was  undertaken  for  a  lump  sum,  370 

In  his  estimates,  not  a  ground  for  re- 
jecting them,  429,  430,  433 

Extra  work  caused  by,  421,  435,  581. 
596 

In  bench-mark,  affecting  quantities, 
484 

In  questions  of  law,  486 

That  amounts  to  fraud,  428-437 

Burden  of  proviug  is  on  contractor, 
482 

A  reason    for    rejecting    contractor's 
work,  448-451 
Of  parties  : 

In  terms  of  contract,  88-97 

As  to  terms  of  contract  must  oe 
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MISTAKES-  Continued. 
Of  parties — Continued. 

son  able,  to  excuse  party  from  bis 
contract  obligation,  M 
As  to  terms  of  contract  must  be  shown 

conclusively,  90 
As  to  subject-matter  of  contract,  90,  91 
As  to  price  of  subject-matter,  90 
As  to  quality  of  Subject-matter  of  con- 
tract, 90 
As  to  persons  or  parties  to  contract,  90 
As  to  wages  to  be  paid  employee,  90 
Of  public  officer : 
In  advertisement  for  proposals,  185 
In  awarding  contract   not  according 

to  proposals,  90 
His  liability  tberefor,  82,  85.  86 
Of  couuty  surveyor  and   liability  of 
county  for  same,  248 
MISUNDERSTANDING  (see  also  Mis- 
take) : 
Of  parties  as  to  terms  of  contract,  88-90 

MODS  OR  METHOD  : 

Adopted  by  umpire  in  arriving  at  con- 
clusions cannot  be  questioned,  581 

Of  doing  work  may  be  prescribed  in 
specifications  and  plans,  668 

MODELS  : 

Structure  to  be  built  after,  238 
Brought  into  court,  892,  898 

MONET  (see  also  Payment)  : 
Withheld  to  pay  for  labor  and  materials, 

rights  of  assignee  of  contractor,  765 
Reserved  to  insure  completion,  recovery 
of  when  contract  has  been  terminated, 

730 
Received  from  owner,  paid  to  material- 
man on  contractor's  general  account, 
758 

MONOPOLY : 

Contract  must  not  create,  81 

Articles,  in  bids  for  public  work,  the 
manufacture  of  which  is  a  mouopoly, 
163,  164 

Exclusive  rights  in  public  franchises  not 
allowed,  81 

Of  certain  materials,  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  furnish,  707 

MONTHLY  ESTIMATES  (see  also  En- 
gineer's   Certificate    and    Esti- 
mate) : 
Muy  be  revised,  418.  468,  465,  482 
May  be  corrected  in  final  certificate,  489 
When  sub-contractors  have  been  paid, 

482 
Made  by  assistants.  482 

MONTHLY  PAYMENTS  (see  also  Pat- 

mentb)  " 
Provisions  for,  769-789 
Preliminaries  to.  750-789 
Must  be  paid  when  due,  730 
Withholding  of,  an  excuse  for  delay,  826 


MORAL  OBLIGATION : 

A  consideration  of  a  contract,  64 
Of  eugineer  forbids  any  secret  interest 
in  works,  511,  518a 

MORE  OR  LESS  ; 

In  a  contract  to  furnish  materials,  184 

MORTAR : 

To  be  mixed  as  specified  in  specifica- 
tions, 884 

MUNICIPAL     CORPORATION,      see 
City;  Owner. 

MUTUAL  ASSENT  (see  also  Mistake): 
Necessary  to  a  contract,  611 
Must  be  evidenced  by  overt  acts,  89 
Must  consist  of  physical  as  well  as  men- 
tal act,  89 
May  be  evidenced  in  other  ways  than  by 

signing,  796 
Must  exist  when  contract  is  made,  88-97 
Manner  of  arriving  at,  92 
Misunderstanding  must  be  proven,  91 
Postponed   until   draft  of  written  con- 
tract, 91,  97,  183,797 
In  executed  contracts,  90 

MUTUAL  PROMISES : 

Consideration  in  rescission,  560-568 
Consideration  one  for  the  other,  when 

changes  are  made  in  written  contract, 

181 

MUTUAL  UNDERSTANDING : 

Esseutial  to  a  bindiug  contract,  88-97 

MUTUAL  UNDERTAKINGS: 

Consideration  in  a  construction  con- 
tract, 208 

NAME  OF  PERSON : 

Might  be  changed  at  common  law,  795 
Assumed  name.  ^95 
Middle  letter  of,  795 

NATURAL  RESULT  : 

If  it  be  a  nuisance  and  injury  result, 
owner  is  liable,  641,  652 

NECESSARIES  (s'*e  also  Infants)  : 
Contracts  for,  28-26 

NECESSITY : 

For  an  indepnuh  nt  tribunal  in  con- 
struction work,  866 

The  reason  for  sustaining  many  eugi- 
gineering  stipulations,  744 

NEEDLE,  see  Magnetic  Needle  : 

NEGLIGENCE  (see  also  Agents  ;  En- 
gineer ;  Owner  :  Public  Officer)  : 
Of  parties  to  contract : 
defined  and  explained,  644 
Of    cout  motor    to    replace  defective 

work,  278 
Of  owner  to  provide  materials,  labor, 

lines,  levels,  etc.,  689 
Of  both  parties,  liability  for  damages 

resulting,  244 
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NEGLIGENCE-  Continued. 
Of  parties  to  contract — Continued. 

Will  not  always  justify  a  rescissaion, 
687 

Party  asserting  must  Drove  it,  880 

Iii  signiug  contract,  794 
Of  engineer  or  architeot : 

On  the  part  of  ageut,  834 

Liability  for  injuries  result! ug  to  third 
persons,  842 

Is  chargeable  to  owner,  446,  463-469 

As  a  professional  mau,  885 

May  prevent  his  recovery  for  services, 
838 

A  cause  for  discharging  employee,  805 

Not  to  give  uolice  of  any  fact  affect- 
ing the  performance  of  engineer's 
duty,  849a 

Of  a  carriers  servant*,  waiver  of  dam- 
ages resulting,  866 

For  public  officers  to  perform  duties 
of  expert  iu  selection  of  plans  for 
public  improvement,  246-248 

NEW  AGREEMENT  : 

Powers  of  engineer  under  it,  897,  898 

NEW  PROMISE  : 

Interrupts  ruuniug  of  statute  of  limita- 
tion, 118 

NEW  YORK  CONTRACT  : 

For  public  works  discussed.  447-462 
Clause's  not  in  favor,  457-462 
Stipulations  iu  use  in  other  cities,  457- 

462 
When  adopted  elsewhere  they  have  been 

modified,  457-462 

NONPERFORMANCE      OF      CON- 
TRACT : 

Breach  of  owner  or  company,  681-696 
Breach  or  rescission  by  contractor,  697- 

704 
Impossibility  of  performance,  669,  670 
Power  of  owner  to  terminate  contract 

for  cause,  710-717 

NOTES  (see  also  Signature)  : 

Given  to  induce  bidder  uot  to  bid  on 
public  work  are  invalid,  148 

NOTE  BOOKS  : 

Are  not  a  certificate,  478 

NORTH  (see  also  Magnetic  Needle)  : 
Meaning  of  term,  433,  629 

NOTICE  (see  also  Advertisement)  : 

What  constitutes  a  notice,  789 

Form  of  notice,  145 

Sometimes  is  notice  to  his  employer,  880, 
849a 

By  letter,  not  sufficient,  739 

To  be  sent  to  contractor's  place  of  busi- 
ness. 790 

May  be  made  through  post-office,  712 

.Letter  properly  mailed  is  presumed  to 
have  been  received,  95,  739 
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NOTICE—  Continued. 
What  is  a  proper  publication  of  a  notice, 

135,  139 
To  be  posted  in  conspicuous  place,  135 
Should  be  given  full  number  of  days 

before  time  of  completion,  724 
Should  be  given  that  work  ordered  is 

extra,  578-581 
When  required,  must  be  given,  135,  189 
Between  contractor  aud  subcontractor, 

of  eugiueer's  dissatisfaction,  789 
To  be  served  by  contractor,  682 
Should  begiveu  by  contractor  of  neglect 

on  part  of  owuer,  735 
Of  things,  to  be  given  to  employer  by 

ngeut  or  engineer,  849a 
Failure  to  take  notice  a  waiver  of  right, 

325 
Failure  to  notice  default,  a  waiver  of 
right  to  take  advautage  of  it.  325 
Of  award  <  f  contract  to  bidder,  188 
To  bidders,  as  regards  the  notice,  185 
Of  hearing  by  engineer,  493-498 
Of  hearing  of  arbitrators,  527 
Not  required  when  award  is  drawn  up, 

498 
Of  award,  when  required,  498 
To  neighbor  of  operations  dangerous  to 

his  property,  643 
To  neighbor  of  building  operations  re- 
moving lateral  support  of  his  laud,  643 
Of  an  injunction,  859a 
Of  intention  to  terminate  contract  and 

employ  others  must  be  given  as  re- 
quired by  contract,  739 
Of  termination  of  contract,  710-717 
Of  termination,  object  of  it,  739 
From  owner  of  his  election  to  complete 

work  does  not  prevent  contractor  from 

continuing,  721 

NUISANCE : 

If  the  natural  result  be,  then  owner  is 
liable,  641,  652 

OATH  AS  TO  TRUTH : 

Of  statements  in  a  proposal,  145,  150 

Form  of  in  proposal,  185,  art.  21 

Of  arbitrator  or  engineer,  472  476,  518a, 

526 
As  to  accuracy  >«nd  truthfulness  of  en- 
gineer's estimate,  518a 

OBJECTIONS: 

Raised  to  finnlitv  of  engineer's  decisions, 
852-363 

OBLIGATION  OF  CONTRACT : 

Should  be  mutual,  455 
Of  owner  cannot  depend  upon  his  will 
or  fancy,  340 

OBSCURE  CONTRACTS : 

Explained  by  parol  evidence,  128-124 

OBSTACLES : 

Unforeseen  and  unknown,  584 
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OBSTRUCTION : 

Of  public  ways,  645 

OCCUPATION  AND  USB  : 

And  turning  structure  to  the  purpose 
intended,  099 

Not  mi  acceptance  of  itself,  697,  701 

T bough  not  un  acceptance  may  be  ad- 
veise  to  the  owuer,  701 

Of  structure  destioyed  before  comple- 
tion, 675 

A  wuiver  of  certificate,  417 

Does  uot  waive  written  order  for  extras, 
546 

Of  structure  not  a  ratification  of  orders 
for  extras,  557 

OFFER  AND  ACCEPTANCE  (see  also 
Acceptance  op  Offer,  94-97  ;  Rev- 
ocation of  Offeu,  97) : 

Together  make  a  biuding  contract,  93, 
97 

What  is  an  offer  ?  98 

An  offer  is  a  conditional  promise,  93 

Conditional  offer,  condition  must  be  per- 
formed, 94 

•'  Will  you  or  would  you  take  ..."  not 
an  offer,  93 

An  offer  may  be  revoked,  97 

Offer  of  reward  for  service  to  be  ren- 
d  red,  94 

Revocation  of  offer  when  consideration 
is  partly  performed,  94 

Destioyed  by  death  of  offeree,  94 

What  constitutes  an  acceptance  ?  94 

Acceptance  must  be  in  terms  of  offer, 
93-97 

Acceptance  need  not  be  communicated 
to  offerer,  94 

Acceptance  of  offer  by  letter  or  message, 
95 

Acceptance,  how  expressed,  94 

OFFICE  HOURS : 

Work  done  outside  of  by  employee,  820 

OFFIOER8  (see  also  Agents  ;  Public 

Officers)  : 
Acts  must  not  be  against  interests  of 

their  company,  84 
Of  company  are  not  its  servants,  868 
May  not  submit  government  matters  to 

arbitration,  522 

OFFICES  : 

Contractor  to  provide  for  engineer's,  284 

OFFICIAL  NEWSPAPER : 

Designation  of,  for  advertisements,  185 

OFFSET : 

Of  owner  against  engineer's  claims  for 
unskill fulness,  888 

OLD  MATERIALS  : 

Ownership  of,  expressly  provided  for, 
262-266 

OMISSIONS : 

In  plans  and  specifications,  225-288 
Supplied  by  parol  evidence,  128 


OMISSIONS—  Continued. 
No  advantage  to  be  taken  of,  792 
In  work  must  not  have  been  willful,  443 

OPENING  OF  BIDS  : 

Bidders  should  be  invited,  188 
Not  necessary  to  awaid  contract  at  it, 
188 

OPINIONS  (see  also  Expert  Witness): 
Not  generally  admissible  as  evideuce, 

884 
Of  witness  as  to  legal  effect  of  contract 

tire  incomi  etent,  658 
Of  an  expert,  giving  of.  868 
Of  expert  may  De  adopted  by  arbitrators, 

501,  529,  581 
Witness  entitled  to  pay  for,  when  ?  896 

OPPRESSION : 

Relieved  against  by  American  courts, 
748 

OPTION  (see  also  Revocation  of  Of- 
fer) : 
On  materials  for  time  specified,  97 

ORAL  AGREEMENTS  (see  also  Parol 
Agreements)  : 
Independent  oral  agreements,  180 

ORDERS  (see  also  Agent,  Engineer, 
Public  Officers)  : 
By  committeemen  and  engineer,  89,  352- 

558 
Ratification  of    unauthorized,   84,  877, 
557,  558 

ORDINANCE  (see  also  Laws): 
Authorizing  work  must  be  respected, 

556 
Extra  work  done  to  conform  to,  547 
Prohibiting  abutting  owners  from  taking 

materials  of  >treet.  266 
Requiring  sidewalk  to  be  covered  along- 
side of  buildiug,  641 
Making  decision  of  building  inspector 

final.  344 
Requiring  that  all  claims  on  account  of 
work  shall  be  settled  before  final  pay- 
ment, 755 

ORDINARY: 

What  is  ordinary  care,  648 

ORNAMENTATION: 

Is  of  substance,  in  a  substantial  perform- 
ance, 701 

OUSTING    COURTS  OF  JURISDIC- 
TION: 

Feeling  of  courts  discussed,  406-408 
In    contract,    that    engineer's   decision 

shall   be  final,    without  appeal,  889, 

844,  845,  406-408 

OUTSIDE  WORK  (see  also  Extras)  : 
By  employee,  rights  of  employer,  820 

OVERTIME : 

When  hours  in  a  day  are  fixed  by  statute, 
810 


b84 


OWNER'S  APPROVAL. 

Satisfaction. 


IXDBX. 


Reference* 

See  Owner's 


OWNER    (see   also    Breach   of  Con- 
tract) : 
His  breach  of  contract.  681-680 
Renders  performance  impossible,  670 
Forbids  or  stops  the  full  performance 

of  work,  682-688 
By  failure  to  furnish  his  part  of  con- 
tract, 689 
Bis  duty; 
To  give  instructions  through  architect 

or  engineer,  664 
To  see  that  plans,  specifications,  etc., 
are  appropriate  and  sufficient,  668 
His  failure  or  neglect : 
To  get  permit,  826 
To  furnish  plans,  etc.,  826 
To  do  his  part  to  prevent  delay  ,324-826 
To  finish  his  work  in  time,  326 
To  earn  out  contract,  682,  689 
To  perform  his  undertakings  a  ground 

for  rescission,  670,  689 
Neglect  of.  should  be  noticed  by  con- 
tractor, 735 
That  works  were  destroyed,  674 

OWNER'S   LIABILITY  (see  also  Lia- 
bility) : 
To  contractor: 
To  pay  on  performance  of  conditions 

and  rendering  engineer's  certificate, 

776 
To  pay  depends  upon  promise  and  not 

upon  performance  of  work,  842 
Created  by  promise  only,  842 
To  provide  materials,  261 
For  extras  without  written  order,  564- 

569 
For  extras  from  mistakes  of  engineer, 

421,  587,  596 
For  negligence,  obstruction,  and  mis- 
takes of  his  engineer,  485 
For  acts  of  engineer's  assistants,  848 
For  unauthorized  changes  ic   plans, 

etc.,  235 
For  difficulties  unforeseen,  584 
For  erroneous  estimates  of  work,  588, 

589 
For  the  preservation  of  the  structure, 

676 
To  contractor,    for  underestimate  of 

arch ;  tec t,  421.  435.  549,  841 
Delay  from  changes  in  plan  by.  552 
For  delay  caused  contractor,  826 
For  rendering  inspection  impossible, 

440 
For  orders  to  engineer  not  to  make  cer- 
tificate, 438-440 
Not  liable  to  subcontractor,  17 
To  third  persons : 
If  ordinary  and  material  result  of  work 

is  iujurious,  or  a  nuisance,  640a,  641, 

652 


are  U>  sections. 

OWNER'S  LIABILITY—  Continued. 
To  third  persons — Continued. 

For  dangerous  condition  of  his  prop- 
erty. 642 

For  safety  of  works  after  acceptance, 
648 

Cannot  escape  it  by  delegating  certain* 
acts  to  contractor,  644 

Is  not  relieved  by  contractor  under- 
taking to  indemnify  him,  638 

When  work  is  lawful  and  given  to  an. 
independent  contractor,  652 

When  he  has  selected  competent  en- 
gineers and  architects,  244-248 

For  injuries  to  third  paities,  resulting 
from  defective  plans,  248 

Does  not  guaranty  that  contractor  is 
skillful.  844 

His  liability  for  injuries  to  contractor's 
employees.  244 

For  injuries  resulting  from  certain  acts, 
638 

He  or  contractor  liable  for  injury,  636- 
646 

Contractor  may  be  jointly  liable  for 
iu juries,  640a,  641 

For  acts  of  contractor  under  various 
clauses,  665-667 

For  damages  that  result  from  con- 
tractor's mistakes,  omissions  or  neg- 
ligence, 644 

For  the  unskillful,  careless  or  lawlesa 
acts  of  contractor,  639 

For  injuries  caused  by  means  employed 
by  independent  contractor  640a  ' 

When  he  furnishes  tools,  662 

Determined  by  actual  interference  or 
control  exercised,  664 

For  unauthorized  acts  of  engineer,  440* 

Responsible  for  mistakes  of  its  engi- 
neer, 421,  485 

To  others  for  engineer's  miscouduct, 
549,841 
His  obligations  : 

To  employ  competent  parties  to  do 
work.  643 

To  exercise  due  care  and  foresight,  644 

To  adopt  good  plans  and  to  employ 
competent  contractor,  242,  243,  644 

To  meet  progress  payments,  687 

To  have  certificate  made.  421,  487,  438 

To  furnish  honest  and  competent  en- 
gineers, 421 ,  485,  437,  488 

Implied  undertaking  t  bat  engineer  will 
do  his  duty  and  act  fairly,  431,  426, 
488 

Is  bound  by  engineer^  estimates  ex- 
cept in  case  of  f  mud,  445 

To  complete  works,  will  not  be  re- 
quired by  court,  708 

To  complete  works  economically,  788 

To  act.  to  terminate  contract,  721 

To  stipulate  for  proof  that  claims  are 
paid  if  he  will  require  it,  758 
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OWNER'S  I.TABTTJTY—  Continued. 
His  obligations—  Continued. 

To    pay    claims    against    contractor, 
should  be  in  writing,  110,  111 
His  position: 

When  be  baa  assured  contractor  that 
penalty  will  not  be  enforced,  S26 

Re  liquidated  damages,  with  power  to 
terminate  contract,  732 

As  contractor,  with  covenaut  against 
liens,  sub-con  tractor '8  position,  762 
Powers  reserved : 

To  coutrol  his  property,  802 

To  employ  others  to  complete  work, 
in  case  of  default  of  contractor,  710- 
717 

To  terminate,  annul,  or  rescind  con- 
tract, 710-717,  722 

To  waive  power  to  annul  contract,  721 

To  direct  as  to  ultimate  result  of  un- 
dertaking without  making  contractor 
his  servant,  660 

To  waive  his  rights  by  failing  to  ob- 
ject, 581 

To  employ  more  men,  etc.,  must  be 
exercised  iu  good  faith,  788 

To  take  work  and  complete  it,  held  to 
be  a  substitute  for  damages,  731 

Cannot  have  direction  and  control  of 
an  independent  contractor,  654-668 

May  not  terminate  contract  and  refuse 
to  relet  it  to  others,  720 
His  recovery: 

He  is  entitled  to  all  profits  of  his  busi- 
ness, 515 

Can  charge  for  completion  only  the 
reasonable  cost,  788 

For  damages  suffered  from  architect's 
inattention  against  sums  due  for  ser- 
vices, 888 

From  contractor  for  damages  suffered, 
638 
His  rights : 

Cannot  complain  if  he  has  knowingly 
employed  an  unskillful  engineer,  828 

To  retain  moneys  due  equal  to  claims 
unpaid  reserved,  750-754 

To  complete  works  at  contractor's  ex- 
pense in  case  of  his  default,  712-717 

In  soil,  etc. ,  of  streets  of  which  he  is 
an  abuttiug  owner,  266 

OWNER'S    SATISFACTION  (see  also 
Satisfaction  of  Ownbr)  : 
Work  to  be  completed  to,  259,  887 
Binding  effect  of  clause  requiring  work 

to  be  done  to,  840 
Held  by  courts  to  mean  to  his  reasonable 
satisfaction,  340 

OWNERSHIP  (see  also  Materials)  : 
Of  materials  and  tools  is  In  contractor 
until  they  become  attache  1  to  works, 
271-278 
Of  materials  and    plant   delivered    on 
works,  267-278 


OWNERSHIP—  Continued. 
Of  old  materials,  262-266 
Of  materials,  when  it  should  be  defined, 

278 
Of  materials  for  a  ship,  272,  278 
Of  materials  in  public  way,  266 
Of  blinds  fitted  to  house'  and  taken  to 
paint  shop,  were  held  to  belong  to  con- 
tractor, 271 
Effect  o.  usage,  624 

OWNERSHIP  OF  PLANS,  ETC. ,  see 
Incorporeal  Property,  816-825 

PAINTING: 

Contract  to  do,  and  structure  destroyed, 
676 

* 

PANEL : 

Undertaking  to  carve,  and  building 
burned,  676 

PAROL  AGREEMENTS  : 

To  be  subsequently  embodied  in  a  writ- 
ten contract,  91,  97,  183,  797 

To  rescind  or  change  written  agreement, 
122-131,  560-563 

To  pay  the  debts  of  another,  110,  111 

To  rescind  specialty  should  have  a  con- 
sideration, 69,  131,  561-563 

May  be  consideration  for  written  agree* 
men t  and  vice  versa,  130 

PAROL  CHANGES  : 

Of  contract  terms,  69,  121-131,  560-563 
Of  written  contract,  evidence  of,  180 
May  reduce  written  to  a  parol  agreement, 

574 
Powers  of  engineer  under,  898,  399 

PAROL    EVIDENCE    (sed    also   Evi- 

DBNCE)  : 

Of  written  contract  not  admissible,  122 

To  identify,  describe,  or  explain  a  con- 
tract, 123,  217 

To  explain  obscure  aud  ambiguous  con- 
tracts, 124 

When  it  will  be  received  to  explain 
written  contract,  123-126 

To  connect  parts  of  contract,  216 

Of  fraud  or  duress  in  written  contracts, 
129 

Not  admissible  to  change  written  con- 
tract, 121-181,  560-563 

Of  terms  of  written  contract  is  not  ex- 
cluded in  suits  between  strangers 
thereto,  128 

PART  OF  WORK : 

Only,  undertaken,  and  all  destroyed,  re- 
covery therefor,  676 

PARTIAL  FAILURE : 

What  is  and  what  is  not,  722 

PARTIALITY: 

Of  arbitrators,  evidence  of.  523 

May  be  shown  by  dissenting  arbitrator, 

491 
Of  engineer,  may  amount  to  fraud,  428 
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PARTIAL     OR     PROGRESS    PAT- 

MENT8 : 
Provisions  for,  769-789 
Conditions  imposed,  760-789 
At  certain  stages,  each  stage  must  be 

entirely  completed.  677 
For  work  which  is  destroyed,  674-677 
When  contract  is  terminated  by  owner, 

728 
Failure  to  make,  a  breach  of  contract 

when,  686,  687 

PARTIES  (see  also  Contracts)  : 
To  a  Contract : 
Designation  and  description,  4 
There  must  be  two  parties,  5 
As  regards  the  parties,  5 
Only  the  parties  are  bound,  6 
Legal  representatives  of,  7-16 
Persons  members  of  both  parties,  when 

companies  or  firms,  5 
Agent  should  not  be  made  u  party,  80 
Agent's  power  to  contract,  how  con- 
ferred, 56 
Alien  enemy  in  time  of  war,  27 
Artificial  parties,  corporate  bodies,  48-47 
Bankrupts,  27 

Beueficiaries  under  contract,  17 
fr       Boards,  39 

Committees  and  councils.  89 
Contractor  determined    by  his    own 

act,  50 
Director  can  not  be  a  party  to  com- 
pany's contract,  42 
Engineer  a  shareholder  of  one  party,  5 
Guarantor,  parol  promise  by  him,  17 
Husband  and  wife,  26 
Idiots,  inebriates  and  infants,  24-25 
Idiots,  or  weak-minded  persons,  25 
Third  parties,  laborers  and  material 
men  under  contractor's  bond  to  pay 
for  labor  and  materials,  17 
Married  women,  26 
Seameu,  27 

Strangers  to  contract,  17 
Subscribers  to  a  project,  49 
Third  parties  to  contract,  17 
Third  party,    citizens    when   city  is 

party,  17 
Third  party,  property  owner  on  street, 

17 
Third    party,   purchaser  at  Sheriff's 

sale,  17 
Third  parties,  subcontractors,  17 
Third  parlies —sureties,  18  (see    also 

Surety) 
Third  part,  surety  not  liable  to,  19 
Third  pnrties,  wife  of  contractee,  17 
Disabilities  of  persons,  23-28 
Restriction    excluding    persons    from 

bidding  for  public  work.  147 
Qualifications  required  of  bidder,  146 
Duress  of  either  party,  28 
Must  ascertaiu    authority  of   public 
agents  at  their  peril,  855 


PARTIBQ-Continued. 
To  a  contract— Continued. 
Are  bound  by  meaning  of  contract 

adopted,  580 
Seek  to  avoid  court  trials,  863 
Only  one  signs,  796 
Those  who  sign  but  are  not  named  in 

contract  are  sureties.  796 
Domicile  of  parties,  given  in  contract, 

57 
Precaution  with  regard  to  on  part  of 

comractor,  55 
Should  agree  upon  form  of  certificate,. 

476 
Misunderstanding  of  terms  of  contract,, 

90 
Consideration  must  pass  between,  68 
To  an  arbitration : 
Who  may  be,  522 
Who  cannot  contract,  cannot  submit 

to  arbitration,  522 

PARTNER : 

Cannot  bind  copartner  by  a  submission  to- 
arbitration,  522 

PARTNERSHIP : 

Firm  having  common  partner,  5 
Agreements  for,  by  bidders  for  public- 
work.  148 
Of  engineer's,   making  the  certificate, 
505 

PART  PAYMENT  (see  also  Payment)  : 
Is  an  acquiescence  in  what  has  been  done,. 

701 
Sometimes  a  ratification,  558 

PASSERBY : 

Liability  for  injuries  to,  644 

PASSES  (see  also  Free  Pass)  : 

Stipulations  endorsed  releasing  company 
from  liability.  86,  864 

PATENTS  (see  also  Invention)  : 

Secured  by  employer  when  employee  is- 

inventor,  823-825 
Who  is  entitled   as  between  employer 

and  employee,  823-825 

PATENTED  ARTICLES : 
Competitive  bidding  for  in  public  work, 

163,  164 
A  pump  for  public  works.  164 
Pavements  for  public  works,  164 
Lathing  for  public  work,  164 

PATTERNS  : 

Furnished  for  experimental  article,  256 
Custom  for  contractor  to  furnish,  616,. 
627,  629 

PAY  (see  also  Money  ;  Wages)  : 
Wages  at  certaiu  intervals  required  by 
law,  186.  144 

PAYMENTS  (see  also  Final  Monthly,. 
Partial  and  Progress  Payments)  : 
Sections  of  book  on  the  subjtci,?89nok. 
As  regards  payment,  789 
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PAYMENTS— Continued. 

PreliuiiDaries  to  payment,  750-789 

To  be  subject  to  a  condition  precedent, 
771-777 

Made  contingent  on  engineer's  certifi 
cate,  409 

Made  to  depend  upon  certificate  of  en- 
gineer, 407 

Not  due  until  certificate  is  reudered,  777 

Without  engineer's  certificates  a  waiver 
of  stipulation  requiring  them,  417 

Made  without   objectiou    a  waiver  of 
strict  performance,  701 

Made  after  default  a  waiver  of  certain 
rights,  326 

Sometimes  amounts  to  an  acceptance,  701 

To  contractor  with  knowledge  that  sub- 
contractors are  not  paid,  765 

Manner  of  making,  771-779 

According  to  measurement  and  works 
destroyed,  677 

A  certain  percentage  of  work  completed, 
and  all  destroyed,  677 

In  stocks  or  money  for  extras,  601 

In  full  if  works  are  in  good  repair  at  end 
of  time  stated,  830 

For  extras,  at  contract  prices,  572-577 

Of  other  claims  for  extras  a  ratification 
of  order,  558 

Of  prior  orders  a  ratification  of  unau- 
thorized acts,  558 

Representatives  named,  785 

Failure  to  make,  a  breach  of  contract, 
686,687 

PENALTIES    (see     also     Liquidated 

Damages)  : 
Cannot    he    concealed    behind    words 

"  liquidated  damages,"  816 
Compared    with    liquidated    damages, 

815-317 
For  delay  excused  by  act  of  owner,  670 
Fixed  when  contract  is  terminated  by 

owner,  729 
Forfeiture  of  certified  check  of  bidder, 

168 

PERCENTAGE  : 

Of  omissions  that  will  permit  a  recovery 
for  substantial  performance,  702 

PERCENTAGE  RETAINED  : 

As  liquidu'ed  damages,  may  be  recovered 

when,  823 
If  not  designated  as  liquidated  damages, 

it  may  be  recovered,  780 
Recovery  of,  when   contract  has  beeu 

terminated,  730 


In  measuring  stone,  621,  629 

PERFORMANCE  (see  also  Substan- 
tial Performance)  : 

Does  not  usually  create  indebtedness, 
410-412 

Law  or  custom  of  place  of.  controls,  628 


PERFORMANCE— Continued. 
Of  service  by  engiueer,  813 
Forbidden  or  prevented  by  owner,  682- 

688 
Prevented  by  agent  of  owner,  682 
Of  contract,  impossible,  669,  670 
Prevented  without  fault  of  either  party, 

674 
Prevented  by  law,  city  or  state,  488 
Day  set  for  completion  falls  on  8uuday, 

810 
Recovery  of  contractor  when  incomplete 

or  defective,  697-704 

PERILOUS : 

To  owner,  to  reserve  too  much  control  of 
work,  668 

For  contractor  to  contract  with  unauthor- 
ized parties,  43-55 

PERIOD  (see  also  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions) : 
Of  advertising  for  bids,  185 
Of  limitations,  112-121 

PERMITS,  LICENSES,  ETC. : 

Owner  fails  to  secure,  826 

To  be  obtained  by  contractor,  638 

Owner  failed  to  get  necessary  permits, 

689 
Determination  of  building  inspector  final, 

844 

PERSONAL      REPRESENTATIVES 

(see  also  Representative)  : 
Clause  describing  them,  207 

PERSONAL  SERVICE  : 

Specific  performance  of  contracts  for, 

709 
Fireworks,  contract  to  make,  164 
Light  house,  contract  to  build,  13,  164 

PERSONAL  SKILL  (see  Contractor  ; 
Engineer  or  Architect)  : 
Death  of  contractor,  438 

PHOTOGRAPHS  : 

Some  of  the  uses  of,  880 
As  evideuce,  880 

Advantages  of  in  a  trial,  879,  880 
To  enlarge  minute  objects.  880 
Deceptions  contained  in,  880 
The  subject  of  copyright,  818 
Publication  of  without  permission  of  the 
person,  818 

PHYSICIAN : 

His  contract  of  employment,  811-814 
As  nn  expert  witness,  895-901 

PICTURE  : 

Rights  of  purchaser  in,  817 

PIER  MASONRY  : 

Classified  as  "  bridge  masonry,"  887 

PILES: 

Cut  off,  and  recovery  for  full  length,  581 

PIONEER  JUDGES : 

In  establishing  law  of  construction,  866 
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PIRACY : 

Of  books  and  charts,  822 

PLACE: 

Custom  of  what  place  controls,  628 

PLAIN  AND  WORKMANUKB  MAN- 
NER : 

Agreement  to  perform  in  a,  must  be 
faithfully  performed,  256-258 

Work  not  so  performed,  contract  res- 
cinded, 257 

PLANS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS  (see 
also  Drawings  ;  Insufficient  Plans  ; 
Specifications  ;     Sufficiency      of 
Plans)  : 
A  part  of  contract  when : 
Should  be  made  a  part  of  contract, 

213-218 
Made  a  part  of  Co u tract,  218a,  791,  792 
Whether  part  of  contract  is  question 

for  court,  222 
A  part  of  a  bid,  188,  214-288 
Referred  to  iu  contract,  221-224 
Should  make  clear  reference  to  con- 
tract, 215 
Referred  lo  as  signed  or  attached,  not 

signed  or  attached,  219 
Exhibited  to  contractor  when  contract 

was  mnde,  217,  218 
Identified  by  parol  evidence,  123,  217, 

218 
To  be  registered  with  contract,  220 
Conflict  with  other  parts  : 
Conflict  of  with  contract,  227-238 
Subordinate  to  contract,  219,  227,  228 
If  followed  in  construction  will  pre- 
vail over  contract,  580 
Conflict,  one  with  the  other,  228 
Control  engineer's  decisions,  219 
To  be  followed  instead  of  engineer's 

instructions,  388-390 
Meaning  of,  to  be  determined  by  en- 
gineer, 401-407 
Contractor  must  understand  them,  242 
Ownership  and  control  of: 
Ownership  and  control  of,  815-825 
Owners  hip  of   pi  tins,  etc.,    252,  815, 

816-822 
Provision  for  custody  of  same,  249-251 
Possession  of  while  works  are  in  prog- 
ress, 249-251 
Possession  of  disputed,  815 
Lost  by  common  carrier,  815 
To  be  prepared  by  contractor,  219 
Failure  of  owner  to  furnish,  826 
Character  of  work  shown  wheu  there 

are  none,  216-219 
Designs  embodied  are  protected   by 

law.  816 
Copying  or  using  without  permission 

of  author,  816-822 
Copyright  of  by  author.  816-818 
Prepared  and  submitted   in  competi- 
tion, recovery  for,  812-814 


PLANS    AND    SPECIFICATIONS— 

Continued. 

Ownership  and  control  of—  Continued. 

No  lieu  for  labor  in  preparing  861, 862 
Sufficiency  of: 

Insufficient,  liability  of  parties  to  con- 
tract, 237-248 

Defective,  and  proof  of,  289 

Cities,  towns,  and  states  are  required 
to  exercise  care  and  skill  in  selection 
of,  24&-248 

Adoption  of.  without  professional  ad- 
vice held  negligence  of  public  offi- 
cers. 246-248 

Selection  of,  for  public  improvement, 
245-248 

Adoption  of,  by  council  in  ordinance, 
220 

Departure  from  by  contractor.  242 

Unauthorized  changes  in,  234.  235 

Provisions  that  work  shall  conform  to, 
213.  213a,  228 

True  spirit,  meaning,  and  intent  of,  258 

Must  be  complied  with,  or  no  substan- 
tial performance,  701 

May  prescribe  manner  of  doing  work 
without  making  contractor  a  ser- 
vant, 663 

PLASTERING  : 

Recovery  for,  when  house  is  burned,  676 
Improperly  done,  but  acquiescence  not 

shown,  469 
Custom  and  usage  in  measurements,  622, 

629 


By  engineer  that  cost  of  works  shall  not 
exceed  a  certaiu  amount,  443,  510 

PLUMBING : 

Contract  to  do,  and  building  destroyed, 
676 

POOR  WORK : 

Not  excused  by  inadequate  price,  256 
Concealed  by  fraud,  its  effect  on  statute 
of  limitation,  119-121 

PORTRAIT: 

Undertaking  to  paint,  675,  676 

POSITION : 
Of  a  public  officer,  850 

POSSESSION    (see   also   Accrptancb  ; 

Occupation)  : 
Of  works : 

Owner  retains  control,  802 

By  contractor  is  not  a  tenancy,  767 

Delay  to  give,  not  to  vitiate  contract, 
801 

Taking  possession  by  owner,  effect  on 
liquidated  damages,  826 

Taking  possession  not  a  waiver  of  en- 
gineer's certificate.  417 

Not  a  ratification  of  engineer's  unau- 
thorized nets  in  regard  to  them.  558 
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POSSESSION— Continued. 

Of  plans : 

Provision  for,  249-251 

During  construction  of  works.  815 

After  completion  of  works,  815 

POST  CONTRACTOR  : 

Liability  for  work  of  prior  cou tractor , 
242 

POWERS : 

Conferred  in  charter,  not  to  be  delegated, 

646 
Of  city  to  require  bond  for  benefit  of 

laborers,  765 
To  terminate  cou  tract  must  be  exercised 

in  time  and  maimer  expressed,  723 
To  terminate  contract  restricted,  718 
To  enter  upon  lands  and  make  a  survey, 

delegated,  507 
To  revise  certificate,  reserved   iu  con- 
tract, 448-462 
To  revise  certificate  should  be  exercised, 

461 
Of  corporation : 
To  require  contractor  to  pay  all  claims 
before  he  is  entitled  to  payment  for 
work,  756 
Of  engineer  (see also  Engineers Pow- 
eus)  : 
Power  of  attorney  to  make  change  in 

contract,  553 
Limited  to  those  expressly  con f erred 

by  contract,  870-390 
Are  not  to  be  implied.  870-880,  558- 

559,  786 
To  delegate  to  assistants,  499,  507 
As  a  public  officer  cannot  be  enlarged 
by  usage,  615 

PRACTICAL  REASONS : 

For  upholding  many  contract  clauses, 

744 
For  allowing  owner  a  general  control  of 

work,  666 

PRACTICAL  TESTS : 
By  expert  witness  in  court,  892,  896 

PRECAUTIONS  : 
To  be  tiken  by  contractor  in  undertaking 

public  work.  55,  188 
Recommended    before    acceptance    of 

works,  648 
Required  of  owner,  646 

PREFACE,  see  pages  m-ix. 

PREJUDICE  : 

Of  engineer,  may  amount  to  fraud,  428 

PRELIMINARY  ESTIMATES  (see 
also  Engineer's  Estimate  ;  Esti- 
mate) : 

Should  be  made,  to  enable  bidders  to  bid, 
58 

Are  npproximate  only,  588,  589 

Incorrect,  contractor's  loss.  589 

Contractor  should  verify.  589 


PRELIMINARY  NEGOTIATIONS  : 

To  be  embodied  in  a  contract,  binding 
effect  of,  797 

To  be  reduced  to  writing,  will  not  be  en- 
forced, 797 

PREMISES  : 

Certificate  required   that  they  are  free 
from  Hens,  759-762 

PREPARATION  : 
Of  expert,  none  can  be  required  without 

extra  pay,  900 
By  expert  witness,  for  the  witness  stand, 

879 

PRESIDENT  (see  also  Parties)  : 
Party  to  a  contract,  80,  82,  88 
Can  have  no  interest  in  company's  con- 
tract, 42 

PRESUMPTION  : 

That  engineer  or  architect  has  done  his 

duty,  840 

PRICE: 

Distinguished  from  value,  891 

To  be  in  full  compensation,  782-784 

Of  contract,  apply  to  extra  work,  572- 

577 
Of  extras,  engineer  to  determine,  591-596 
Grossly  inadequate,  no  excuse  for  poor 

work,  256 
Extraordinary  in  bids,  54,  149,  156 

PRIOR  CONVERSATIONS  : 

Merged  in  written  contract,  122-126.  222 

PRIOR  PROMISE  : 

By  engineer,  to  make  certain  classifica- 
tions, 890,  482 

As  to  what  materials  would  be  accepted 
cannot  be  shown,  890 

PRIOR  UNDERSTANDINGS  ; 

May  not  be  shown  to  vary  terms  of  writ- 
ten contract,  121-181.  560-568 

PRINTED  MATTER : 

Of  contract,  is  controlled  by  written  mat- 
ter, 281-282 

PRIVATE  WORK  : 

Lowest  bid  for  work  under,  186-189 
Bidder's  rights  are  such  as  he  has  stipu- 
lated for  by  express  agreement.  187 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS : 

Between  owner  and  architect,  849a 

PRIVILEGES    OF    EXPERT    WIT- 
NESS : 
Determined  by  trial  court,  888 

PRIZE  PLANS  : 

For  best  plaus  submitted,  custom  re,  616, 

814 
Recovery  for  work  in  preparing,  812- 

814 
Lost  by  express  company,  815 

PROCESSES  ; 
Patented,  in  bids  for  public  work,  168, 
164 
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PROFESSIONAL   ENGAGEMENT: 

Of  engineer  or  architect,  811-814 
Requires  of  a  person,  what  ?  826-837 

PROFESSIONAL  MAN  : 

Must  exercise  care  and  skill,  882 

Must  be  competent  and  skillful,  and  have 

due  care,  826 
Is  responsible  for  waut  of  ordinary  skill, 

care,  and  attention,  829 

PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES : 

When  charter  requires  that  all  work  be 
advertised,  164 

PROFITS  (see  also  Recovery)  : 

Of  extras  in  a  job,  535 

In  other  jobs,  not  to  be  considered  in 
awarding  damages.  696 

Must  be  shown,  not  a  matter  of  conjec- 
ture, 695,  696 

Made  by  engineer  in  employer's  business 
belongs  to  latter,  515 

PROFIT-PAYING  PART ; 

Of  work  omitted  by  owner,  582 

PROGRESS  CERTIFICATES  (see  also 
Certificates  ;  Engineer's  Certifi- 
cates) : 
Distinguished  from  final  certificate,  549 
Subject  to  correction  in  final  certificate, 

482.  780,  781 
May  be  revised  and  corrected,   when, 

413,  463,  465,  482 
Are  not  written  orders  for  extras,  548 
Giving  of.  is  a  waiver  of  defects  in  work, 
when  ?  446.  463-469,  701 

PROGRESS  PAYMENTS : 

Conditions  imposed,  750-789 
And  works  destroyed,  677 
Not  to  lessen  liability  of  contractor  for 
defects,  461,  464-469,  701 

PROGRESS    OF  WORK : 

If  unsatisfactory,  owner  may  employ 
others  to  do  it,  718-716 

PROLONGED  ABSENCE  : 

Of  engineer  excuses  certificate,  438 

PROMISES  (see  also  Agreements  ; 
Contracts  ;  Consideration)  : 

Must  be  for  some  consideration,  61 

In  consideration  of  an  act  or  thing  dis- 
tinguished from  promise  for  a  promise, 
67 

To  pay  extra  compensation  for  work  in- 
dueled  in  contract  is  without  a  consid- 
eration, 66 

Must  be  contemporaneous  with  consider- 
ation. 67 

Made  prior  to  written  contract,  121-131, 
560-563 

By  owner  io  pay  for  extras,  binding,  564- 
569 

By  engineer,  to  make  certain  classifica- 
tion not  kept,  890 


are  to  sections. 

PROMISE  TO  PAT : 

Should  be  subject  to  the  condition  pre- 
cedent, 410-412,  771-779 

Must  be  made  contingent  on  engineer's 
certificate,  415 

Only  on  presentation  of  engineer's  certi- 
ficate, 771-779 

Omifed  from  contract,  778 

PROOF : 

Of  alterations  and  changes,  577 

PROOF  OF  CONTRACT,  see  Statute, 
of  Frauds,  98-1 1 1 ;  Statute  op  Limi- 
tations, 112-121. 

PROPERTY : 

Title  to,  is  a  question  of  intention,  266, 

271-273 
Of  neighbor  injured  by  negligence  of 

contractor,  641 
Should  be  maintained  in  a  reasonably 

safe  condition,  642 
Subject  to  liens  by  persons  who  have  not 

authority  to  act  for  owner,  768 

PROPERTY  RIGHTS  (see  also  Owner- 
ship) : 

In  materials,  determined  by  intention, 
266 

In  materials  and  plant  delivered  upon 
works,  267-278 

In  materials  excavated  from  a  public 
way,  266 

In  plans  and  specifications,  252, 815, 816- 
822 

In  designs  and  inventions,  815-825 

PROPOSALS   (see  also  Bids  and  Bid- 
ders) : 
Acceptance  of,  170,  171,  182-184 
Made  a  part  of  contract,  791,  792 
Form  of,  for  public  work,  185 

PROTECTION  OF  WORKS  : 

And  property  undertaken  by  contractor* 
466,  680,  681 

PROTESTS  (see  also  Notices)  : 
Contractor  should  not  hesitate  to  make* 
578-581 

PROVISIONS  (see  also  Contract  Stipu- 
lations) : 
General  are  controlled  by  special,  400 
As  to  paymeuts  for  work,  769-789 

PROSPECTIVE    PROFITS   (see    also 
Damages)  : 
Recovery  of  for  breach  of  contract,  694- 

696 
When  is  contractor  entitled  to  them,  687 
What  arc,  and  what  are  not,  694-696 
When  neither  party  is  in  default,  440, 

690-696 
Value  of  impossible  to  determine,  694- 

696 
Are  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  when  they 
made  contract,  695,  696 
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PUBLICATION  OF  DESIGN  : 

What  is  and  is  not,  816 
Destroys  author's  rights  to  exclusive  use 
of  it,  816 

FUBUO  FUND : 
Payments  to  be  made  from,  789 
Diversion  from  purpose  for  which  they 
were  raised,  46 

FUBUO  IMPROVEMENT : 

Parts  of,  must  be  advertised,  161 
What  is,  and  within  act  requiring  adver- 
tisement for  bids,  138 
Contract  to  keep  in  repair  sometimes 
objectionable,  884 

FUBUO  OFFICER  (see  also  Agents  ; 
Engineer  or  Architect)  : 
Power  and  liability  of : 
Liability  for  assurances   in  English 

courts,  865 
Liable  for  false  representations,  856 
Liability   on    contracts    improperly 

executed,  81,  85 
Not  liable  under  void  contracts,  35 
Liability  upon  contracts  executed  in 

official  capacity,  855 
Should  disclose  tbe  fact  that  he  is  an 

officer  or  agent,  855 
To  incur  no  personal  liability,  789 
Signatures  to  notes,  bonds,  etc.,  855 
County  and  municipal  compared,  851, 

852 
Fewer  requirements  than  of  a  profes- 
sional man,  857,  858 
Position  of  explained,  850 
Not  liable  for  blunders,  36,  45 
Liability  of  engineer  as  one.  850-859 
Liability  for  acts  of  assistants,  858 
Willfully  exceeding  powers  are  liable, 

180 
Who  disobey  an  injunction  must  stand 

expense  of   contempt  proceedings, 

859a 
Non-Judicial  held  liable  for  negligence, 

Ministerial  acts  of,  180 

Employees  of  state  held  liable  for 
negligence,  854 

Acts  must  not  be  fraudulent,  176 

Evidence  of  fraud  or  collusion  in,  149 

Care  required  iu  selecting  plan  for 
public  improvements,  246-248 

Are  required  to  secure  the  services  of 
engineers  and  architects  on  ques- 
tions of  design  and  construction, 
246-248 

Negligence  of  in  attempting  to  per- 
form duties  requiring  the  services  of 
experts,  246-248 

Power  of  to  determine  lowest  responsi- 
ble bidder,  172 

Power  of  to  determine  good  and 
sufficient  surety,  172 

Awarding  contract  for  public  work  to 


FUBUO  OFFICER— Cbn&rttt*^ 
Power  of  and  liability  of— Continued. 

another  than  the  lowest  bidder,  176- 

180 
Acts  must  not  be  against  interest  of 

public,  84 
Can  have  no  interest  in  contract  for 

public  work,  42,  148 
Agreements   by,  contrary  to  public 

policy,  78 
Contracts  to  influence  public  officers 

not  binding,  73 
Contracts  ultra  vires  by  public  agents, 

85 
Unauthorized  acts  do  not  bind  princi- 
pal, 35 
Contractor  must  ascertain  powers  of, 

at  his  peril,  85 
Maybe  enjoined  from  illegal  acts,  177, . 

Acts  cannot  be  controlled  when  they 
are  discretionary,  176-179,  844-859 

May  prescribe  any  reasonable  formal* 
ity  for  bidders,  146 

Act  of  awarding  contracts  is  fre- 
quently discretionary,  171,  172,  173 

Bound  by  discretion  exercised,  138 

In  awarding  contracts,  must  exercise 
good  faith,  171.  172,  178 

Cannot  permit  alterations  in  proposals, 
181 

Cannot  excuse  default,  and  relieve 
against  forfeiture  of  certified  check, 
168 

Act  of  giving  contract  to  one  not  en- 
titled to  it  a  crime,  179 

Presumed  to  do  their  duty,  40 

PUBLIC  POLICY  (see  also  Contracts)  : 
Co u tracts    which    are    against    public 

policy,  71-87 
Defense  of  to  contract  obligations,  87 

FUBUO  RIGHTS : 
Not  lost  by  lapse  of  time,  116 

PUBLIC  WAT    (see    also    Highway; 
Street)  : 
Rights  of  public  in  it,  266 
Must  uot  be  obstructed,  76 
Must  be  kept  safe,  646 
Ownership  of  materials  in,  266 

PUBLIC  WORKS  (see  also  Bids  and. 
Bidders  ;  Lowest  Bidders  ;  Con- 
tracts) : 

Restrictions  and  regulations  in  contracts, 
for,  187 

Must  be  let  to  lowest  bidder,  as  required 
by  law,  cannot  leave  part  of  work  the 
subject  of  a  post-private  agreement, 
157 

Comprised  in  statute  requiring  it  to  be 
let  to  lowest  bidder,  161 

Information  in  regard  to  should  be  fur- 
nished bidders,  164,  157  • 

Certain  things  to  be  furnished  by  city  or 
state,  162 
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PUBLIC  WORKS— Continued. 

Bids  for  caunot  be  withdrawn,  181 

Not  always  required  to  be  advertised 
and  let  to  lowest  bidder,  171 

Precaution  to  be  tnken  by  contractor  in 
bidding  for  public  work,  55 

Agreements  between  contractors  not  to 
bid  agidnst  each  other  for  it,  82 

Selection  of  plans  for,  a  judicial  act, 
245-248 

Competent  professional  advice  in  re- 
gard to  must  be  secured,  246-248 

Encouraged  by  proper  interpretation  of 
construction  contracts,  360 

Act  of  legislature  authorizing  the  inser- 
tion of  a  clause  in  a  contract  for  a 
speedy  adjustment  of  all  questions, 
345 

Validity  of  clause  requiring  contractor 
to  pay  cluims,  756 

Liens  for  labor,  etc.,  upon,  766 

PUBLISHING; 

Notices  pursuant  to  law,  135 

PUNCTUATION : 

In  interpreting  contracts,  238 

PURCHASE : 

Of  materials,  specifications,  277a 

PURCHASER  OF  PLANS  ; 

Right  to  use  and  copy,  817 

PURGING: 

Oneself  of  a  contempt,  859a 

QUALIFICATIONS  : 

Of  an  expert  witness,  888.  891 
Of  bidder  for  public  work,  147 

QUANTITIES  (see  also  Engine  eh)  : 
Pow<»r  of  engineer  to  determine,   870, 

881-390 
Engineer's  decision  in  regard  to,  891 
Character  and  value  of  extra  work  left 

to  engineer's  determination,  392-396, 

592,  596 

QUANTUM  MERUIT : 

Or  action  on  contract,  575 

When  there  is  a  breach  of  contract,  690- 

696 
When  r-hanges  have  been  made,  572-577 
What  chnnires  will  permit  a  recovery  on 

a,  572-577 
When  contractor  is  in  default,  703 
To  recover  upon,  contractor  must  have 

been  prevented  from  completing,  721 

QUASI-ARBTTRATOR  (see  also  Arbi- 
trator ;  Engineer  or  Architect)  : 
Submission  of  questions  to  engineer,  so 
called  445 
QUASI  PUBLIC  WORKS  : 
Exempt  from  mechanics'  lieus,  766 

QUESTIONS   (see  also   Expert   Wit- 
ness) : 
Which  do  not  require  expert  testimony, 
885.  891 


QUESTIONS-  Continued. 
To  be  determined  by  court  or  jury  can* 
not  be  asked  witness,  885,  886,  890 

RAILS: 

Sold,  inspected,  delivered,  aud  partly 
laid  found  defective,  467 

RAILROAD  COMPANIES: 

Quart-public  corporations  liable  for 
safety  of  public  avenues,  645 

RAILROAD  TIES  OR  SLEEPERS : 

Custom  and  usage  ret  627,  629 

RATIFICATION  (see  also  Contracts)  : 

Of  agent's,  architect's,  and  engineer's 
acts,  84,  377,  557,  558 

Of  inxnlid  contracts  by  congress  or 
legislature,  46 

Of  individual  members  of  a  council,  557 

By  council,  of  engineer's  employment, 
557 

Of  acts  of  engiueer,  by  employer,  34, 
877,  557,  558 

By  payment  of  similar  prior  orders,  598 

Not  implied  from  silence,  558 

Of  contract  stipulations  by  bringing  suit 
on  them,  or  pleading  them  as  a  de- 
fence, 622 

READVERHSS,  174,  175,  see  Adver- 
tisement. 

READING : 

Contract  executed  without  reading,  794 

REASONABLE  : 

Requirements  of  bidders,  152 

REASONABLE  OARE  : 

Must  be  exercised  in  selection  of  skilled 
engiueers  on  public  works.  246-248 

REASONABLE  SATISFACTION  : 

Of  owner  when  contractor  must  build 

to  his  approval,  840 
Of  engineer  or  commissioner,  459 

REASONABLE  TIME  (see  also  Time 

op  Completion)  : 
What  is  a  reasonable  time.  810 
Is  usually  a  question  for  jury,  728 
In  deciding  what  is,  capacity  of  mill 

may  be  considered,  810 
Work  must  be  completed  within,  when 

time  is  not  specified,  810 
To   complete    cannot    be   changed    by 

usage,  618 

REASONS : 

For  en  forcing  arbitrary  and  peual  clauses 
in  construction  contracts,  744 

Why  an  engineer  may  delegate  certain 
duties,  501-504,  529 

RECEIPT  IN  FULL : 

Precludes  further  recovery,  though  esti 
mates  are  disputed,  417 

RECEIPTS  AND  PROCESSES: 

Right  to  between  employer  and  em- 
ployee, 819 
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RECEIPTED  BILLS : 

Required  before  settlement,  760-768 

RECOVERY : 
Of  employee : 
Of  engineer  or  architect  for  services  in 

preparing  plans  not  used,  812 
For  extra  work,  810 
By  owner : 
Of  damages  for  injuries  incident  to 

construction,  638 
Of  moneys,  pu id  for  defective  work, 

409 
Of  liquidated  damages  if  regarded  as 
a  penally,  316 

RJBCOVERY  BT  CONTRACTOR  (see 

also  Contractor  ;  Measure  of  Re- 
covery) : 
For  extra  work : 

Required  to  make  work  conform  lo 
ordinances,  647 

Ordered  by  engineer  without  express 
authority,  553 

For  extra  services  outside  of  contract, 
669-567,  810.  825 

When  contract  must  be  let  to  lowest 
bidder,  157,  158 

For  work  unforeseen,  684 

Ordered  by  engineer  without  au- 
thority, 371-380,  553-554 

For  alterations,  at  contract  prices, 
572-577 

For  work  caused  by  engineer's  mis- 
takes, 421,  435 
Under  illegal  or  unauthorized  contract: 

For  work  done  under  an  illegal  con- 
tract, 71-87,  188 

None  for  public  work  under  a  void  con- 
tract, 138,  148 

When  contract  has  been  awarded  to 
oue  not  lowest  bidder,  contrary  to 
law,  143 

Cannot  recover  for  work  and  ma- 
terials furnished  under  a  contract 
not  executed  according  to  law,  52, 
138 

No  recovery  for  work  done  not  pur- 
suant to  charter  or  statute,  43,  138 

Cannot  recover  when  contract  is  for- 
bidden by  statute  or  charter,  52, 138 

For  work  done  outside  limits  of  com- 
pany's territory,  76 

For  work  done  on  property  of  a 
stranger  to  a  contract,  76 

For  work  done  by  mistake  on  an- 
other's job,  602 

When  ( on  tract  for  repairs  was  not  au- 
thorized. 334 

Ratification  implied  when  there  is  a 
strong  equity  in  his  favor,  567 

When  he  has  bribed  engineer,  514-518 
For  part  performance : 

Without  a  complete  performance,  441- 
443,  097,  698  702  ' 


RECOVERY    BT     CONTRACTOR— 

Continued. 
For  part  performance — Continued. 

Wheu  work  is  only  partly  performed, 
692 

Must  show  acceptance,  substantial 
performance,  or  waiver,  701 

For  substantial  performance  is  for 
benefit  conferred,  708 

For  benefits  conferred  and  to  prevent 
unjust  enrichment,  108,  138 

When  work  is  not  completed  in  con- 
formity with  contract,  697-704 

Upon  the  special  contract.  691-696 

On  quantum  meruit  when  perform- 
ance is  prevented  by  owner,  439 

No  recovery  if  work  is  not  done  in. 
workmanlike  manner,  256,  257 

When  completion  has  been  prevented, 
at  contract  prices.  440 

When  work  is  stopped  by  city,  289 

In  case  of  owner's  breach,  690-696 

When  contract  has  been  terminated 
in  manner  provided,  728 

When  works  are  destroyed  before 
completion,  676 

When  profit- paying  part  of  work  has 
been  omitted,  582,  588 

When  he  has  done  the  easiest  part  of 
work,  583 

Rights  to  recover  depend  upon  no- 
tices, protests,  etc.,  578-581 

Of  prospective  profits,  694-696 

Of  expenses  incident  to  preparation, 
for  work  when  contract  has  beeu 
rescinded,  693 

None  for  labor  preparing  bids  unless 
by  express  agreement,  186-187 

Measure  of  recovery  when  he  is  In  de- 
fault, 442.  708,  704 

He  must  have  imide  an  honest  effort 
to  complete  his  contract,  698,  699 

For  his  work  in  case  of  fraud  of  en. 
gineer,  423-427.  549 

REDUCTION: 
Of  amount  of  work  by  changes,  568 

REFEREE  (sec  also  Arbitrator;  En- 
gineer and  Architect;  Umpire): 
Engineer  or  architect  a  referee  between, 
parties,  835-469 


To  ordinances  aud  regulations  in  con- 
tract, 221 

Between  written  instruments  must  be 
clear,  lo  connect  them,  218-219 

To  plans  and  specifications  in  cou tract, 
215-219 

To  maps,  deeds,  e.c.  224 

To  engineer  not  specific,  506 

REFRESHING  OF  MEMORY : 

Of  a  witness  on  the  stand,  877,  878 
By  witness  depends  upon   trial  courts 
883 
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REFUSAL  : 

Of  engineer  to  act,  avoids  his  certificate, 

422.  489 
Of  contractor  to  replace  defective  work, 

278 
REGISTRY : 

Of  plans  aud  specifications  with  con- 

tiact,  220 

REGULATIONS : 
Necessity  for,   iu  contracts  for  public 

work,  13? 
Work  to  be  completed  according  (o  those 

of  building  associations,  223 

REJECTION  (see  also  Bids)  : 
Of  bids  or  proposals  : 
Right  of  public  officers  to  reject  any 

and  all  bids,  171,  174 
May  reject  all  bids,  171-175,  179 
Of  work  and  materials  : 
After  approval,  provided  for,  276-282 
Made  to  depend  on  good  faith  of  en- 
gineer, 448-451 

RELATION  (see  also  Independent  Con- 
tractor) : 
Of  master  and  servant : 
What  makes,  652-668 
Not  a  question  of  intention,  but  of  fact, 

659 
Depends    upon    control  reserved  or 

exercised.  658 
Must  exist  to  charge  one  person  with 
the  conduct  of  another,  652-668 
Of  owner  to  contractor  : 
Is  determined  by  court,  654 
When  he  carries  on  an  independent 
employment,  662 

RELEASE  (see  also  Liens)  : 
Of  all  claims : 
To  be  executed  before  final  payment, 

768 
Final  payment  to  operate  as,  787 

RELIEF  FROM  RISK8: 

Anxiety  and  care,  a  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages to  contractor,  695 

RENTING  OF  OFFIOE8 : 

Need  not  be  advertised,  164 


After    acceptance    must   be   made   by 

owner,  446.  468-469 
Works  to  be  kept  in  complete  repair  for 

a  period  named,  829,  880 
Agreement  to  repair  does   not    insure 

existence  of  structure,  678 
To  works,  which  are  destroyed,  recovery 

therefor,  676 
Which  endanger  property  of  others  must 

be  made  with  extraordinary  care,  648 
Liability  of  state  employees  in  making, 

854 
Contract  to  make,  when  plans  were  de- 
fective, 241 
Must  be  advertised,  161 


REPAIRS— Continued. 

Application  of  laws  to  covenant  to  repair. 
888 

Cost  of,  should  not  be  added  to  cost  of 
improvement  unless  authorized,  384 

Contract  to  repair,  separable  from  con- 
tract to  build,  884 

To  machinery,  with  guaranty,  it  need 
not  be  returned  a  second  time  tor  re- 
pairs, 331  n. 

To  strtets,  may  employ  materials  of 
street.  266 

REPRESENTATIVE  BODIES : 

Of  corporations,  towns,  counties  and 
cities  may  submit  matters  to  arbitra- 
tion, 522 

REPRESENTATIVES : 
Of  parties  to  contract,  7 

REQUEST  : 
Not  an  order,  for  extras,  547,  566 
By  owner  to  suspend  operations  is  not  a 
rescission,  684 

REQUIREMENTS : 

Imposed  by  public  officers  are  discre- 
tionary acts,  155 
Of  bidders,  propriety  of  certain  ones,  153 
Of  a  professional  man,  826-837 
Of  a  public  officer  less  exacting  than  of  a 

professional  man,  857,  858 
Of  contract  in  regard  to  engineer's  certi- 
ficate, 470-480 

RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT  (see 
also  Breach  of  Contract;  De- 
fault ;  Termination)  : 

Without  notice  by  owner,  789 

Justified  without  notice,  740 

What  docs  not  amount  to,  684 

Rights  and  liabilities  of  parties,  787 

Status  of  parties  after,  727 

To  justify,  breach  by  owner  must  have 
prevented  performance,  687 

Justified  by  abusive  conduct  of  owner, 
688 

A  just  cause  for,  may  be  acted  upon, 
though  owner  request  a  continuance 
of  work,  688 

Hay  be  made  if  other  party  has  rendered 
performance  in  manner  contemplated, 
impossible,  670 

When  owner  refuses  to  perform,  684 

Changes  that  are  not  a  rescission,  578- 
577 

Either  part  may  rescind,  subjecting  him- 
self to  damages,  681-688 

Engineer  to  determine  damages  suffered, 
748 

P.iwcr  of  engineer  to  determine  damages 
must  be  expressly  reserved,  745 

By  contractor  for  good  cause  dispenses 
with  engineer's  certificate,  440 

Its  effect  on  stipulation  for  liquidated 
damages,  828,  728-783 
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RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT—  Cont. 
Of  an  executed  contract,  requires  a  con- 
sideration, 69 
By  one  of  several  Joint  contractors,  685 

RESERVATION  : 
Of  right  to  owner  to  revise  engineer's 
certificate,  448-462 

RESIDENCE  OF  PARTIES : 

Described  in  cou tract,  57 

RESIGNATION  OF  EMPLOYEE  : 

A  demand  for,  is  a  discharge,  808 

RESISTANCE : 

Of  contractor  to  owners  taking?  posses- 
sion of  works,  court  of  equity  to  re- 
strain him,  747 

RESPONSIBLE  : 
Significance  of  term  when  applied  to 
lowest  bidder,  173 

RESPONSIBILITY  (see  also  Liability): 
Of  one  party  for  the  conduct  of  another, 

653-668 
For  mistakes,  efforts  to  shift  liability  on 

to  others,  284,  285 
For  unauthorized  changes  by  engineer, 

235 

RESTRICTIONS : 
Imposed  on  bidders: 

Propriety  of  certain,  152 

For  public  work,  146 

For  private  work,  186 

Necessity  for  in  contracts  for  public 
works,  187 

Preventing  certain  persons  from  bid- 
ding. 147 

By  public  officers  are  discretionary,  155 

RBSULT8 ; 

If  lawful  and  not  injurious,  owner  es- 
capes liability  for  injuries,  640a,  641, 
652 

Owner  may  direct  independent  contrac- 
tor in  regard  to,  660 

REVISION : 

Of  certificate  by  owner  provided  for, 
448-462 

REVOCABLE : 

Submission  to  arbitration  is,  527,  492-498 

REVOCATION : 
Of  award : 

Of  a  contract,  183 
Of  offer : 
What  will  effect  it,  97 
Requires  physical  manifestation,  97 
Before  time  for  acceptance  has  ex- 
pired, 97 
Cannot  be  revoked  after  acceptance, 

97 
Must  be  communicated  to  offeree.  97 
When  offer  was  to  remain  open  for  a 

certain  time  specified,  96,  97 
By  selling  to  a  third  party,  97 
Of  submission  to  arbitration,  519 


to  sections. 

RIGHTS  (see  also  Contracts): 
Certain  rights  cannot  be  made  subject  of 

contract,  86 
Of  contractor  when  in  default,  697-704 

RIGHT  AND  PROPER  : 

What    is  ^as  applied  to  pay  for  work 
done,  840 

RIGHTS  OF  WAT: 

Contracts  for  and  statute  of  frauds,  109 
Delay  in  securing,  826 

RISKS: 

Assumed  by  contractor,  671-680 

ROAD: 

"Between  two  cities,"  defined,  601 

ROAD  OR  TRACK: 

Use  of  terms,  ambiguity  arising,  601 

ROOK  EXCAVATION  (see  also  Earth- 
works; Excavation): 
Included  in  earth  excavation,  628,  629 
Extra  compensation  for,  679 

ROOF: 
Not  specified  and  not  furnished,  400 


Removal  of,  by  contractor,  274  275 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS  : 

To  govern  an  arbitration,  526 

RULES  OF  MEASUREMENT  i 
To  be  employed  iu  ascertaining  quanti- 
ties, 881-390 

RULES  OF  RECOVERY  (see  also  Mea- 
sure of  Recovery)  : 

Wheu  owner  has  terminated  con- 
tract, 728 

Different  ones  adopted,  703,  704 

SALES  (see  also  Statute  of  Frauds): 
Statute  of  frauds  effect  of  on  sale  of 

goods  and  materials,  98-102 
Of  growing  crops  or  timber,  106 
Of  materials,  to  two  different  parties,  97 
Of  franchise,  must  be  for  cash,  139 

SAMPLES  (see  also  Bids)  : 
Furnished  with  bid  for  public  work  can- 
not be  used  for  comparing  bids  unless 
they  were  invited,  155 

SATISFACTION  (see  also  Owner's  Sat- 
isfaction) : 
Of  owner  or  company : 
Chattel  to  be  made  to  satisfaction  of 

customer,  840 
Work  to  be  completed  to,  259, 335-347, 
406-411 
Of  Engineer  t    (see  Engineer's  Certi- 
ficate, Decision.  Estimate,  etc.)  : 

8CHEDULE   OF    PRICES    (see    aUo 

Prices)  : 
Provision    for  payment    according   to, 

782-784 
Prices  to  include  everything,  782-784 

SCOTCH : 
Decision,  as  to  power  of  engineer,  405 
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SEALED  OONTHAOTS  ; 
Changed  by  parol  agreements,  69,  131, 
561-563 


Object  of  the  use  of,  561,  799 
Necessity  of  seals.  799 
What  amounts  lo  a  seal,  799 
Seal  of  principal  or  agent,  83 
Failure   of   sealed    instrument,    simple 
contract  sustains,  32 

SEAMEN : 

Parties  to  contract,  27 

8EORET  INTEREST  (see  also  Inter- 
est) : 

Arbitrator  should  have  none,  365,  SOS- 
SIS,  523 

Avoids  engineer's  certificate,  422 

Of  engineer  or  architect  in  contract  or 
work,  365,  508-518a 

Of  superior  officers  in  contractor's  suc- 
cess, 518a 

Public  officers,  in  p.iblic  work,  148 

SECRET  PROCESSES  : 
Employee  prevented  from  using  or  dis- 
closing such,  819 

8EORETARY : 

Power  to  contract,  30,  82,  38 

SELECTION  OF  PL  AN  3  : 

By  public  officers,  245-248 

SERVANT  (see  also  Indepkndbnt  Con- 
tractor ■.  Mastkr  and  Servant)  : 
Distinguished  from  an  independent  con- 
tractor, 652-668 
Master  is  liable  for  his  acts,  652-668  ' 
Furnished  with  a  tool,  conveyance,  etc., 
liability  for  misconduct,  6Y7 

8ERVIOE  OP  NOTIOB : 

Of  an  order  of  the  court  on  party  en- 
joined, 859a 

SERVICES : 

Gratuitous,    must    be    performed    with 

care  and  skill,  826 
Right  to  a  lien  for,  86 

8ETrLINGt : 

In  estimating  quantities.  381,  882 

SEVERABLE  CONTRACT: 

Distinguished  from  an  entire  contract, 
674,  680 

SHARP  PRACTICES  : 

No  part  of  engineer's  duties,  511 


Property  in  materials  for,  272,  378 

8HORING  : 

Up  a  neighbor's  wall,   liability  for  in- 
jury, 641 

SICKNESS  : 

Will  not  excuse  performance,  678  i 


SIDEWALK : 

Coal-hole  left  open  by  contractor,   in. 
jury  results,  641 

Negligence  for  not  keeping  clean,  644 

To  be  covered  by  a  roof,  641 
8IGNATURE : 

What  is  or  is  not  one  ?  795 

Stamped  or  printed,  795 

By  one  of  two  joint  contractors,  796 

Of  agent  to  contract,  30 

Agent  affixing  title  to  signature,  30 

Of  one  party  only,  796 

Made  by  another  at  signer's  request,  79& 
SIGNING  OF  CONTRACT  : 

Must  be  with  inient  to  be  bound,  794 

Through  mistake,  794 

A  paper  with  unfilled  blanks,  794 

Without  knowing  contents  party  -must 
not  be  negligent,  794 

Raises  a  presumption  that  it  was  read. 
794 

SILENCE  : 

Not  a  ratification,  558 

SITE  OP  STRUCTURE  : 

Not  promptly  determined,  326 
Possession  of.  to  be  given,  301-302 
Changed  and  cost  increased,  577 
Changed  by  members  of  board,  556 
Implied  undertaking  on  part  of  owner 

that  it  is  free  from  danger,  674 
SKILL  (see  also  Care  ;  Employee)  : 
Undertaking  a  job  warrants  skill  to  per* 

form  it,  256 
Determination  of  skill  possessed  by  en-. 

gineer,  830 

SLABS  (eee  also  Custom  and  Usage)  : 
Custom  of  mills  to  appropriate,  627 

SOUNDINGS : 
To  be  made  by  contractor,  286 

SPECIAL  FUND  (see  also  Payments)  : 
Payments  for  work  out  of,  are  limited 
to  it,  789 

SPECIALIST   (see  also   Expebt   Wit* 

ness)  : 

Opinions  may  be  adopted  by  arbitrators. 

501,  529,  581 
Skill  and  care  required  of,  836 

SPECIALIZING : 

Effect  of  if  not  carried  out,  400 

SPECIALTY,  see  Seals. 
SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE : 

Of  contract  by  contractor,  705-707 
Discretion  rests  with  court,  707 
Instance*  where  it  has  been   decreed. 
706,  707 

Sentiments  favoring,  of  constructs  con- 
tracts, 706 

Will  not  be  requind  if  owner  can  be 
compensated  in  damages,  706 

Of  agreements  to  arbitrate,  851,  519 

When  alterations  have  been  made,  575 
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SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE—  Cant. 
Of  contracts  for  personal  service,  709 
Of  contract  to  sell  maps  and  drawings, 

707 
Will  not  be  decreed  against  owner,  708 

SPECIFICATIONS  AND  PLANS  (see 

also  Plans  and  Specifications,  218- 

252): 
Of  public  work  must  be  made  for  bid- 
ders, 154 
Of  contract  must  be  same  as  for  bids, 

156 
What  is  good  and  sufficient  for  public 

work    required    to  be   let  to  lowest 

bidder,  154 
Shown  to  bidder  will  bind  contractor, 

155 
Standard  for  competition  adopted  must 

be  foHowed  strictly,  155 
A  letter  may  be  part  of,  216 
Of  materials,  quality  required,  277a 
Defective,  liability  for,  287-248 
Are  controlled  by  contract,  228 
Prevail  over  plans  sometimes,  228 
Meaning   of   determined    by   engineer 

without  a  hearing,  495 
Prevail  over  engineer's  decision  when, 

370,  381-888,  146 

STAGES  OF  WORK : 

Payments  upon  certain  stages,  each  must 
be  completed,  677 

Liquidated  damages  for  delay  in  com- 
pleting, 318 

STANDARD  (see  also  Bids,  etc.)  : 
For  comparison  of  bids,  158 
Departure  from,  in  contract  for  public 

work,  fatal  to  its  validity,  156 
When  quantities  and  character  cannot 

be  determined,  157 

STATE: 

Should  maintain  public  ways  in  a  safe 
condition,  645 

STATUTE  LAWS  (see  also  Laws)  : 
Re  pnblio  works  : 

Must  be  strictly  observed,  148 

That  they  shall  be  let  to  lowest  bid- 
der, 141 

Includes  what  work,  161 

Use  of  statute  to  escape  a  burdensome 
contract,  148 A 

Prostituted  to  purposes  not  intended, 
148a 

Making  work  more  expensive,  678 

Prohibiting  public  officers  from  hav- 
ing any  Interest  in  contracts,  148 

Making  it  a  penal  offense  for  public 
surveyor  to  be  concerned  or  inter- 
ested in  the  contract,  518 

Forbidding  the  employment  of  alien 
labor,  186,  144 

Relating  to  carving  and  dressing  stone 
by  citizens  of  the  State,  186,  144 


STATUTE  Ij AW &— Continued. 
Re  public  works—  Continued. 

Relating  to  hours  of  labor  and  rate  of 
wages,  136,  144 

Prohibiting   importation    of    foreign 
labor,  12*6,  144 

Forbidding      "  store-pay"     to     em- 
ployees, 144 

Conferring  power  to   correct    errors 
in  awards,  489 

STATUTORY  UNITS: 

Not  affected  by  custom  and  usage,  615 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUD8 : 

Its  application  to  construction  work,  111 

Executed  contracts  not  within  the  sta- 
tute, 104 

What  is  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  a 
sale  to  satisfy,  102 

Sale  of  growing  crops  or  standing  tim- 
ber, 106 

Contract  for  an  interest  in  lands,  106 

Contracts  which  cannot  be  performed 
within  a  year,  103-105,  801 

Contracts  for  cieation,  assignment  or 
surrender  of  estates  in  land,  109 

Contracts  to  pay  the  debts  of  others,  110 

Contract  in  consideration  of  marriage, 
111 

Meaning  of  contract,  to  be  determined 
by  engineer,  401 

Verbal  promise  by  architect  that  con- 
tractor should  have  his  pay,  558 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS  : 
Objects  of,  and  reasons  for,  statute,  1 12 
Does  not  operate  against  the  govern- 
ment, 116 
Agreements  to  waive  its  protection,  117 
Does  not  destroy  contract   obligation, 

but  affects  the  remedy  only,  118 
Disabilities  which  prevent  operation  of 

statute,  114 
Runniug  of,  interrupted  by  new  prom- 
ise, 118 
Right  of  action,  concealed  by  fraud, 

119-121 
Liability  of   engineer   for   misconduct 
after  statutory  period  has  elapsed,  121 
Rigidly  applied,  regardless  of  hardship, 
115 

STEAMBOAT : 
Built  under  inspection,  found  defective. 
467 

STENOGRAPHER'S  MOTES  : 

As  evidence  at  former  trial,  878 
STIPULATIONS   (see    also    Contract 

Stipulations)  : 
That  no  damages  shall  be  claimed  for 

injuries  while  riding  on  a  pass,  864 
STOCKHOLDER  : 
Engineer  a   stockholder    in    company, 

343,  364-866,  500-511 
Engineer's   or   architect's   rights  under 

stockholders1  liability  acts,  868 
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8TONB: 

Used  of  inferior  quality,  277a 
Fell  upon  a  paeser-by,  liability  for  in- 
juries, 666 
Property  in,  taken  from  street,  966 

STONEWORK  : 
Custom  and  usage  of,  621,  629 
Actual  stone  measured  in  the  wall,  618, 

629 
Defects  in,  not  apparent,  469 

STORE  PAT  : 

Statute  forbidding,  to  workmen,  144 

STRAW  BIDS  : 

Certified  checks  to  prevent,  168,  169 

STREET  (see  Highway)  : 
Term  iucludes  the  sidewalk,  266 
Must  be  kept  in  a  safe  condition,  645 
Ownership  of  material  iu,  266 

8TREET  CLEANING : 
Contract  for  to  lowest  bidder,  must  be 
advertised,  161 

STREET  IMPROVEMENT : 

Undertaking  to  keep  in  repair  sometimes 
objectionable,  384 

STRIKE  : 

Encouraged  bv  owner,  826 

Caused  by  failure  of  contractor  to  pay 
wages,  326 

Caused  by  reduction  of  wages  aud  de- 
lay, 826 

Outside  of  contractor's  shops,  826 

STRUCTURE  (see  also  Works)  : 
To  build,  includes  excavations  and  foun- 
dations, 600 
Removal  of  temporary,  274-275 
Contracts  to  erect  structures,  the  use  and 
maintenance  of  which  are  contrary  to 
law  or  ordinance  are  void,  76,  87 
Equal  in  strength,  value  and  convenience 

is  not  a  substantial  compliance,  701 
Not  erected  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 

256-258 
Failure  of  from  defective  plans  and  spe- 
cifications, 289 
False  by  reason  of  unskillful  work,  287 
Fell  from  latent  defects  of  soil,  674 

SUBCONTRACT : 

When  subletting  is  prohibited,  298-296 

SUBCONTRACTORS  : 

Not  liable  to  owner  for  negligent  work, 
17,  257 

Changes  affecting  cost  of  works  made 
unbeknown  to  him,  567 

Delayed  by  company's  failure  to  make 
surveys,  755 

Bound  by  engineer's  estimate,  445 

His  right  to  a  lien,  762-764 

Right  to  a  lien  when  contractor  has  cov- 
enanted against  liens,  762 

Cannot  have  lien  for  more  than  con- 
tractor's price.  765 

Distinguished  from  materialman,  762 


are  te  eeetiene. 

8UBJEOT  MATTER  (see  also  Coram- 
eration  ;  Contracts  ;  Wobkb)  : 
Of  contract  described,  208-212 
Must  be  lawful,  71-87 
Compared  with  consideration,  71 
Destroyed  before  completion,  674-676 
Of  controversy,  bringing  it  into  court, 
892,  893 

SUBLETTING  (see  also  Assignment)  : 
Of  contract  work  forbidden.  289-296 
Cluuse  prohibiting  may  be  waived,  294 

SUBMISSION     TO     ARBITRATION, 

see  Arbitration. 

SUBSCRIBERS  (see  also  Subscrip- 
tions) : 

Liability  is  several  in  the  ordinary  form, 
49 

Partnership,  when,  49 

SUBSCRIPTIONS  : 

Stipulations  and  conditions  imposed,  49 
Not  revocable  at  will  of  subscriber,  49 
Paytneut  may  be  enforced  by  whom  49 
Amount  set  opposite  each  name  is  limit 

of  liability,  49 
Consideration  in  subscription  papers,  62 
Misrepresentations  in  soliciting,  129 

SUBSEQUENT  AGREEMENTS : 

Modifying  or  rescinding  contract,  181, 

560 
Cause  of  extra  work,  585 
Contract  modified  by  engineer's  powers 

under,  898,  899 
To  complete  work  or   do  extra  work 

may  amount  to  a  waiver  of  time  of 

completion,  726 
Must  be  founded  on  a  consideration,  181 
By  owner,  engineer's  decision  re,  596 

8UB8TJDENOB  : 

In  estimating  quantities,  881,  882 

SUBSTANTIAL   PERFORMANCE 

(see  also  Recovery  of  Contractor): 
Recovery  of   contractor   for,    441-448, 

698-702 
In  good  faith  entitles  contractor  to  re 

cover,  697-704 
What  is  or  is  not,  702 
Held  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact, 

442,  702 
Deviations  and  omissions  must  be  slight 

and  unimportant,  701 
Ratio  of  omissions  to  work  performed, 

702 
If  works  are  adapted  to  purpose  intend- 
ed, 700 
When  work  has  become  more  difficult 

and  expensive,  678 
When  works  have  been  des  royed,  677, 

678 
Delay  does  not  prevent  a,  826 
Power  of  engineer  to  determine  cannot 

be  implied,  870,  591-596 
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8UOGBS8 : 

Not  a  test  of  skill  or  capacity,  829,  858 
SUFFICIENCY    OF    PLANS,    ETC. 
(see  also  Insufficient  Plans,  btc.): 

Under  contract  for  work  and  materials, 
240 

Under  contract  for  a  complete  structure, 
240 

Who  warrants  it,  287-248 

Warranted  by  owner,  289 

Provision  by  which  contractor  guaran- 
tees it.  286 

Contractor  guarantees  them  if  he  makes 
unauthorized  changes.  242 
SUFFICIENCY  AND  SKILL  : 

With  which  work  is  done,  engineer  to 
deride,  888 

SUFFICIENT : 

What  is  a  sufficient  certificate.  474 

SUNDAYS  (see  also  Days): 
Are  reckoned  in  computing  number  for 

performance,  310 
Time  of  completion  falls  on  a  holiday, 

SUNDAY  CONTRACTS : 

Are  invalid  in  most  states,  59,  79,  95 

Contracts  for  employment  to  work  on 
Sunday,  59 

Necessary  work,  what  is,  59 

Contract  drafted  on  Sunday  but  deliv- 
ered on  week  day,  59,  95 

SUPERFICIAL  FOOT : 

Of  stone  work,  defined,  621,  629 

SUPERINTENDENCE : 

Should  prevent  material  errors  and  omis- 
sions, 889,  840 

Not  excused  by  presence  of  owner,  888 

Engineer  or  architect  liable  for  neglect 
in,  888 

Contractor  to  pay  for  in  case  of  delay. 
812 

SUPERINTENDENT  (see  also  Engin- 
ekr  or  Architect  ;  Foreman): 
Contractor  to  keep  one  on  works,  288 
Right  to  a  lien,  861,  862 

SUPERVISION  OF  ENGINEER : 

Work  to  be  done  under,  effect  of  such  a 
reservation,  663-668 

SUPERVISION  OF  WORE : 

Engineer  to  have,  but  not  control.  647 

SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT : 

Extinguishing  prior  contract,  572-577 

SUPPLY-MAN    (see    also    Material 

HAN): 

Liable  to  purchaser  only,  277a 

SECURITY: 

Form  of,  prescribed  by  public  officers, 
169 


SURETY  (see  also  Alterations)  ; 
For  faithful  performance,  168,  169 
Contract  of,  within  statute  of    frauds. 

110,  111 
Assumes   burdens  and    takes    benefits 

wheu  he  undertakes  to  complete  work. 

18 

Obligations  limited  to  those  assumed  in 

bond,  20 
Liability  to  third  parties,  19 
Liability  to  contractor's  creditors,  19 
Liability  to  subcontractor,'  19 
Good  and  sufficient,  required  by  statute, 

189 
To  be  named  in  bid,  169 
Offered  by  bidder,  responsibility  deter- 
mined by  public  officers,  169 
Power  to  determine  good  and  sufficient. 

172 
Refusal  to  qualify  as,  169 
Released  by  unauthorized  changes,  20 
Release  of,  need  not  suffer  injury,  20 
Released  by  overpayments  to  contractor. 

20 
Released  not  by  offsetting  claims,  20 
Released  by  payments  without  engineer's 

certificate,  20 
Released  by  extension  of  time  of  com- 
pletion, 20 
Released  by  changes  in  plans,  20,  21 
Effect  of  alterations  on,  20-22,  576 
Should    be    consulted    before    making 

changes,  576 
Released  by  a  change  of  parties,  by  as- 
signment, death  or  dissolution,  21 
Released  by  change  of  architect,  20 
Released  by  performance  becoming  im- 
possible, 22 
Not  released  by  giving  notice  of  inten- 
tion to  terminate  contract,  789 
Bound  by  engineer's  estimate,  445 
On  bond  of  contractor,  enforcing  lien, 

755 
Covenants  against  lien,  contractor  can 
have  none,  761 

SURVEY: 

Delegation  of  power  to  enter  lands  and 

make,  507 
As  evidence  in  a  trial,  879 
Mistake  in,  by  city  engineer,  858 
Custom  in  making,  to  allow  or  add  to 

length  of  chain,  609,  615,  629 

SURVEYOR : 

May  speculate  in  property  of  employer, 
515 

SURVEYORS  STAKES  : 

Liability  for  injury  from  falling  over, 
842 

SUSPENSION  OF  WORKS  : 
Reasons  for  providing  for,  742 
In  whole  or  in  part,  without  liability  for 

damages,  740 
Not  always  a  breach,  688,  684 
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SUSPENSION  OF  WORKS—  Confd. 
By  owner,  he  is  liable  for  difficulties 

arising  in  cousequence,  683,  684 
Aud  contractor  noi  allowed  to  complete 

when  resumed,  577 
By  mutual  consent,  684 

TABLE  OF  OA8ES  : 
Pages  xxxvii-lxxx. 

TAKING  AWAY  WORK,  see  Termi- 
nation. 

TAKING  POSSESSION  : 
Of  incomplete  works,  701 


May  enjoin  performance  of  public  work 
under  an  illegal  contract,  157 

May  restrain  public  officers  from  award- 
iug  contract  for  public  work  illegally, 
177,  178 

TECHNICAL  AND  TRIVIAL : 

Omission  will  not  prevent  recovery  by 
contractor,  697-704 

TELEGRAPH  MESSAGE : 

Stipulation  on  its  back  not  read,  794 
Acceptance  of  offered  by,  95 

TBMPE8T : 

Works  destroyed  by,  671-680 

TENANCY : 

Possession  of  contractor  is  not,  767 

TERMINATION  OF  CONTRACT  (see 
also  Breach;  Rescission): 

Binding  effect  of  agreement  for,  719,  720 

Power  reserved  to  owner  for  certain 
causes,  710-717 

Should  be  an  act  of  last  resort,  787 

Stipulations  for  are  not  in  favor  with 
courts,  718 

Owner  cannot  terminate  unless  power 
has  been  reserved,  722 

Right  reserved  if  work  be  not  completed 
by  specified  time,  727 

Effects  to  be  considered,  718 

To  accomplish  it  owuer  must  act 
promptly  and  positively,  718,  721 

Power  must  be  exercised  before  time  for 
completion  is  passed,  724 

When  date  of  completion  is  not  men- 
tioned. 724 

Power  to  terminate  reserved  without  re- 
gard to  time  of  completion,  726 

Notice  must  be  given,  739 

Contract  is  not  terminated  when  notice 
is  given  but  when  time  of  notice  ex- 
pires, 789 

Act  or  failure  to  act  by  contractor  does 
not  itself  render  coutract  void,  721 

Power  reserved  to  owner  does  not  confer 
power  upon  contractor  to  abandon  and 
require  owner  to  complete,  721 

Power  must  have  been  properly  exer- 
cised or  liquidated  damages  cannot  be 
withheld,  781 


are  to  section*. 

TERMINATION     OF    CONTRACT— 

Continued. 

Power  to  term iu ate  is  not  authority  to 

hire  men  and  purchase  materials,  736 
Engineer  to  determine  what  is  due  con- 

tractor,  743 
Mandamus  and  injunction  to  prevent, 

747 
Completion  by  owner,  who  is  required  to 
show  what  it  cost,  731 
TERMS  AND  PHRASES : 

Explained  by  parol  evidence,  122-126 
TBRM8  OF  CONSTRUCTION: 

Defined  and  applied,  699-602 
TERM  OF  SERVICE  (see  also  Employ- 
ment) : 
Permanent,  801 

Does  not  determine  relation  of  owner  and 
contractor,  655 
TESTIMONY  (see  also  Expert  Testi- 
mony) : 
Of  eugineer  not  admissible,  though  he 

be  an  umpire,  505 
Of  arbitrator  in  regard  to  his  award,  491 

TE8T8  : 

To  be  made  by  contractor,  286,  287 
For  classification  of  excavation,  385 
That  determine  relation  of  master  and 
servant,  654-668 

TESTING  APPARATUS  : 

To  be  provided  by  contractor,  287 

THIRD  PARTIES  : 

Not  bound  by  acceptance  or  approval  of 
inspectors,  468 

THOUSAND  : 
Unit  of  measure  of  brickwork,  620,  625, 
629 


TIMBER: 

Custom  and  usage  of,  625,  629 

TIME  BOOK: 

Evidence  of  value  of  services  and  work, 
693 

TIME  (see  also  Time  of  Completion)  : 
Made  essence  of  contract,  811 
For  offer  to  continue  or  remain  open.  97 
No  extra  or  additional  time  allowed  for 

extra  work,  814 
For  delivery  of  materials  sold,  310 
Required  to  establish  a  usage,  608 

TIME    OF   COMPLETION  (see   also 
Days  ;   Delays  ;  Liquidated  Dam- 
ages) : 
Fixed  in  contract,  800-308 
Determined    by    contract   rather    than 

specifications,  228 
Should  be  clearly  stated,  809 
Falls  on  Sunday  or  a  holiday,  810 
Not  specified  must  be  in  a  reasonable 

time,  310 
May  be  chauged  by  parol  agreement,  180 
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TIMB  OP  OOMPUBTION—  Continued. 

Extension  of  and  effect  on  liquidated 
damage  mimed,  324-826 

"When  works  have  been  destroyed,  675 

Owner  need  not  wait  for  before  under- 
taking to  complete,  788 

Power  to  termiuate  contract  must  be 
exercised  before,  724 

Extras  ordered  after  it  has  passed  held 
a  waiver  of  tight  to  require  work 
done  by  time,  825 

Calculation  of  period,  810 

TITUS  : 

To  materials  delivered,  267-278 

TOOLS : 

Delay  in  furnishiug  by  owner,  826 

TO  PREVENT  ALL  DISPUTES : 

Introduction  to  contract  stipulation,  869 

TORTS : 

Executor  not  liable  for  torts  of  person  he 

represents,  12 

TOWN:  t  m     f 

Liable  for  injuries  from  defective  con- 
struction, 645 

TRACK : 

Distinguished  from  road,  601 

TRADE  SECRETS: 

Protection  of  to  firm,  819 
TRADE   USAGES,   see  Custom    and 
Usage. 

TREASURER : 

Power  to  contract,  80,  82,  88 

TRESPASS : 

By  contractor  in  performance  of  work, 

275,  767 
Liability  of   engineer   for   trespass  of 
workmen,  275 

TRIAL  COURT  : 

Determines  what  practical  tests  may  be 
made,  898 

TRIBUNAL : 

Parties  can  resort  to  none  other  than  pro- 
vided in  their  contract,  410-412 
Created  to  decide  all  disputes,  867,  868 
Character  of  may  be  destroyed,  454 

TRIPLICATE  : 

Cou  tract  to  be  executed,  791 

TRUE  SPIRIT,  MEANING  AND  IN- 
TENT : 
Of  the  plans  and  specifications,  258 

TRUTH  : 

Of  statements  in  proposal,  oath  as  to, 
145,  150 

TRY  TO  COMPLETE  : 

By  a  certain  date,  810 

TUNNEL  WORK : 

Recovery  for  excavation  outside  of  shell, 
421,  485 


ULTRA  VIRES : 

Contracts  by  corporation,  142 

UMPIRE  (see  also  Arbitrator  ;  Engin- 
eer and  Architect)  : 

Power  of  arbitrators  to  call  in,  581 

Between  two  arbitrators  who  cannot 
agree,  519-533 

Must  grant  a  hearing,  494,  530-533 

Must  hear  the  cause,  531 

Decides  mallei's  of  disagreement  only, 

531 
May  uot  be  selected  by  lot,  531 
Should  have  no  secret  interest  in  cause, 

348,  864-366 
Engineer  to  be  au  umpire  between  the 

parties,  385-469 

UNAUTHORIZED  AOT8  : 

Of  engineer,   owner's  liability  for,  87, 

39.  370-380,  553,  768 
Changes   in    plans,  etc.,  and    liability 

therefor,  284,  235 
Established  by  implication,  ratification* 

or  adoption,  84,  877.  557.  558 
Of  individual  members  of  board,  ratified 

or  adopted,  557   # 
Not  ratified  by  acquiescence,  557 

UNBALANCED    BID    (see   also   Bid* 
and  Bids  and  Bidders)  : 
Profit-paying  work  cannot  be  omitted 
under  it,  584 

UNDERMINING : 

Neighbor's  structures,  liability  for,  641 

UNDERSTANDING : 

Manner  of  earning  to.  92 

Of  court,  expert  must  consider,  869 

UNDERTAKING  : 

As  regards  the  undertaking,  71-87 

Of  professional  man.  826-837 

Is  a  guaranty  of  ability  to  perform,  826- 

837 
To  construct  an  article  requires  it  shall 

be  suitable  for  purpose  intended,  256- 

258 
UNDUE  ADVANTAGE  : 

When  meaning  of  contract  is  to  be  de»- 

termined  by  engineer,  401 

UNFAIRNESS  : 

Of  engineer,  amounts  to  fraud,  428 

UNJUST  ENRICHMENT : 

The  law  will  not  allow,  697 

UNRESTRICTED  BID  : 

To  furnish  materials,  184 

UNSETTLED  CLAIMS  : 

Power  of  city  to  require  contractor  to> 

pay,  756 
Money  may  be  retained  to  meet,  754 

UNSIGNED  SKETCH  : 

Not  a  written  order  for  extras,  547 

USAGE  see  Custom  and  Usage. 
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USE,  see  Acceptance  and  Use  ;  Occu- 
pation and  Use. 

UTILITY : 

Of  structure  erected,  responsibility  for, 
241 

VALIDITY  OF  CONTRACT  : 

Determined  by  laws  of  w  bat  place,  58 
VALUE: 

Distinguished  from  price,  391 
To  be  determined  by  engineer,  891 
Of  extras,  engineer  to  determine,  592-596 
Of   extras  must  be  determined  as  re- 
quired by  coutmct,  595 
Shown  by  custom  and  usage,  626 
Of  prospective  profits,  impossible  to  de- 
termine, 694-696 
Of   competitive  plans  lost   by  express 
company,  815 

VALUERS : 

Distinguished  from  arbitrators,  525,  848 

VERBAL  AORBEMENT8 ; 

To  pay  the  debts  of  another,  110-111 

VERBAL  EXPLANATION : 
Cannot  include  items  not  mentioned  in 

advertisement  for  proposal,  161 
To  be  reduced  to  writing,  797 

VOID  AGREEMENTS  (see  also  Con- 
tracts, Infants,  Imbeciles,  Luna- 
tics, Married  Women,  Public  Pol- 
icy): 

Not  made  void  by  default  of  contractor. 
721 

WAGES  (see  also  Employee)  : 
Do  not  determine  relation  of  owner  and 

contractor,  655 
Minimum   price    for   labor   cannot   be 

fixed    in    advertisement    for   public 

work,  157 

On  public  works  fixed  by  statute,  136. 

144 
Statute  requiring  wages  to  be  paid  when 

man  is  discharged,  144 
Payment  of  required  at  certain  intervals, 

144 
Payment  of  wages  In  store  pay  forbidden 

by  statute,  144 
Not  agreed  upon,  809 
Mistake  in  regard  to  wages  to  be  paid 

employee.  90 
To   be    paid   before  final  payment  to 

contractor,  750-754 

WAGE-BOOK  : 

Evidence  of  value  of  services  and  work. 
693 

WAIVER  (see  also  Contract  Stipula- 
tions) : 
Of  express  terms  of  contract,  580 
Of  strict  performance  of  contract.  417. 

701,  721,  726 
Is  a  question  for  jury,  418,  417,  494 


WAIVER—  Continued. 
Of  contract  stipulations  by  not  enforc- 
ing them,  585 
Of  owner's  rights  by  failing  to  object, 

581 
Of  one  condition  does  not  affect  others, 

572 
May  be  proved  by  acts  and  conduct,  417 
Not  to  be  implied  from  silence,  726 
Burden  of  proof  of,  is  on  party  asserting 

Of  time  of  completion  and  penalties, 
323-326,  578,  726 

Of  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages, 
325,826  ^ 

Of  rights,  by  permitting  contractor  to 
continue  at  work  after  date  of  comple- 
tion, 726 

Of  right  to  completion  on  date  named, 
by  ordering  extra  work,  825 

Extension  of  time  not  to  affect  a  waiver, 
725 

Of  written  order  for  extras,  565,  566 

When  amount  of  work  has  been  les- 
sened, 586 

Of  right  to  hearing  by  engineer  or  arbi- 
trator, 494,  527 

Of  notice  of  hearing,  496 

Of  stipulation  that  engineers  decision 
feh all  be  condition  precedent  to  lia- 
bility, 418,  417 

Of  right  to  appeal  to  court,  86 

Of  form  of  certificate  required  by  jcon- 
tract,  474 

Of  right  to  object  to  engineer's  miscon- 
duct, 525 

By  contractor  of  engineer's  interest,  510 

Of  provision  prohibiting  subletting,  294 

Of  misconduct  by  contractor,  687 

Effect  of  when  works  have  been  de- 
stroyed, 675 

Of  defects  cannot  be  implied  from  occu- 
pation and  use,  701 

Of  right  to  terminate  contract,  all  cir- 
cumstances will  be  considered,  720 

Of  right  to  terminate  contract,  728-726 

May  lose  power  to  terminate  contract. 
783 

If  power  to  terminate  is  not  exercised 
before  time  for  completion,  724,  726 

Of  right  to  damages  by  exercise  of 
power  to  take  wurk  away  from  con- 
tractor, 731 

Of  lien,  by  agreement,  761 

Of  subcontractor's  rights  to  a  lien  does 
not  prevent  contractor  from  acquiring 
one,  762 

Of  right  to  discharge  employee,  807 

WALL: 

Includes  excavations,  600 
Measurement  of  masonry  in  wall,  620, 

621.  622,  629 
Taken  down   to   point  designated    bjr 

architect,  889 
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Refer  en  or  0 

WALL  COUNT : 

Id  brickwork,  620,  629 

WANT  OF  GARB  AND  SKILL  ; 

Judicial  officer  not  liable,  844-649 
Of  a  professional  man.  885 
Liable  to  employer  only,  842 

WAR: 

Effect  upon  parties  to  a  contract,  27 
A  disability  under  statute  of  limitations, 
115 

WARRANTY: 

None  implied  when  materials  aue  open  to 

inspection,  277a 
Cannot  be  considered  in  com  pari  ug  bids 

for  public  work  unless  it  was  invited, 

155 
Exacted  from  lowest  bidder,  157 
Of  accuracy  by  professional  man,  none 

implied,  829.  858 

WASTE   MATERIALS: 

Who  must  care  for,  274,  275 
Provision  for  removal  of,  274,  275 
Disposal  of  by  contractor,  274,  275 

WATER  : 

For  tire  purposes,  city  to  provide,  645 

WATER  CLOSETS  : 

To  be  provided  by  contractor,  285 

WATER  AND  OAS  PIPES  : 

Injmed  by  contractor,  688 

WATER  TIGHT  ; 

Not  so  when  automatic  apparatus  are  re- 
quired to  keep  it  so,  257 

WEATHER : 

Unsuitable  for  progress  of  work  no  ex- 
cuse for  delay,  678 

WEIGHT  AND  VALUE  : 

Of  expert  testimony  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine, 889 

WEIGHING  AND  TESTING  : 

To  be  done  by  contractor.  287 

WHARF: 

Built  under  inspectors  found  defective, 
467 

WIFE,  see  Husband  and  Wife. 

WILLFUL  MISCONDUCT : 

Of  engineer  or  architect,  595 
Amouutiug  to  fraud  of  engineer,  428 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  BID  : 
Before  and  after  it  is  accepted,  181, 188 

WITH     REASONABLE      PROMPT- 
NESS: 
Meaning  of  expression,  810 

WITNESS  (see  also  Expert  Witness): 

To  execution  of  contract,  799 

Cannot  testify  as  to  meaning  of  contract, 
126.  885 

Cannot  give  his  understanding  of  con- 
tract terms,  590 

Must  know  papers  are  correct  in  order 
to  testify  to  them,  878 


are  to  sections. 

WITNESS—  Continued. 
May  have  rend  to  hiin  evidence  at  a  for- 
mer trial,  878 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES : 

Meaning  of  many,  629 
Meaning  explained  by  parol  evidence, 
122-126 

WORK  (see  also  Acceptance;  Engineer 
or   Architect  ;   Contractor  ;    In- 
spection;   Payment;    Plans    and 
Specifications;  Workmanlike): 
Description  of  iu  contract,  208-212 
Done  by  several  contractors,  678 
No  liquor  to  be  sold  about  works,  288 
Contract  for,  not  within  statute  of  frauds, 

106 
Not  to  be  sublet,  289-296 
Performance  of  does  not  usually  create 

Indebtedness,  410-412 
Time  and  delay  in  completing : 
Commencement  and  completion,  800- 

808 
Suspended  until  after  time  for  com- 
pletion, 684 
To  be  delayed  or  suspended  without 

liability  for  damages,  740-742 
Suspended,  contractor  not  allowed  to 

complete,  577 
Inaccessible,  excuse  for  delay,  678 
Taken  from  contractor,  its  effect  on 

liquidated  damages  for  delay,  828 
Ehttras  and  omissions  : 
Embraced  by  contract  work,  578-581 
Clearly  outside  of  contract.  569 
Not  specifically  mentioned  in  contract, 

600 
Implied  but  not  mentioned,  600 
Limits  of  not  defined.  601 
Defined    by  boundaries   or   dividing 

lines,  584 
No  extra  pay  for  better  work  than 

contract  requires,  680 
No  extra  pay  for  work  included  in  con- 
tract, though  promised  by  engineer, 

378 
Caused  by  engineer's  mistake,  recovery 

for,  485 
Made  more  difficult  by  alterations,  582 
Becoming  more  difficult,  678-680 
Done  without  claims  for  extras  held 

within  contract,  580 
Amount  of  reduced  by  changes,  568 
Profit- paying  omitted,  582 
The  easiest  part  thereof  done,  588 
Inferior  and  defective  : 
Inspection,  acceptance  or  rejection  of, 

276-282 
To  be  pulled  down  and  opened   for 

examination,  280 
To  be  done  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 

253-258 
To  be  performed  according  to  true 

spirit,  meaning  and  intent,  226 
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WORK—  Continued. 
Inferior  and  defective — Continued, 

Unskillf ully  or  negligently  performed, 
287 

Defective,  to  be  replaced,  828,  881 

Completed  and  accepted,  contractor 
not  liable  for  defects,  446,  468-489 

Inspected  and  approved  by  inspectors 
whose  decision  is  not  final,  468 

Rejected  as  defective,  accepted  if  de- 
ficiency is  made  good,  467 

Defects  that  prevent  a  recovery  on  a 
substantial  performance,  702 

To  be  kept  in  repair  for  period  named, 
827-384 
Liability  for  its  protection  ; 

Contractor  to  protect,  680,  681 

Damages  to,  contractor  liable,  684-686, 
646 

Destroyed  without  fault  of  either 
party,  674 

Destruction  of,  loss  to  fall  upon  con- 
tractor, 671-680 

Divided  among  several  contractors, 
and  destroyed,  676 

Let  in  parts,  owner  should  insure,  678 

Destroyed,  money  advanced  recov- 
ered, 675 

Destroyed,  before  completion,  lia- 
bility, 671-680 

Safety  of,  owner  liable  after  accept- 
ance, 643 

Owner  may  direct  as  to  results,  without 
making  contractor  his  servant,  660 

Owner  should  not  control  the  manner 
of  doing  it  by  au  independent  con- 
tractor, 654-668 

Harmless  and  lawful  liability  for  in- 
jury resulting,  640a 

The  performance  of  which*  will  result 

in  injury  to  others,  646,  652 
To  satisfaction  of  owner  or  engineer : 

To  owner's  satisfaction,  agreement  in- 
valid, 840 

To  satisfaction  and  approval  of  en- 
gineer. 841 

All  questions  in  regard  to  submitted 
to  eugineer,  893-896 

Engineer  to  have  direction  and  super- 
vision but  not  control,  647 

To  acceptance  of  engineer,  but  not  ac- 
cording to  plans  and  specifications, 
870.  381-888  446 

Must  conform  to  contract  and  specifi- 
cations or  engineer  should  not  ac- 
cept it,  888-890 

Insufficiently  done  does  not  avoid  en- 
gineer's certificate,  446 

Preliminary  estimates  of  incorrect, 
588,  589 

Difficult  to  estimate  it  when  com- 
pleted, 860,  487 

To  be  rejected  when  engineer  has 
gone  wrong,  451 


WORK—  Continued. 
Payment  for : 

Out  of  budgeted  appropriations  or  a 

special  fund,  789 
After  certificate  that  It  is  free  from 

liens,  759-762 
Labor   and    materials  applied   to   a, 

chattel,  675 
Acceptance  of,  a  waiver  of  complete 

performance,  701 

WORKING  DATS : 

Stipulation  defining,  805 

WORKING  FORCE : 

To  be  increased  by  owner  or  engineer. 
788 

WORKING  PLANS  : 

Make  increased  cost,  584 

Differ  materially  from  originals,  584 

WORKMANLIKE  MANNER : 

Meaning  of  the  words,  257 

Provisiou  that  work  shall  be  done  so„ 

258-258 
Words  not  affected  by  custom  and  usage,. 
257 

WORKMEN  : 

Furnished  by  contractor,  relation  to* 
owner,  657 

WHITING  : 

Why  contracts  are  in  writing,  799 

WRITINGS: 

Of  an  author,  copyright  in,  to  when  ant 
employee,  819 

WRITTEN  CONTRACTS  (see  also  Con- 
tracts) : 

Certain  contracts  required  to  be  in  writ- 
ing by  statute  of  frauds,  98-111 

Embodiment  of  prior  parol  agreement, 
91,  97,  188.  797 

Caunot  be  changed  by  prior  under- 
standings, 560-568 

Cannot  be  changed  by  parol  proof,  122- 
126,  560-568 

Modified  by  parol  agreements,  180-181* 
561 

Reduced  to  a  parol  agreement  by 
changes,  574 

To  be  executed  later,  797 

WRITTEN  CERTIFICATE . 

Of  engineer  when  required,  478-480 

WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS  : 

Attached  to  contract,  are  embodied 
therein,  222 

Referred  to  as  attached  to  contract  not 
attached,  219 

Unauthorized  changes  in  liability  there- 
for, 285 

WRITTEN  MATTER : 

Of  a  contract  prevails  over  printed 
matter,  281 
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WRITTEN 
For  extra  work  : 
Required  by  contract,  689-568 
None  needed  for  work  outside  of  con 

tract,  669 
Required  by  ordinance,  547 


Meferenees  are  to  sections, 

WRITTEN  ORDER— Continued. 
For  extra  work— Continued. 
To  be  attached  to  contract,  646 
Progress  certificates  are  not,  648 
An  unsigned  sketch  or  plan  is  not,  647 
May  be  waived,  686,  666 


LIST  OF  LAW  BOOKS 

BEFBBBBD  TO,   AND  ALLIED  TO  THIS  SUBJECT  OF 

ENGINEERING  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  JURISPRUDENCE. 


LAW  PUBLISHERS  AND  BOOKSELLERS. 


Barer,  Voobhis  and  Compact,  New  York. 

Damages,    Measure    of,    by  Theodore         Negligence,  by  Shearman  A  Redfield. 

Sedgwick.    8th  Ed.      8  vols.,  9880  pp.  «h  Ed.    2  vote.    1898.    (In  Frees.) 

1891.  918.00.  Negligence  of  Municipal  Corporations, 
Expert  Testimony,    by  Henry  W.  Ro-  by  D.  A.  Jones.    656  pp.    1892.    $6.00. 

gers     589  pp.    1891.    95.00.  Street  Railways,  by  Henry  J.  Booth. 

Mechanics'  Liens  (N.  T.),  by  Cummings     767  pp.    1892.    $6.60. 
A  Gilbert.    691  pp.    1897.    $4.50.  Ultra  Vires  (Bricet),  by  Ashbel  Green. 

994  pp.    1880.     $6.00. 

Banks  and  Brothers,  Nnw  York. 

Boundaries,  Fences,  etc.,    by   R.    H.  Master  and  Servant,  by  C.  M.  Smith 

Tyler.    WO  pp.     1870.    $6.00.  (Eng.).  Amer.  Ed.   803  pp.    1887.    $4.00. 

Contracts,  by  Frederick  Pollock  (Rng.).  Negligence,    by  Edward    B.    Thomas. 

Amer.  Ed.  by  Franklin  S.  Dickson.    747  1565  pp.     1895.    $7.50. 

pp.    1888.    $4.00.  Principal  and  Agent,  by  Wm.  Evans 

Evidence,  by  John  Pitt  Taylor  (Eng.).  (Eng.).     Amer.  Ed.  by  J.  C.  Bedford. 

1592  pp.     1887.     $10.00.  686  pp.    1888.     $4.00. 

Insurance,   by  George   Richards*    690  Real  Property,  by  James  M.  Kerr.    8 

pp.     1898.    $3.75.  vols.,  2765  pp.     1895.     $16.00. 

Liens,  by  D.  Y.  Overton.   865  pp.    1888.  Sales,  by  Lord  Blackburn  (Eng.).    464 

$6.00.  pp.    1887.    $3.00. 

Mandamus,  by  S.  S.  Merrill.    542  pp.  Usages  and  Customs,  by  J.  H.  Browne 

1892.  $5.00.  (Eng.).    Amer.  Ed.  by  S.  6.  Clarke.    418 
Municipal  Corporations,  by  Christopher  pp.    1881.    $4.00. 

G.  Tideman.    1026  pp.    1894.    $6.00. 

Callaghan  and  Company,  Chicago. 

Agency,   by  Floyd  R.  Mechem.    1070  Public  Offices  and  Officers,  by  Floyd 

pp.    1889.    $6.00.  R.  Mechem.    866  pp.    1890.    $6.00. 

Damages,  by  J.  G.  Sutherland.    8  vote.,  Railways,  by   David  Rorer.     2  vols., 

2624  pp.    1882.     $18.00.  1787  pp.     1884.    $12.00. 

Injunctions,  by  James  L.  High.  2  vols.,  Railway  Decisions,  by  John  F.  Lacy. 

1546  pp.     1890.    $12.00.  2  vols.,  1889  pp.     1884.    $16.00. 

Edward  Thompson  Company,  Northport,  L.  I.,  N.  Y. 

American  and  English  Eucyclopeedia  of         Encyclopaedia  of  Pleading  and  Practice, 
Law.    32  vols.,  about  1200  pp.  ea.    1887-      Several  vols.     1895—. 
$7.    (2d  Ed.  in  Press.)  Railway  Decisions,  A  Digest  of,  Several 

vols.    1895—. 
Prices  and  terms  of  above  book*  may  be  had  on  application  to  publisher. 


LAW  PUBLISHERS  AND  BOOKSELLERS. 


F.  H.  Thomas  and  Company,  St.  Lome. 

Expert  and  Opinion  Evidence,  by  John      vols.,  1661  pp.    1880.    $12.00. 
D.  Lawson.    667  pp."    1888.    $6.00.  Usages  and  Customs,  by  John  D.  Law- 

Negligence,   by  S.    D.   Thompson.     2      son.    621  pp.    1881.     $6.00. 

Little,  Brown  and  Company,  Boston. 


Agency,  by  Joseph  Story.  720  pp.  1882. 
$6.00. 

Arbitration  and  Award,  by  John  T. 
Morse,  Jr     741pp.     1872.    $6.00. 

Contracts,  Summary  of,  by  C.  C.  Lang- 
delL    277  pp.    1880.     $2.60. 

Contracts,  by  William  W.  Story.  6th 
Ed.    2  vols.,  1800  pp.    1874.    $12.00. 

Copyright,  by  Eaton  S.  Drone.  828  pp. 
1879.    $6.00. 

Corporations,  by  Victor  Morawets.  2 
vols.    1886.    $11.00. 

Easements  and  Servitudes,  by  Emory 
Washburn    4th  Ed.  876  pp.    1886.   $6.00. 

Highways,  by  J.  K.  Angell  and  Thomas 
Durfee.    665  pp.     1886.     $6.00. 


Marine  Insurance,  by  Theophilus  Par- 
sons.   2  vols.,  1400  pp.    1868.    $12.00. 

Mechanics'  Liens,  by  Samuel  L.  Phillips. 
878  pp.     1888.     $6.00. 

Municipal    Corporations,    by   John  F. 
Dillon.    2  vols,,  1696  pp.    1890.    $12.60. 

Patents,  by  George  T.  Curtis.    4th  Ed. 
1878.    $6.00. 

Patents,  by  W.  C.  Robinson.    8  vols. 
1890.     $19.60. 

Railroads,  by  Edward  L.  Pierce.    668 
pp.    1881.    $6.00.    (Out  of  Print.) 

Railways,  by  Isaac  F.  Redfleld.     6th 
Ed.    2  vols.,  1680  pp.    1888.    $12.00. 

Real  Property,  by  Emory  Washburn. 
6th  Ed.    8  vols.,  2467  pp.    1887.    $18.00. 

Watercourses,  by  J.  K.  Angell.    1877. 
$6.00 


Evidence,  by  John  Pitt  Taylor  (Eng.). 
Amer.  Ed  by  Chas.  F.  Chamberlayne. 
8  vols.,  1980  pp.    1897     $18.00. 

Mandamus  and  Prohibition,  by  H.  G. 
Wood.    278  pp.    1891      $8.60. 


The  Boston  Book  Company,  Boston. 

Master  and  Servant,-  by  H.  O.  Wood. 
990  pp.    1886.    $6.60. 

Railroads,  by  H.  G.  Wood.  8  vols., 
2886  pp.     1894.     $16.00. 


The  Bowen-Mbbbill  Company,  Indianapolis. 

Railioads,  by  B.  K.  and  W.  F.  Elliott.         Roads  and  Streets,  by  B.  K.  and  W.  F. 
4  vols. ,  8566  pp.     1897.    $24.00.  Elliott.     818  pp.     1890.     $6.00. 

Books  that  may  be  Ordered  through  any  Law  Bookseller. 


Architectural  Jurisprudence,  by  Elmes. 
1827.    {Out  of  Print.) 

Architect,  Owner  and  Builder  before  the 
Law,  byT.  M.Clark.  418pp.  1894.  $8.60. 

Awards, by  Francis  Russell  (Eng.).  7th 
Ed.    1024  pp.     1891.    $9.00. 

Building  and  Building  Leases,  by  Judge 
Emden  (Eng.).  3d  Ed.  738  pp.  1896. 
$6.60. 

Building  and  Buildings,  by  A.  Partlett 
Lloyd.    669  pp.    1888.    $6.00. 

Building,  Engineering  and  Ship-build- 
ing, by  Alfred  A.  Hudson  (Eng  ).  2  vols., 
1226  pp.     1896.     $15.00. 


Civil  Engineers,  Architects  and  Con- 
tractors, by  McCassey  &  Strahan  (Eng.). 
480  pp.     1898.     $3.60. 

Contracts,  by  C.  G.  Addison  (Eug). 
9th  Ed.     1491  pp.    1892.     $16  00. 

Contracts,  Digest  of  Law  of,  by  S. 
Martin  Leake.     1440  pp.     1892.     $9.60. 

Engineering  and  Architectural  Juris 
prudence,  by  John  C.  Wait.  1000  pp. 
1898     $6.60. 

Master  and  Servant,  by  W.  F.  Bailey. 
647  pp.     1894.     $6.00. 

Railway  Companies,  by  Godefroi  & 
Shorn  (Eng.).     958  pp.     1869.     $9.60. 
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